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T

he history of India-Pakistan rivalry constitutes a chronology of struggle
to establish “hegemony”[1] by the former on the latter; “action-

reaction”[2] type of security paradigm; misperceptions;[3]
underestimation and overestimation, and mutual “fear.”[4] The study of
hegemonic war comprises a pivotal aspect of international relations theory,
[5] and it would be appropriate to conceptualise these theoretical facets
before explaining both countries’ conflict-ridden history. Gilpin defining the
theory of hegemonic war writes: The first is that a hegemonic war is distinct from other categories of
war: it is caused by broad changes in political, strategic, and economic
affairs…. Since human beings are driven by three fundamental passions
– interest, pride, and, above all else, fear – they always seek to
increase their wealth and power until other humans, driven by like
passions, try to stop them…. Even advances in knowledge, technology,
or economic development would not change the fundamental nature of
human behaviour or of international relations. On the contrary,
increases in human power, wealth, and technology would serve only to
intensify conflict among social groups and enhance the magnitude of
war. Thucydides the realist, in contrast to Plato the idealist, believed
that reason would not transform human beings, but would always
remain the slave of human passions. Thus, uncontrollable passions
would again and again generate great conflicts like the one witnessed
in …history.[6]
But, in the South Asian context, India, by virtue of its size, considers the
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entire region as a single cultural, geographical and strategic entity in spite of
the existence of different countries in South Asia. Pakistan is the only South
Asian country, which has so far challenged India’s desire to dominate the
subcontinent.[7] Therefore, India considers Pakistan a “regional
destabilizer,” that has challenged New Delhi’s desire to control the entire
subcontinent as a single unit.[8]
It is generally accepted that the nuclear weapons play a credible role in
preventing wars. According to Kenneth Waltz, a leading theoretician of
deterrence, “nuclear weapons have helped to preserve the peace where it
has been most endangered and prevented war” from spreading further to the
other volatile regions, as it did “between the United States and the Soviet
Union, between India and Pakistan” and the Middle East. [9] In theory, if any
one country endeavours to assemble nuclear weapons, then, the other
threatened state would also do the same. Thus, it would be self-defeating
on the part of any country to involve in a nuclear arms race, or to attempt to
use the nuclear strength as a weapon of war. [10] India and Pakistan are
still in the early stages of nuclear development, and their C4I2 (Command,
Control, Communications, Computers, and Intelligence and Information)
systems are also still in nascent stages. In spite of this, Pakistan’s earlier
ambiguous nuclear status, and its ability to strike back, had restrained India
[11]
The mere fear of Islamabad
in the 1980s from a preventive strike.
returning a nuclear attack had kept the Indian war-machine at bay. [12] As
Waltz points out that so much comes in such small packages that it could
effectively thwart any design to use the nuclear weapons now, or in the
future, as a weapon of war. [13]
Theoretical Debate
Now, it would not be out of context to elaborate the different realist schools
of thought associated with the study of international relations. It was Hans
Morgenthau, who had introduced “realism” as a methodology to examine the
international relations. But, in the 1970s, Kenneth Waltz’s “neorealism”
made a distinct divergence from Morgenthau’s realism that thenceforth was
classified as “classical realism.”[14] Since the 1970s, international political
theory has developed around two types of realism: “structural realism,”[15]
and the “offensive realism.”[16] There is also the theory of “defensive
realism”[17] in addition to other “neoclassical,” “contingent,” “specific,”
and “generalist” realism theories.[18] Some theorists assert that the great
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powers tend to “maximize their relative” power[19] with continuous
endeavours to issue diktats to other states.[20]
“For defensive realists, the international structure provides states with little
incentive to seek additional increments of power,” writes Mearsheimer,
which instead “pushes them to maintain the existing balance of power.
Preserving power, rather than increasing it, is the main goal of states.”[21]
On the other hand, the “Offensive realists…believe that status quo powers
are rarely found in world politics, because the international system creates
powerful incentives for states to look for opportunities to gain power at the
expense of rivals… A state’s ultimate goal is to be the hegemon in the
system.”[22] Interestingly, Kenneth Waltz, who considers that in anarchic
conditions in international politics security is the highest end for the states
to maintain their positions in the system, rebuts this theory.[23] But, in the
nuclear age, regional or global hegemony is only feasible to establish with an
explicit nuclear superiority, which Mearsheimer defines as “a capability to
devastate its rivals without fear of retaliation.”[24] As argued earlier, the
entire paradigm of security of South Asia is premised on “security,” “fear,”
and “hegemony” principles; hence, India and Pakistan have entangled
themselves in a perpetual cobweb of “offensive” and “defensive” type
situations respectively. Consequently, India sought to prevent the
emergence of “peer”[25] competitor on the subcontinent and Pakistan, to
challenge its hegemony. This “peer” rivalry between the two states took a
turning point in 1974, when India conducted its first nuclear test, which
ushered in a new era of nuclear arms race on the subcontinent.
The post-World War II international system was primarily based on the US and
Soviet bipolarity, and on the concept of bilateral superpower deterrence.
The fear of mutual annihilation had maintained peace between the two
superpowers during the heydays of the Cold War. Since the end of the World
War II, developments in the nuclear weapons technology immensely
transformed the destructive consequences of a war. Generally there is a
consensus that, “It is highly doubtful that a war between two nuclear powers
could be limited and escalation into a full-scale war prevented.”[26]
“In the nuclear age,” writes Gilpin, “the primary purpose of nuclear forces
should be to deter the use of nuclear weapons by one’s opponent and
thereby prevent the outbreak” of a conflict. However, in contemporary
international politics, distrust, uncertainty, and insecurity have compelled
states to indulge in arms race in which modern technology has added
lethality to weapons as never before.[27] There are growing concerns over
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the possibility of accidental war. Thucydides also expressed similar
apprehensions concerning the role of accidental war while writing the history
of the Great War between the Spartans and the Athenians. The war once
begun, writes Thucydides, lets loose forces that are completely unforeseen
by the protagonists.[28] Even a limited conflict between the two nucleararmed rivals “could set in motion untoward developments over which they
would soon lose control.”[29] Hence, even a minor misperception on the
subject of a limited war could intensify the “fog of war” thereby reluctantly
leading the involved states to a full-scale conflict.[30] This destabilises the
very concept of mutual deterrence that has been built on the foundations of
nuclear weapons, and may set-up risky dynamics of nuclear deterrence –
upon which both Pakistan and India have premised their strategies – the
“stability-instability paradox,” as some analysts have described the prevailing
scenario.[31]
India’s ‘Peaceful Nuclear Explosion’
On May 18, 1974, India’s nuclear detonation at its nuclear testing site in
Pokhran, in the Rajasthan desert near the Pakistan border, was claimed by
New Delhi as a Peaceful Nuclear Explosion (PNE), undertaken to enhance its
scientific and technical advancement. It proved to be the turning point in
the history of threats and security perceptions in South Asia. India’s nuclear
test was perceived in Pakistan as a threat to its security, which required an
appropriate response. It immediately revived tensions in India-Pakistan
relations, and Pakistan’s then Prime Minister, Z. A. Bhutto, termed India’s
nuclear detonation as its grand strategy to intimidate Pakistan.[32] While,
Premier Mrs. Gandhi tried to alleviate Pakistan’s security apprehensions by
quite conveniently claiming that: “There are no potential or foreign policy
implications of this test.”[33] This, Pakistan was not prepared to accept.
The Bhutto government’s initial reaction was to seek assurances from the
Nuclear Weapon States (NWS) against possible Indian nuclear blackmail.
Pakistan’s Foreign Minister, Aziz Ahmed, who visited London, Paris, and
Washington, failed to secure the necessary guarantees from these countries.
Thus, Bhutto decided to initiate Pakistan’s nuclear option vis-à-vis India’s
possible nuclear blackmail. This, he stated, was imperative and compatible
with the country’s geostrategic requirements and status as one of the leading
states of the Third World and Muslim bloc.[34] Hence, Bhutto expressed
determination not to accept Indian nuclear hegemony in the region.[35]
Although India had termed the Pokhran test a peaceful one, it had
nevertheless retained the weapons option in order to assemble a nuclear
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device at a short notice, if so desired by the Indian policymakers.[36] The
history of post-independence India indicates that the BJP was not the first
government to consider overt nuclearisation of India in May 1998.[37] The
Congress Party government of Indira Gandhi conducted the first overt nuclear
test in 1974, and the subsequent Congress government of P.V. Narasimha Rao
also planned to conduct a test at the end of 1995,[38] which was postponed
for different reasons, including continuing benefiting from the Western and
the US scientific and technological cooperation, in order to attain a
thermonuclear capability and delivery systems for its nuclear weapons in the
future.[39] Secondly, the establishment of non-proliferation regime and the
enforcement of US legislation, coupled with growing internal political unrest,
had restrained India from carrying out more nuclear tests. Above all, there
was no immediate military threat to India’s security in the post-1971 period,
as it had emerged the sole preponderant military power in the subcontinent
after the break up of Pakistan. However, India’s aspiration to acquire a
nuclear capability dates back to Jawaharlal Nehru’s period when the
foundations of India’s nuclear establishment were actually laid. Since then,
to attain the nuclear weapons capability has been part of the Indian
diplomacy, especially in the context of its relations with US, and after 1974
with Pakistan.[40]
Pakistan’s Nuclear Diplomacy
Since 1974, all successive governments in Pakistan expounded the idea of the
establishment of a Nuclear-Weapon-Free-Zone (NWFZ). This India resolutely
opposed, and it even refused to talk to Pakistan on the subject. In addition
to the NWFZ concept, Pakistan floated numerous other proposals in various
national and international forums to India in order to contain the horizontal
nuclear proliferation in the region. These proposals included: 1.

Establishment of a NWFZ, made first in 1974.

2. Pakistan repeated the NWFZ proposals to India, in 1976, 1979, 1987, and
1990. On May 4, 2003, President Pervez Musharraf proposed a nuclear-free
subcontinent.
3. Pakistan asked India to jointly sign the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), as
well as sign bilateral/joint agreements for full-scope safeguards and
inspections, in November/December 1984, June 1985, and July 1987. India
rejected all these proposals and continued instead to demand a universal,
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discriminatory NPT.
4. Declaration to renounce the acquisition, or development of nuclear
weapons, in 1978.
5. Simultaneous accession by both India and Pakistan to the NPT, in 1979.
6. Acceptance of full International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA)
safeguards, in 1979.
7.

A mutual inspection of each other’s nuclear facilities, in 1979.

8. In 1981, 1998 and September 2000, Pakistan offered a No War Pact to
India, which was rejected by New Delhi. The No War Pact proposal carries an
interesting history. It was in 1949 and 1950 when India had first proposed a
No War Pact to Pakistan, which was accepted by the then Prime Minister of
Pakistan, Liaquat Ali Khan, if there was a clear timeframe for the settlement
of all outstanding issues between the two countries. On June 12, 2004,
Pakistan’s Foreign Office spokesman proposed “a ‘No War Pact’ with India,”
which he said was “already on the table.” The spokesman further reiterated
that, “If the Indian government offers a pact on ‘No First Use of Nuclear
Weapons,’ let us (India and Pakistan) have a pact for no war at all between
the two countries.”[41]
9. A signing of a bilateral treaty banning all types of nuclear tests, in 1987.
[42]
10. Pakistan offered to India, not to produce or explode nuclear weapons, in
1987 and 1991. India did not respond to Pakistan’s proposals.
11. Convening of a conference on the issue of nuclear non-proliferation in
South Asia,
to be attended by Russia, the US, China and, India and Pakistan, in June 1991.
[43]
12. A South Asian Zero-Missile Zone, in 1993.
These overtures made at different times were rejected by India on the
grounds that the nuclear non-proliferation issue in its perspective was a
global, rather than a South Asian problem. This clearly indicated how India
utilised the ongoing global nuclear disagreement debate to its own advantage

file:///D|/Shared/Web/papers/india-pakistan.shtml (6 of 87)10/13/2014 12:53:38 PM

IPRI :: Islamabad Policy Research Institute

of not relinquishing its nuclear weapons as long as global nuclear
disarmament did not materialise. Secondly, India asserted that it would only
adhere to the NPT until and unless all the countries had subscribed to the
treaty, and the NWS had eliminated their respective nuclear arsenals and
submitted to the international inspections, and to the International Atomic
Energy Agency’s safeguards. All these proposals were part of Pakistan’s
nuclear policy whilst in hindsight it appears to have been developing nuclear
weapons to counter-India’s nuclear weapons capability. Pakistan perceived
this as its security dilemma - how “to acquire more and more power in order
to escape the impact of the power” of India’s growing military potential.[44]
Pakistan’s nuclear testing was the logical outcome of Indian testing, which
later on also accorded rationale for a full-scale Indian nuclear weapons
programme after overt nuclearisation in May 1998.[45]
Pakistan-Specific Legislations
“Pakistan belongs to a class of states,” writes Stephen Cohen, “whose very
survival…security-related resources are inadequate” vis-à-vis India.[46]
Pakistan decided to develop its nuclear weapons plan in 1974 in order to
counter the overwhelming conventional and nuclear forces of India.[47]
Pakistan, whose nuclear research and development (R&D) was still at an
elementary stage, was expected to face tough international pressures and
sanctions while securing vital nuclear technology from abroad when its
archrival already possessed an impressive nuclear infrastructure. In addition,
India had begun a comprehensive rearmament and modernisation of its
conventional forces to expound its ‘Indira Doctrine’ in the region. Mrs.
Gandhi undertook this doctrine as a vehicle to exclude the military presence
and influence of the major powers, including China and the US, from the
Indian Ocean and South Asia as a whole.[48]
In spite of these provocative developments in the region, still Pakistan’s
nuclear programme remained comparatively modest, and its ruling elite
remained unresponsive right up to 1974 to this emerging danger on the
subcontinent.[49] Following the events of 1971 and after 1974, the leaders
in Pakistan considered that they could no longer stay insensitive toward the
Indian nuclear test, which they perceived posed a direct threat to Pakistan’s
security and to the subcontinent as a whole. Pakistan, because of its
“mechanistic insecurity syndrome,” as noted by T. T. Poulouse, “suddenly
became active…saw in India’s Pokhran explosion the image of a nuclear
weapon power in South Asia.”[50] According to Pakistani elite, India had not
yet reconciled with the creation of Pakistan, which further aggravated
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Islamabad’s insecurity syndrome.[51] Therefore, it can logically be argued
that primarily it was the Pokhran-I test, which gave decisive impetus to
Pakistan’s nuclear policy coming as it did soon after the country’s break-up in
which Indian intervened militarily. Military security was the major factor in
driving Pakistani nuclear weapons plan soon after 1974.[52] In addition,
Pakistan launched a diplomatic campaign on all international forums against
the Indian test, to expose the myth of being a “peaceful” explosion by
pointing to how India had beefed-up its conventional forces, and expanded
its own nuclear strategy.[53]
As discussed above, Pakistan’s nuclear programme was actually accelerated
by the Indian nuclear test of 1974 with a mandate to neutralise India’s
conventional and nuclear threats, and to rehabilitate Islamabad’s strategic
position.[54] Pakistan expedited efforts to realise these foreign and security
policy goals, and in this connection, it faced stiff opposition from the NWS
and India. Both, the Indian PNE and the anticipated nuclear development by
Pakistan also contributed to triggering off the US-sponsored international
efforts to establish a series of control regimes and mechanisms to contain any
further the horizontal nuclear proliferation. As a result, more than India,
Pakistan was deprived of critical technologies, which could enable it to attain
a nuclear weapons capability, vis-à-vis India’s conventional and strategic
forces, through technology collaboration.
The US adopted the Pakistan-specific Symington and Glenn Amendments in
1976 and 1977 respectively to the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, which
ultimately led to the temporary suspension of military and economic
assistance to Pakistan in April 1979.[55] Previously, in September 1977, the
US had halted military and economic assistance to Pakistan due to its
suspected nuclear programme. On the other hand, India and Israel, which
had already built reprocessing plants, were excluded from the effects of the
Symington-Glenn Amendments. In addition to the United States’ Pakistanspecific legislation, the Nuclear Suppliers Group (NSG - also called the
‘London Club’) also imposed embargoes and restrictions on nuclear exports to
Islamabad. Other Pakistan-specific US legislations are as under:
1. In 1981, the Symington-Glenn Amendments were restructured
to give waiver
to Pakistan, which permitted the US President to waive the
prohibitions
of section 669 between 1981 and September 30, 1987, to
receive assistance
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in the wake of Soviet invasion of Afghanistan.
2. In 1985, the Solarz Amendment was approved, regarding the illegal
exports of material and technology by a nuclear producing country to
Pakistan.[56] This amendment also enabled President Reagan to grant
waiver to Pakistan in respect of this legislation.
3. In 1985, the Pressler Amendment required the US President during each
fiscal year, to certify that Pakistan did not have a nuclear explosive device.
However, President George H. W. Bush Sr. refused to sign the waiver for
1990.
4. The Cranston Amendment of 1985, required annual certification from
the US President that Pakistan “does not possess a nuclear explosive device,”
before any aid could be given to Islamabad.[57]
5. On December 22, 1987, the US Congress extended the waiver authority
to April 1, 1990. President Reagan signed the appropriate certificate.
6.

In 1989, the waiver authority was extended for another year.[58]

The US non-proliferation interests had revived in October 1990, because the
Soviet forces by then had already completed their withdrawal from
Afghanistan (in February 1989) in accordance with the Geneva Accords of
April 14, 1988. This naturally changed the geostrategic position of Pakistan
in overall US global interests.[59] On October 2, 1990, President Bush
refused to provide the mandatory certificate in regard to Pakistan for the
year 1990. As a result, this led to a suspension of economic and military aid
to Pakistan.[60] Agha Shahi, writing about Pakistan-US nuclear and bilateral
relations remarked that the real issue between Pakistan and the US was the
latter’s consistent coercive tactics against Islamabad to force her to
renounce its nuclear programme; while India’s nuclear weapons project
continued unhindered.[61]
Pakistan’s Nuclear Response
Presumably due to these factors, for the first time, an architect of Pakistan’s
nuclear research project, Dr. A. Q. Khan, in 1984 revealed to the world that
the Kahuta Research Laboratories (KRL) was processing non-weapons-grade
uranium.[62] This information was deliberately leaked by the Zia regime in
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order to retain nuclear ambiguity so as to deter the large build-up of Indian
conventional and strategic forces. In Pakistani perspective, the ambiguity
over its nuclear capability had prevented the Indian attack during New
Delhi’s biggest ever-military exercise in 1986-87 – ‘Brasstacks’ - in the
Rajasthan desert, near the Pakistani border.[63] In November 1986, Bob
Woodward of The Washington Post, citing a classified US intelligence report,
claimed that Pakistan was producing weapons-grade uranium (over ninety per
cent) at the KRL.[64]
Despite extensive external pressures and coercive diplomacy directed against
Pakistan’s nuclear programme, it crossed the Rubicon in the early 1980s.
Writing about Pakistan’s ability to enrich uranium, Ashok Kapur remarked
that:
The history of Pakistani enrichment work demolishes the Western myth
that a poor country lacks the ability to make a quantum jump from the
nineteenth century to the twentieth century in the scientific field in a
few years…. The history provides mounting evidence of Pakistan’s
remarkable breakthrough into the closely guarded world of enrichment.
[65]
This remarkable achievement by Pakistan in the field of uranium enrichment
technology exhibited progress made by the scientific community of Islamabad
in a matter of a few years. It was an apt compliment from a leading South
Asian writer, because this achievement and breakthrough was attained
indigenously in the presence of stiff international opposition. Especially, the
NSG and the US had established extensive control regimes, imposed
embargoes on sensitive technologies, and tried to isolate Pakistan by various
strategies in order to dissuade it from pursuing its nuclear R&D. When Zia
died in a plane crash in August 1988, Pakistan had already attained a fullfledged threshold nuclear weapon state status.[66]
By that time it was clear that Pakistan would only change its stance regarding
the NPT, if it was universally implemented along with India’s adherence to
it. Pakistan also refused to accept the coercive diplomacy of the US against
its nuclear programme. Incidentally, Washington could not force India, Israel
and South Africa to sign the NPT.[67] In 1985, President Zia also
acknowledged that Pakistan did possess a capability to convert its peaceful
nuclear programme into a non-peaceful one at anytime if it was required.
[68] Later issued a policy statement that Pakistan had a right to possess the
nuclear capability. It was a clear and rational nuclear policy statement by
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the President of Pakistan, which put its stance on the NPT in correct
perspective, dual international standards in respect of different countries’
nuclear programmes, and reflected the height of Zia’s diplomacy. Zia had
successfully steered the country out of diplomatic pressure on the issue of
the NPT and its nuclear programme, and despite severe international
constraints, he meticulously continued the enhancement of Pakistan’s
nuclear infrastructure. Even the unified nuclear policies of the US, France,
Canada, and West Germany to pressurise Pakistan also proved futile and
counter-productive, and in a record time Pakistan developed a “more
sophisticated route leading to nuclear explosions” as has been remarked
upon by Lt. Gen. Kamal Matinuddin. He maintained that the US had
intentionally overlooked the Indian nuclear programme, because it wanted to
use the latter as a counter to China.[69]
Prime Minister Mian Nawaz Sharif reacting to the Indian nuclear and
thermonuclear tests on May 11 and 13, 1998, remarked that: “This is posing a
very serious threat to the region” and Pakistan.[70] The Indian nuclear tests
were internationally condemned, and most of the world leaders expressed
their horror and disgust over the prospect of an escalation of a nuclear arms
race between India and Pakistan. President Clinton termed the Indian
nuclearisation a “fundamental mistake.”[71] A leading US weekly magazine
The Newsweek, in its analysis held the US policymakers responsible for
adopting a naïve and indifferent attitude towards the Indian quest to go
nuclear.[72]
Pakistan had been frequently cautioning the world community about the
Indian nuclear weapons plan. This was generally regarded by the US
policymakers and the other countries, as Islamabad’s obsession towards New
Delhi and its insecurity syndrome. On April 16, 1998, Pakistan’s Foreign
Minister, Gohar Ayub Khan, in his meeting with Bill Richardson during the
latter’s visit to Islamabad, informed the dignitary about an Indian plan to
introduce nuclear weapons in its arsenal.[73] To this, reportedly Richardson
had replied: “Are you trying to say the Indian leadership has made suckers of
us.” To which reportedly Ayub had replied: “Yes. You’ve just been
duped.”[74] Yet the US maintained that Pakistan did not provide them with
any concrete evidence about the Indian nuclearisation programme.[75]
Unlike the US, Pakistan had no satellites orbiting the Indian nuclear testing
site. Therefore, it was difficult for Islamabad to provide technical evidence,
except through whatever channels and sources it possessed to ascertain the
Indian weaponisation plan, and to inform the international community
accordingly, including Washington about the impending dangers of nuclear
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proliferation in South Asia. This controversy has been aptly summarised by
the Newsweek:
American policymakers have long suspected the Pakistanis of crying
wolf about the Indian nuclear programme; partly to justify their secret
weapons collaboration with the Chinese. President Clinton was said by
his aides to be personally wounded by India’s perfidy. That may be
because he had assigned an unrealistic role to India in his ‘bridge to
the 21st century’ imaginings. Clinton has spoken of India’s high-tech
prowess, its claim to the ‘world’s largest middle class,’ and envisioned
a kind of benign, peace-loving presence stabilizing the Asian
Subcontinent. Indian rhetoric can be lulling… Will other
technologically advanced nations follow India’s example and try to
barge into the nuclear club.[76]
“Hence a state that is amassing instruments of war,” writes Kenneth Waltz
regarding the proliferation of nuclear weapons, even for its own defence, “is
cast by others as a threat requiring response.”[77] This is precisely how the
Indian nuclear tests were perceived in Pakistan.[78] Moreover, Pakistan felt
threatened by Indian leaders’ bellicose statements in the aftermath of
Pokhran-II. Soon after the tests, Prime Minister Vajpayee, speaking in the
Lok Sabha, claimed that India possessed a “big bomb,” and in unambiguous
language declared India a nuclear weapon state and even threatened to use
nuclear weapons.[79] He further clarified India’s new nuclear policy by
saying: “It is not a conferment we seek nor is it a status for others to grant”
to India.[80] It was in such a charged situation that President Clinton sent his
Under-Secretary of State, Strobe Talbott, to Pakistan to persuade its
policymakers not to test nuclear weapons in retaliation. At that time, the
Indian leadership was repeatedly threatening Pakistan. Therefore, Islamabad
considered the “vague promises of enhanced economic support” of the US
without any credible guarantees against conventional or nuclear attack by
India, obviously insufficient to forego its nuclear weapons option.[81]
Secondly, the muted international reaction to the Indian testing had
disillusioned Prime Minister Nawaz Sharif, who could not have possibly gone
against the popular demand for a retaliatory nuclear testing.[82] Thirdly,
the domestic political pressure was a significant contributory factor, which
had motivated Pakistan to overt nuclearisation.[83] Besides, the Indian
threats had been explicitly directed against the very survival of Pakistan.
After the Indian tests, India’s Home Minister, L. K. Advani, “vowed to end the
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Pakistani menace” once and for all.[84] Similarly, the Indian Minister for
Science and Technology, Murli Manohar Joshi, on May 12, 1998, declared that
the Indian scientists “will put a nuclear warhead on missiles as soon as the
situation requires.”[85] Pakistan’s failure to retaliate would have dissolved
its nuclear deterrence strategy into a hot air. In the eventuality of an IndiaPakistan confrontation, Pakistan could not sustain its nuclear deterrence
doctrine. Because, a nuclear test would benefit Pakistan by removing any
doubt in India’s mind. Therefore, for Pakistan, the show of overt nuclear
weapons capability was necessary for military security objective, and to
neutralise India’s edge in the strategic and conventional forces. According to
Neil Joeck:
Thus a nuclear test would benefit Pakistan by removing any doubt in India’s
mind. It would harm Pakistan, however, in that it would force nuclear
deterrence and its prerequisites more squarely into the centre of Pakistani
strategic planning while delivering a severe blow to the economy….
Pakistanis complain that they had to pay the price for India’s nuclear
detonation in 1974, which galvanized the international community and
precipitated the development of extensive export controls…. Where India by
1974 had developed its own nuclear capability (with significant help from
Western countries, Pakistanis always argue), Pakistan was lagging behind and
felt that it had to take any necessary measures to catch up.[86]
Therefore, for Pakistan, the show of overt nuclear weapons capability was
necessary for military security objectives, and to neutralise India’s edge in
the strategic and conventional forces. The Indian strategic and conventional
superiority, in Pakistani perception, could only be held at bay by erecting its
own nuclear weapons shield. The Indian testing of the whole range of
nuclear weaponry, including “battlefield/tactical nuclear weapons” were
Pakistan-specific, remarked Foreign Minister Gohar Ayub in the Pakistan
Senate on May 13, 1998. He further stated: “Indian actions, which pose an
immediate and grave threat to Pakistan’s security, will not go
unanswered.”[87]
Accordingly, on May 28 and 30, 1998, Pakistan conducted a series of six
nuclear tests at its nuclear testing site in the Chagai Hills of Balochistan
province. Thereby neutralising India’s nuclear edge once for all, which in
Nawaz Sharif’s perspective, was essential to equalise the nuclear score with
India.[88] There was a direct link between Pakistan’s overt nuclear weapons
capability and its concept of military security vis-à-vis India. Like India, the
retaliatory decision by Pakistan for overt nuclearisation was also indicative of
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the predominance of “security” perception as a factor in “domestic
politics.”[89] Hence, “Islamabad’s response was heavily based on domestic
political considerations,” writes Neil Joeck, “given the vulnerabilities of its
national political leaders and given the arguments that India was already
deterred by Pakistan’s previously veiled nuclear capabilities.”[90]
Therefore, a stable nuclear deterrence was considered an essential element
even to reduce the probability of a limited conventional conflict.[91]
Moreover, Pakistan considered its nuclear tests as an imperative to contain
the hegemonic designs of the Indian foreign and security policy, and essential
to neutralise New Delhi’s conventional and nuclear forces. It thus provided
Islamabad with a strategic equity vis-à-vis New Delhi. After the tit-for-tat
nuclear testing, India announced its Draft Nuclear Doctrine in August 1999 as
a rationale to further develop and deploy nuclear weapons. It has further
escalated tension and priming of nuclear trigger foreboding horrendous
consequences for both the countries.[92]
India’s Nuclear Doctrine
India’s nuclear testing in May 1998 had compelled Pakistan, as argued in the
preceding pages, to respond with retaliatory nuclear weapons tests, which
opened-up “a renewed wave of proliferation” in the 1990s.[93] Both India
and Pakistan “followed these tests,” writes Wolfsthal, “with steps to
institutionalise their nuclear weapon arsenals and expand their delivery
capabilities.”[94] India and Pakistan had acquired nuclear weapons for
divergent objectives. India’s motives to pursue a nuclear weapons plan was
inspired from its inherent desire to achieve a great power status – for
hegemonic motives.[95] India was so obsessed with its yearning for a great
power status that any non-proliferation regime would have been ineffective
before its aspirations and for the domestic political motives of the BJP
(Bharatiya Janata Party) who was then in power.[96] The Indian
policymakers had from time to time spoken of the need for overt
nuclearisation as the “universal currency” of strategic strength and
“autonomy” of a country in international politics.[97] More significantly, the
ruling BJP intended to exploit the nuclear weapons capability as a symbol of
India’s prowess and of Hindu “pride and nationalism.”[98] With the induction
of nuclear weapons in its arsenal – India intended to establish its military and
political hegemony on the subcontinent.[99] After acquiring an overt nuclear
weapon state status, a state in the category of India would tend to exploit
that potential to achieve a position of greater significance within its
particular geographical region.[100] Therefore, after the overt
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nuclearisation by India and Pakistan, both states were logically expected to
establish the command and control systems, as well as to announce their
nuclear doctrines with a view to attain a viable deterrent, and to minimise
the prospects of nuclear confrontation.[101]
Unlike Pakistan, India first announced its Draft Nuclear Doctrine (DND) in
August 1999, and subsequently established its Nuclear Command Authority
(NCA) almost four years later on January 4, 2003. The announcement of DND
and the organization of NCA, was followed by the handing-over of nuclear
weapons to the armed forces of India under the newly set-up Strategic Forces
Command.[102] Way back in 1987, the then Army Chief, General Sundarji,
had stated that India would not like Pakistan to catch-up with India in
nuclear weapons field.[103] The Indian rationale for the acquisition of
nuclear weapons was inherently quite strong based on the view that it was
necessary to sustain its conventional and strategic forces competitive
advantage vis-à-vis Pakistan.[104] Accordingly, the establishment of India’s
NCA had formalised the existing eight-point DND under the Political Council,
the Executive Council, and the C-in-C of Strategic Forces Command - headed
by Air Marshall, T. M. Asthana, was merely instituted to achieve New Delhi’s
strategic objectives and to enhance its military preparedness.
India is reportedly also endeavouring to acquire the Green Pine radars, the
Phalcon Airborne Early Warning radar system, and the Command and Control
Systems (AWACS) from Israel in June 2002 and May 2003 respectively.[105]
The acquisition and deployment of nuclear weapons; and institutionalisation
of anti-ballistic missiles systems with Green Pines, Raytheon’s Patriot
Advanced Capability-3 anti-missile and AWACS systems; and the possibility of
an adoption of launch on warning (LOW) doctrine, would further compound
the risks of accidental nuclear conflict on the subcontinent.[106] In the
absence of robust C4I2 systems,[107] it is expected to lower the threshold
and erode the nuclear deterrence. Moreover, the growing conventional
weaponry disparity between India and Pakistan is quite critical from the
South Asian nuclear perspective. Because, any conventional arms
procurement by India would escalate the possibility of Pakistan’s quest to
enhance its nuclear capability against India. Thus, understandably Pakistan
would strive to ensure that its nuclear forces remain robust, and capable of
surviving an Indian pre-emptive attack.
The formulation of NCA actually operationalised India’s DND by inducting
strategic weapons into the forces and, their deployment in order to inflict an
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unacceptable damage on the adversary in the case of ‘first-strike’.[108] In
addition, the NCA also envisaged New Delhi’s right to retaliate with nuclear
weapons in event of “a major attack against India or Indian forces anywhere”
even with the “biological or chemical weapons.”[109] India prima facie
appears to be inspired from an emergent new concept - to retaliate with
nuclear weapons - which was enunciated by the Bush administration as its
new National Strategy to Combat Weapons of Mass Destruction (NSCWMD) in
December 2002.[110] The chemical or biological weapons attack, even in a
conventional conflict, would be responded to, and managed and executed by
the all-service Strategic Forces Command (SFC).[111] At occasions, it would
require a pre-delegation of powers in one form or the other, to the SFC to
retaliate with punitive strikes against the adversary in the eventuality of such
an attack with the chemical or biological weapons.[112] This raises some
serious and fundamental questions concerning the actual control of the
nuclear arsenal, although, symbolically the Prime Minister “will have his
finger on the nuclear button.”[113]
Some obvious flaws in NCA’s functioning includes:
●

●

A centralised system of command and control of nuclear weapons
would continue to motivate the policymakers to maintain a deployed
arsenal at the highest state of alertness – launch on warning (LOW).
This in effect means a perpetual state of nuclear readiness, which
would be available to the policymakers to authorise their launch on
warning.
A perpetual state of nuclear preparedness would require a “super
safe, watertight, and based on a clear line of authority” system of C4I2
(discussed later). [114] New Delhi had reluctantly formulated a
nuclear weapons command system in January 2003, while Pakistan had
established its National Command Authority in February 2000. Behind
these efforts was a considerable pressure from the West and US at a
time when India-Pakistan were “at the brink of war.”[115] Regarding
the command systems of both countries, it is not clear what type of
operational relationship would the different tiers of armed forces
commanders would have with each other. For instance, exact
relationship the Strategic Forces Command would maintain with the
three services chiefs, including with the Chiefs of Staff Committee
(CSC) and the NCA. Especially, the role of the NCA and the Executive
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Council vis-à-vis to the SFC, the CSC, and the National Security
Advisor. As the Executive Council is comprised of senior civil
bureaucrats, services officers, including intelligence officials, who
would bring into play an organizational bias and conflict. While, the
bureaucrats attached with the “Government Politics” would tend to
play a “central, competitive game” for political or governmental
hierarchical status. This distinct incompatibility between all
hierarchies would sharply differ in their perceptions, estimates, and
problems tackling approach, consequences and finding solutions for
the issue,[116] thereby further compounding the situation in the case
●

of an eruption of crisis.
Neither India nor Pakistan possess the requisite economic and
technological resources, nor the infrastructure, even to establish a
partial defence against the kind of nuclear weapons and ballistic
missiles, which the US and the former Soviet Union could establish
during the heyday of the Cold War.[117] This would obviously multiply
the chances of accidental use, leading to an outbreak of nuclear war
on the subcontinent. According to Michael Krepon, President of the
Henry L. Stimson Center, “This is a region that tends towards
misreading, tends towards surprises, tends towards
misperceptions.”[118]

●

The flight-time of a missile between the two countries is dangerously
minimal - ranging from three to around eight/nine minutes, allowing
hardly any time for the leadership of the two countries to correctly
analyse the situation, or the implications of decisions. For example,
during the Cold War, the US Commander of the Strategic Air Command
had a designated authority to launch the air force, except authority to
proceed towards their target, in the case of a warning of a nuclear
attack.[119] There are also limitations of the civilian leadership to
maintain an effective control over the entire nuclear arsenal,
including over the other Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) of the
three services concerning the operational practices, deployment,
training and the targeting elements of these weapons, which are
constantly evolved.[120] In the context of South Asia, obviously, the
militaries on both sides are expected to consolidate their control over
the nuclear weapons in view of frequent military crises on the
subcontinent.[121] It would not only destabilise the nuclear
deterrence between the two countries, but could also lead to
formulation of SOP to prime the nuclear weapons on the delivery
vehicles in a crisis situation.[122] More alarmingly, during the
Pakistan-India military standoff in 2001-2002, reportedly Vajpayee had
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authorised the Indian forces to use the short-range nuclear capable
Prithvi missiles.[123] This indicates the predominance of an
organisational bias, and the fixed SOPs (although they may be
eventually changed and refined with the passage of time) in the
military planning, instead of critically analysing the situation, and
exploring all available alternatives with a view to find a solution for
the problem.[124]
It is argued that frequent military crises between the nuclear capable
states with a high degree of mistrust, misperception, would not only dilute
the effectiveness of deterrence in the region, but could also accelerate
miscalculations leading to an accidental nuclear holocaust. According to
Brajesh Mishra, former National Security Advisor to the former Indian
Premier, between January and May 2002, India and Pakistan were “pretty
close” to a war, in spite of their realisation of mutual assured destruction in
New Delhi and Islamabad.[125] Therefore, the flaws in the Indian Draft
Nuclear Doctrine, NCA’s complex hierarchical tiers, and its apparent
preparedness to have a LOW doctrine, as argued, could escalate tension
between India and Pakistan in future in spite of their claim to mutual nuclear
deterrence and the viability of their command and control mechanisms.
Militaries in both the countries would tend to have their nuclear weapons
deployed, especially during the crises,[126] and therefore, even a limited or
a low-intensity conflict, could easily escalate into an open war. As has been
noted by V. R. Raghavan, the “Indian plans are firmly based on taking a
future war into all Pakistani territory, even if the conflict commences in
Jammu and Kashmir.”[127] Therefore, the risk of a LOW would always be
there, which could be further exacerbated due to “the proclivity for decisive
operations and taking the initiative is likely to encourage military officers to
advocate…the development of launch-on-warning options if technically
feasible.”[128] As a result, it would intensify the “fog of war” thereby
increasing the prospects of miscalculation, “bureaucratic momentum,” and
chaos in any future crises on the subcontinent.[129]
At face value, India’s Draft Nuclear Doctrine, the establishment of a two-tier
NCA, and the ‘no first-use’ (NFU) of nuclear weapons policy, indicates that
New Delhi has an effective C4I2 system in place under the proper civilian
control (Rational Actor). In contrast, India could project that in Pakistan, the
C4I2 being under the Army’s control could be susceptible to use by the
diehard ‘Jihadi’ elements in the defence establishment. India would exploit,
and illustrate that the ‘Islamic’ elements within the Pakistan’s defence
institutions could handover nuclear weapons to non-state actors in turn
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threatening the international peace and security.[130] India would galvanise
the international public opinion, non-proliferation regimes, and the existing
anti-terrorism clauses of the different UN Resolutions, passed after the 9/11,
to disable Pakistan’s nuclear assets through pre-emptive strikes, or to disarm
Pakistan through sanctions and coercive diplomacy.[131] At the same time,
India could continue to project to the world that it is a responsible nuclear
power that has chiselled-out a policy of NFU of nuclear weapons vis-à-vis
Pakistan, in spite of latter’s strategy to keep its nuclear option open (in order
to deter India from amassing its superior conventional forces on its borders).
India still retains the option of use of nuclear weapons against Pakistan, by
giving its own interpretation of the Draft Nuclear Doctrine’s clause of ‘nofirst use’ of nuclear weapons.[132] In reality, India’s decision to counter
chemical and biological weapons attack anywhere on its combatants with
nuclear weapons, has already in a way made its officially stated policy of ‘no
first-use’ redundant.[133]
As argued in the preceding pages that India’s ‘no first-use’ strategy is a
carefully calibrated strategy to exploit its superiority in the conventional
forces, which New Delhi intends to use to establish its hegemony in the
region. However, as has been elaborated earlier, faced with a desperate
situation, India would still retain its option of the first-use of its nuclear
weapons. On the other hand, Pakistan’s nuclear capability is a securitycentric - designed to protect its strategic nuclear forces, sovereignty and
independence that was repeatedly threatened by India since the partition of
British India in 1947. It is imperative for Pakistan to retain a potent
conventional force to sustain a conventional deterrence. However, since the
1998 nuclear tests by both India and Pakistan, according to the Stockholm
International Peace Research Institute’s (SIPRI) annual report concerning the
worldwide military spending in the year 2002, India and Pakistan’s security
situation had considerably aggravated. Both were engaged in an arms race,
including “a gradual consolidation of nuclear weapon infrastructure.” The
report noted that, both countries have sufficient fissile materials that could
enable them to produce between 100 to 400 nuclear weapons. In addition,
they were also developing ballistic missiles of different ranges as a mode of
delivery for nuclear weapons, which would only aggravate the future
situation of the subcontinent when both states deploy nuclear weapons,
concludes the SIPRI.[134] The US authorisation to Israel to sell its Phalcon
airborne early warning radar system to India would further increase the
imbalance of offensive military capability in India’s favour. As a result, it
would compel Pakistan to augment its conventional and strategic force
balance vis-à-vis India in order to sustain a credible nuclear deterrence on
the subcontinent.
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Pakistan’s Nuclear Doctrine
The Pakistani nuclear weapons policy has been India-centric, premised on the
perception that the dominant security threat emanates from India’s nuclear
programme. Pakistan’s nuclear potential is fundamentally designed to
establish a credible deterrent against aggression and to safeguard the
country’s independence and sovereignty, and not to use nuclear weapons, or
to threaten to employ them, against any Non-nuclear Weapon States
(NNWS). Secondly, Pakistan had built nuclear weapons to overcome the
shortfalls in its conventional asymmetry vis-à-vis India and to remove its
‘insecurity syndrome’.[135] Therefore, Pakistan’s nuclear programme was
principally influenced by the “security model” in reaction to the
development of the Indian nuclear and security policy.[136] However, the
study of India-Pakistan nuclearisation supports the assumption that whenever
any country develops nuclear weapons for one reason or the other, including
balancing against its main competitor, in reaction it also creates nuclear
threat perceptions among the other countries in the region. The regional
states then also attempt to establish nuclear deterrence to deter their
adversary if it is in their power to do so.[137] Pakistan’s nuclear doctrine is
primarily premised on security-considerations, and with a view to establish a
credible minimum deterrence. While on the other hand, India for over a
decade constantly refused to hold a dialogue with Pakistan on the nuclear
issue.[138] This had further compounded the security situation of South Asia
and, it was one of the contributory factors behind India’s amassing of forces
on Pakistan’s borders in the wake of attack on its Parliament in December
2001.[139] The military standoff of 2001-2002 clearly indicates that the
Indian leadership had ignored the basic principles of deterrence – that in a
nuclearised situation the superiority of conventional and, even the nuclear
weapons, is “meaningless.”[140]
Pakistan has not announced any nuclear doctrine except that its strategy
remained premised on basic security-considerations – to construct a credible
nuclear deterrence, preserve its strategic forces, and its sovereign
existence. Therefore, the calculus of Pakistan’s nuclear threshold has been
deliberately shrouded in vagueness with a view to sustain a viable deterrent
vis-à-vis India’s much larger conventional and strategic forces. On May 30,
2002, Pakistan’s Ambassador to the United Nations (UN), Munir Akram
defended Islamabad’s right to “rely on means to deter Indian aggression.”
The Ambassador further reiterated that Pakistan possessed the “means and
we will not neutralise it by any doctrine of no first-use.” He also stated that:
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“If India reserves the right to use conventional weapons, how can Pakistan, a
weaker power, be expected to rule out all means of deterrence.” Adding
that India had an advantage over Pakistan in the conventional forces, Munir
Akram further elaborated Pakistan’s nuclear policy by saying that: “We have
not said we will use nuclear weapons. We have not said we will not use
nuclear weapons. We possess nuclear weapons. So does India.”[141] This
statement of Pakistani Ambassador to the UN clearly spells out Islamabad’s
determination to defend its independence and sovereignty at all cost, and to
hold India’s much superior conventional force at bay. Munir Akram’s
statement was issued at the time when the Indian and Pakistani armed forces
were fully deployed on the borders. On the other hand, Brajesh Mishra,
former National Security Adviser to the former Indian Prime Minister, while
accepting the existence of deterrence precept between India and Pakistan,
stated that India was “too large to be destroyed” by Pakistan’s nuclear
capability.[142] This indicates an existence of a serious misperception in the
minds of the Indian policymakers regarding the nuclear weapons’ utility as
the weapons of war (and India’s illusion to survive a nuclear attack) - instead
of using them as the weapons of mass destruction and the weapons to
establish deterrence. Because, in South Asia, the prospects of “misreading,”
and “misperceptions” are fairly high, writes Michael Krepon. According to
Krepon: “In all of their wars, they have tended toward misreading,” which
could obviously forebode horrendous consequences for the entire South Asia.
[143]
In an interview given to two Italian scholars, the Director General of
Pakistan’s Strategic Plans Division, Lt. General Khalid Kidwai, stated that
Pakistan’s nuclear threshold is premised on four benchmarks. One, that the
use of nuclear weapons by Pakistan would only be contemplated if India
attacks and occupies a large part of Pakistan. Two, India manages to destroy
a large part of Pakistan’s army or air force. Three, if India economically
strangulates Pakistan. Four, if India foments any political and internal unrest
in Pakistan through subversive measures.[144] However, even if the nuclear
parity between India and Pakistan is acknowledged, but, still the growing
asymmetry in air power in the favour of India, could encourage New Delhi to
use military force in the future crises vis-à-vis Pakistan.[145]
More alarmingly, New Delhi while escalating a dangerous military
brinkmanship in 2001-2002 prima facie had overlooked the fundamental rule
of the MAD. Because, in the precept of MAD, writes Robert Jervis, “trying to
protect yourself is destabilizing because it threatens the other side.” He
further states that the 2001-2002 military standoff had indicated that in a
case of India responding “with nuclear weapons, but this threat might not be
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sufficiently credible to deter Pakistan in what would be a desperate
situation.” In a nutshell, Jervis says that in such a situation the “MAD may
then be in the dustbin of history, but states that employ nuclear weapons or
force their adversaries to do so may find themselves there as well.”[146]
Interestingly, a study of the ‘Origin of the Pacific War’ by Scott Sagan also
suggests a similar findings, that if a nation is “provoked sufficiently can
launch a dangerous, even disastrous war, out of desperation.” He remarks
that ignoring this cardinal principle by the future strategists would be risky
and the “only path by which a nuclear war could begin.”[147] Moreover, on
the 40th anniversary of the Cuban Missile Crisis, the US, Russian and the
Cuban officials held a conference in Havana on October 11-13, 2002, and
disclosed that the US and the Soviet Union were close to a nuclear war in
1962. “Now, we started from the assumption that if there was an invasion of
Cuba,” remarked President Castro of Cuba, “nuclear war would erupt. We
were certain of that…we would be forced to pay the price, that we would
disappear…” Castro had expressed his determination by saying that: “Yes, I
would have agreed to the use of nuclear weapons….”[148] Another
important aspect that the conference had clarified was the factor of luck.
According to Robert McNamara: “We were lucky, but not only lucky. I
believe we would not have survived those 13 days had not the president
shaped and directed the ways in which his senior advisers confronted the
crisis.” Because, the majority of President Kennedy’s advisers had favoured
an immediate air strike on all the Soviet missiles on the mainland Cuba. It
was after General Walter-Sweeney, head of the US Air Force Tactical Air
Command, presentation that: “We have the finest air force in the world. If
we can’t do the job, nobody can.” General Sweeney further stated that
there is all the likelihood that “one or two missiles and nuclear warheads
might still be operational, and can still be fired, after the attack?” This had
enabled President Kennedy to straightaway rule out any probability of an
attack on the Soviet missile sites in Cuba.[149] This indicates two very
important aspects of the deterrence theory: one, the role of a ‘rational
actor’;[150] and two, “attacking the vital interests of a country having
nuclear weapons may bring the attacker untold losses.”[151]
In the presence of misperceptions and a culture of a tit-for-tat escalation of
diplomatic and military tensions, a dispute such as over Kashmir, could lead
to an uncontrollable situation, for both countries. This could be the likely
trigger for a nuclear holocaust on the subcontinent. In South Asia, the key
regarding the nuclear weapons, writes Ambassador Teresita C. Schaffer of
the Center for Strategic and International Studies, is so intricate that, “No
one can be certain what would trigger a nuclear response, and the world
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needs to take the risk seriously even if the chances are less than half.”[152]
Therefore, there is an urgent need that both India and Pakistan resume a
dialogue in consonance with the Lahore Declaration to take measures “aimed
at prevention of conflict,” including the “bilateral consultations on security
concepts, and nuclear doctrines, with a view to developing measures for
confidence-building in the nuclear and conventional fields….”[153] In
thisconnection, the establishment of C4I2 systems would go long way in
minimising the possibility of an inadvertent and unauthorised nuclear
escalation. Because, a lack of early warning system that could indicate an
imminent enemy attack, and the satellite intelligence-apparatus to assist the
policymakers to come to a rational decision in the crisis, the prospects of
“misreading” would multiply, especially during a crisis. In this regard, it
must be noted that Pakistan had institutionalised its command and control
mechanism consistent with country’s obligations as a declared nuclear
weapon state by establishing the National Command Authority (NCA) on
February 3, 2000, almost three years ahead of India’s NCA formation. India
announced the setting up of Nuclear Command Authority on January 4, 2003.
C4I2 Systems
After the establishment of the respective national command authorities in
Pakistan and India respectively, it draws attention on the necessity of fully
functional C4I2 systems in both the countries, inclusive of the entire
necessary infrastructure to prevent the false alarms. Obviously, the
formation of a C4I2 system is vital in order to minimise the possibility of
inadvertent and unauthorised nuclear escalation, especially during crises.
Absence of C4I2 system can bring horrendous consequences. For example, as
President Zia remarked that during the 1987 ‘Brasstacks’ exercise held by
India: “Neither India nor Pakistan wanted to go to war, but we could have
easily gone to war,”[154] due to a lack of early warning system that could
indicate an impending enemy attack, and the satellite-apparatus to assist the
policymakers to come to a rational decision in crisis. In addition, it requires
an understanding of the basics of the C4I2 systems by the policymakers at the
helms of affairs.
Since the end of the World War II in 1945, the US has spent $937 billion on
the development of C4I2 systems for its strategic defence. But in spite of this
enormous investment, it was unable to protect the US from the threat of a
nuclear destruction by Soviet missiles and bombers.[155] The Cold War
history is testimony to the fact that the tit-for-tat escalation, crises and
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threats between the US and the Soviet Union, and also between India and
Pakistan, could not be prevented. Therefore, to establish an effective C4I2
system requires an enormous amount of capital investment, which even then
cannot make C4I2 system a fool-proof, or a nuclear arsenal invulnerable to
attacks “set on a hair trigger…false alarms…dubious measures of control such
as pre-delegating of nuclear launch authority” to the military commanders
and policymakers.[156] According to Blair, in spite of US expenditure of $270
billion on the C4I2 system, $1 billion on intelligence-related activities, and
another $270 billion on the satellites monitoring the Soviet Union, even then,
the US could not entirely establish a stable deterrence through its nuclear
forces during the Cold War.[157] To develop even the bare-minimum levels
of the C4I2 systems cannot be sustained by the economies of India and
Pakistan given their poverty levels. Hence, the best available option for both
the countries would be, not to escalate the nuclear and conventional arms
race, to sustain their respective nuclear deterrence, to avoid conventional
and nuclear crises by not assembling and deploying the warheads on nuclearcapable ballistic missiles and aircraft. It is in the long-term interests of India
and Pakistan to avoid an irrational nuclear arms rivalry and tensions like the
military standoff of 2001-2002, because neither do they have the resource to
sustain prolonged confrontations, nor does their geographical contiguity
permit them any reaction time in case of a nuclear or conventional crisis.
[158] Hence, it is imperative not to chisel-out a LOW-type doctrine, which
would prove catastrophic for the regional and international peace and
security.[159]
In South Asia, the political leaderships of the two countries have occasionally
threatened each other with the use of nuclear weapons, which has
undermined the concept of deterrence, as well as emitted negative signals to
the world regarding the security capabilities of both countries over an
accidental use of nuclear weapons. Moreover, the acquisition and
deployment of nuclear weapons in the absence of robust C4I2 systems and
confidence and security building-measures (CSBMs) would only enhance the
probability of a LOW-type of catastrophic doctrines in India and Pakistan,
which may multiply the risk of accidental nuclear war. Therefore, the only
logical way out is to give effect to CSBMs, and not to have the LOW
doctrines. Similarly, if Pakistan adopts a LOW doctrinal strategy, then it
would also compel India to do the same. In this connection, the NWS can
play an important role in stabilising India-Pakistan nuclear deterrence by
providing them with safety procedures and the related-technologies.
Stephen P. Cohen commenting about prevention of a nuclear accident and
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supporting US policy change concerning the provision of safety devices to
both India and Pakistan writes:
…neither would want a foreign government to have access to its
designs, and such assistance could be construed as a violation of the
Non-Proliferation Treaty, which bans the transfer of such technology.
However, it is not a violation of the treaty to take steps that would
reduce the risk of war triggered by an accidental detonation, a false
radar signal, or bad intelligence.
To address this problem, the United States should offer to provide
hitherto unavailable information to India and Pakistan if they took
steps to control or restrain their nuclear deployments, and to make
such deployments as non-provocative as possible.
Under such an agreement, the principle of proportionality should
apply: America should assist India and Pakistan in developing secure
communications systems and verifying accidental nuclear detonations
or unannounced missile launches only to the degree that each country
cooperated and made their respective systems more reliable and
stable.[160]
The past crises between India and Pakistan had primarily stemmed from a
variety of factors, including from misperceptions and lack of sufficient
intelligence, due to an absence of a robust communication network, and
flawed analyses. The faulty analyses and misreading of each other’s designs,
especially relating to “misjudging each other’s thresholds for escalation,”
could be disastrous for the entire region’s peace and stability.[161]
Moreover, during the time of crises even conducting conventional military
exercises around the border areas could heighten tensions thereby leading to
nuclear posturing.[162] According to some analysts, the phase of posturing
could dilute the fabric of deterrence that would be further eroded especially
in the presence of misperceptions and misreading.[163] In particular, the
mating of nuclear weapons with the delivery systems would further
exacerbate the already fragile security situation of the region. The
deployment of nuclear weapons by either country would only result in
lowering the nuclear threshold.[164] Rahul Bedi, an Indian analyst who
writes for the Jane’s Defence Weekly, quoting an official of the Indian
Government stated that during the Kargil conflict, India had deployed a
“basic nuclear weapons systems” with a view to “retaliate with nuclear
weapons if the need arose.”[165] It seriously undermined the credibility of
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India’s stated policy of ‘no first-use’ of nuclear weapons. India’s loosely
integrated command and control structure, and the non-consultation of the
political leadership with the top brass of the armed forces, while formulating
national security strategy, further complicates the problem. This in the
views of the former Indian Army Chief during the 2001-2002 crisis, General
Ved Prakash Malik, would seriously “risk deterrence credibility.”[166]
General Malik has also spoken of the huge communication gap between the
political and military leadership in terms of “what is politically desirable and
what is actually being planned by the military” hierarchy. He concedes that
such dichotomy of approach is particularly prevalent in the nuclear planning
affairs of India.[167] In such a situation, the Pakistani policymakers’ position
would be more problematic against India’s paradoxical nuclear strategy as
well as its non-integrated command and control structure. In addition, it is
also not clear that at present what is the status of the C4I2 systems in both
India and Pakistan, and how they compare with each other, and whether they
reduce or eliminate completely the prospects of accidental nuclear strikes?
Therefore, apparently subcontinent’s peace and security, and the viability of
deterrence in the presence of the key instability factor – Kashmir, would
continue to remain attached with the luck factor.[168]
Impact Areas: Contributory Factors
The widening gulf of misperception over the instability factor of Kashmir
between the two nuclear rivals, could bring the security of the subcontinent
perilously close to hair-trigger type scenarios, and immune to threats, which
could easily spiral out of control thereby leading to an inadvertent use of
nuclear weapons. As it was argued in the preceding paragraphs that the
prospects of misperceptions can originate both from the strong as well as
from the weak states. The former can initiate a limited war on one pretext
or the other, with a view to establish its hegemony on the weaker state –
thereby compelling the latter to launch a dangerous war due to sheer
desperation.[169] “It is rational to start a war one does not expect to win…if
it is believed that the likely consequences of not fighting are even worse,”
writes Robert Jervis. Secondly, in Jarvis’ calculus: “War could also come
through inadvertence, loss of control, or irrationality.”[170] In the South
Asian context, although the policymakers in India and Pakistan are cautious
concerning the nuclear weapons, but the frequent outbreaks of crises,
brinkmanship, and nuclear rhetoric emanating both from New Delhi and
Islamabad, only heightens perceptions of a destabilised deterrence, and leads
to fears of the possibility of accidental use of nukes on the subcontinent.
[171] This indicates that both India and Pakistan, either have to stabilise the
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precept of nuclear deterrence by avoiding crises and effecting more CSBMs;
cease issuing threats of use of nuclear weapons against each other; or permit
other countries to intervene in their bilateral dispute with a view to
minimise, if not eliminate entirely, the possibility of inadvertent use of
nuclear weapons.[172] Since, a perpetual state of confusion between the
nuclear-armed states not only produces uncertainty, but also broadens the
scope of miscalculation.[173] Since one country’s endeavour to establish a
stable security system in the presence of nuclear competition is expected to
create a sense of insecurity and instability in the other.[174]
Impact of Developments of Conventional Forces
Other factors contributory to growing instability between India and Pakistan
is the widening disparity in their conventional military balance. This
disparity has markedly intensified between 1995 and 1999, especially in the
favour of India, which increased its military expenditures substantially.[175]
In the view of some defence analysts, this disparity could facilitate India to
exert a military-based coercive policy against Pakistan in future conflicts.
[176] According to the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute,
between 1993 and 2002, India received licenses to produce the following
aircraft that has further improved the air force asymmetry vis-à-vis Pakistan
markedly in India’s favour:
·

Ten Mirage-2000s.

·

Ten MiG-21s.

·

Ten MiG-29s.

·

190 SU-30s.

·

Fifty-four MiG-27s.

·

Four TU-22s.

·

Two Harriers.
[177]

·

Fifty-two Jaguars.
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On the other hand, in the same period, Pakistan Air Force (PAF) could
only manage to place orders for the procurement of following aircraft:
·

Ninety-seven F-7s.

·

Forty Mirage-5s.

·

Ten Mirage-3s.[178]

Michael Krepon writes that the growing disparity between the Indian
and Pakistani air forces holds ramifications for escalation and on the stability
of nuclear deterrence in at least two ways. One, the attrition capabilities of
the PAF in any future air-to-air combat, in a conflict could be a “red line” of
threshold. Two, Pakistan would consider Indian air power, especially its
capacity to strike deep against its nuclear and the key conventional military
targets, as seriously destabilising for the country.[179] Krepon has suggested
ten key commandments to reduce the risks of nuclear escalation:
·
“Don’t change the territorial status quo in sensitive areas by use of
force.”
·

“Avoid nuclear brinkmanship.”

·

“Avoid dangerous military practices.”

·
“Put in place special reassurance measures for ballistic missiles and
other nuclear forces.”
·
“Implement properly treaty obligations, risk-reduction, and
confidence-building measures.”
·

“Agree on verification arrangements, including intrusive monitoring.”

·
“Establish reliable lines of communication, between political leaders
and between military leaders.”
·
“Establish redundant and reliable command and control arrangements
as well as intelligence-gathering capabilities to know what the other side is
up to, especially in a crisis.”
·

“Keep working hard on these arrangements. Improve them. Don’t
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take anything for granted.”
·

“Hope for plan dumb luck or divine intervention.”[180]

Krepon further states that all these key principles of nuclear risk reduction
and CSBMs, with the exception of luck, are non-existent in South Asia.[181]
This is a serious observation by a leading South Asian observer and, it is this
paranoia of the West that has led to depiction of different war scenarios
between the two South Asian nuclear-armed rivals. As Krepon states,
“Nuclear capabilities that are in a high state of readiness or are in motion to
reduce their vulnerability.” This “could become more susceptible to
accidents or misuse,” adds Krepon. In his view, “In the event of another
major crisis, the increased readiness of nuclear capabilities can be expected,
including the movement of missiles to complicate targeting and to signal
resolve,”[182] thereby escalating the risks of LOW. The war scenario
between India and Pakistan is further complicated due to India’s ambivalent
policy of ‘no first-use’ of nuclear weapons on the one hand, and on the other
its resolve to resort to a punitive retaliation using nuclear weapons, in the
case of failure of deterrence. Moreover, India’s strategy to use nuclear
weapons in the event of a major attack against India or on the Indian armed
forces anywhere, with nuclear, biological or chemical weapons, is another
significant factor that could affect the bilateral deterrence between the two
archrivals.
Nuclear War Scenarios
Many Western experts during the Pakistan-India military standoff of 20012002 had depicted two nuclear scenarios, based on assumptions that both
states had a total of 50 to 75 fission weapons, with estimated yields between
5 to 25 kilotons. According to these assumptions, Pakistan’s weapons are
mounted on missiles; India’s gravity bombs are deployed on the fighter
aircraft.[183] The Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) in a study had
concluded that a nuclear war between India and Pakistan could result in
twelve million deaths (which had motivated the US government to send its
Secretary of Defense, Donald Rumsfeld, to New Delhi and Islamabad to avert
a potential conflict).[184] These war scenarios were premised on the
following hypothetical situations: 1. Scenario-1. Ten nuclear weapons of 15 kilotons if dropped over ten
major cities: five in India and five in Pakistan, would cause estimated deaths
of 1,690,702 (and 2,021,106 injuries) in India, and 1,171,879 (and 1,361,872
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injuries) in Pakistan. In case these bombs explode in the air, then a huge
fireball would maximise the collateral damage.[185]
2. Scenario-2. Twenty-four nuclear explosions (of 25 kilotons each) on the
ground on the same number of cities in India and Pakistan, would release
maximum radioactive particles within a short time after the detonation and
produce lethal levels of nuclear fallout even at a distance of hundreds of
kilometres away from the ground zero. It would cause horrific levels of
collateral devastation and deaths, and expose 60.1 million people to lethal
radiation doses, which could cause certain deaths. According to NRDC’s
estimates, 8.1 million people would be instantaneously exposed to such
lethal radiation.[186]
The NRDC study concludes that as a result from the fallout the devastation
would exceed that of caused by the blast and fireball of an explosion. And,
that the majority of the Indians (99 per cent) and Pakistanis (93 per cent)
would survive the second war scenario, which means that the armed forces of
two countries would still remain intact to continue the conflict.[187] One
thing is quite clear from the NRDC’s simulation research that it was designed
on the premise of counter-value instead of a counter-force strategy. As a
result, its findings cannot be classified as objective. It did not take into
account the other factors contributory to India-Pakistan deterrence
framework. Such as, India’s declared policy of ‘no first-use’ of nuclear
weapons, and its strategy of resorting to a punitive retaliation with nuclear
weapons, should deterrence fail. This Indian policy in the Pakistani
perspective is New Delhi’s ploy to gain a moral high-ground vis-à-vis
Pakistan's nuclear policy, in which the first-use option is retained but in
extreme circumstances. Because, Pakistan’s concept of deterrence is
premised on averting an external aggression, endangering its national
security. Therefore, while analysing the security paradigm of both the
countries, it is imperative to appreciate the distinct security dynamics of
India and Pakistan.
Prime Minister Vajpayee, while turning down President Musharraf’s proposal
for a nuclear-free subcontinent in the Lok Sabha on May 8, 2002, stated that,
“Pakistan’s nuclear programme is India-specific, but our own nuclear
programme goes beyond that.” He added that India had to cater for the
“other nations as well…” While commenting on the distinct natures of both
countries’ nuclear doctrines, he further remarked that India’s “nuclear
doctrine is of no first-use while Pakistan has no such provision but they call
for a no-war pact.”[188] As argued in this paper, the fundamental principle
of India’s nuclear weapons policy was to exploit this power-source to project
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itself at par with the five NWS, which could enable New Delhi to further
assume a hegemonic role in the region as well as in the world politics. While
on the other hand, Pakistan’s incessant endeavours ever since its inception as
a nation-state has been to protect its independence and sovereignty from the
Indian threat – in 1947-48, 1965, 1971 - and to keep intact the fragile nature
of deterrence during the crises of 1986-87, 1990, 1999, and 2001-2002, in
view of India’s hazardous misperceptions concerning the concept of a limited
war between the two nuclear-armed rivals.[189] Therefore, logically,
Pakistan’s nuclear strategy had to be “India-specific” as an obvious security
rationale. In the case of Pakistan’s assurance of ‘no first-use’ of nuclear
weapons to India, it would certainly erode the credibility of Pakistan’s
deterrent posture vis-à-vis India, due to the then absence of compelling
threat that puts in motion the credibility factor.[190]
The deep-rooted rivalry between India and Pakistan is characterized by a
high degree of hatred and mistrust. Besides, both countries presently do not
possess the level of mutual assured destruction (MAD) potentials, which US
and the former Soviet Union possessed during the Cold War; and that had
finally maintained the critical deterrent from the 1940s down to the 1990s.
Michael Krepon writes:
The United States and the Soviet Union managed to avoid nuclear and
conventional warfare during the Cold War, while jockeying for
advantage in myriad of ways, including proxy wars and a succession of
crises that became surrogates for direct conflict… The stabilityinstability paradox was embedded in the enormity of the stakes
involved in crossing the nuclear threshold. As posited by Western
deterrence theorists, offsetting nuclear capabilities and secure, secondstrike capabilities would induce special caution, providing the basis for
war prevention and escalation control. Offsetting nuclear deterrents
channelled the superpowers competition into “safer” pursuits, the
object of which would be to impose penalties on an adversary without
inducing direct conflict.[191]
At the present juncture, India and Pakistan are primarily aiming their nuclear
deterrence as based on counter-value instead of counter-force targets. The
subsequent advancement of their nuclear and defence related technologies,
which of course includes the second-strike capabilities, both countries would
then be able to plan to attack the counter-force targets as well. Therefore,
even in the foreseeable future, superiority in the nuclear weapons would not
be of great consequence. “What in the name of God is strategic superiority,”
Kissinger had commented during the heydays of the Cold War concerning the
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US-Soviet Union’s strategic arsenals, which to most of the policymakers was
nothing but “mutual assured destruction.”[192] The same principle could
also apparently be applied to South Asia as well. However, there is a hazard
of a “stronger state” (India) versus “a weaker state” (Pakistan)
contemplating to launch a “preventive war” in order to check the latter from
gaining strength.[193] For instance, after the US attack on Iraq, India’s
External Affairs Minister, Yashwant Sinha, drew a parallel between Iraq and
the Kashmir situation, to justify the possibility of a pre-emptive attack on
Pakistan. US Secretary of State, Colin Powell, vehemently rebutted this
comparison by saying “I don’t think there is a direct parallel between the two
situations.” Moreover, Powell also termed the India-Pakistan standoff
difficult and risky.[194] Irresponsible statements emanating from a
responsible policymaker regarding launching a pre-emptive strikes against a
nuclear-armed rival, is not only a source of concern for Pakistan, but is also a
threat to international peace and security as well. More alarmingly, it would
compel the weaker state to formulate a counter-strategy in order to deter
the adversary from attempting a counter-force or counter-value strategy
against its strategic assets, population and industrial targets. One, by
effectively securing its strategic assets from such debilitating attacks. Two,
threaten a nuclear retaliation in case such a strategy could not hold its
adversary at bay. This would generate a dangerous instability situation.
Therefore, the leadership of two countries’ apparent desire to establish
stability with the induction of nuclear arsenals would definitely go down the
drain. According to Krepon, “One central tenet of the stability-instability
paradox – that offsetting nuclear capabilities will increase tensions between
adversaries – has already been amply demonstrated in South Asia.”[195] This
assessment of Krepon indicates a serious concern regarding the stabilityinstability inconsistency of India and Pakistan. Krepon further states that:
So far, India and Pakistan, like the Soviet Union and the United States,
have been fortunate to avoid a nuclear exchange. It is possible that
this luck will hold and that New Delhi and Islamabad will make
concerted, joint efforts to avoid crossing the nuclear threshold.[196]
Therefore, India and Pakistan should not formulate strategies that subject
their security, or even their survival, hostage to the luck factor, which could
possibly spiral out of control in crises. Krepon’s prescription of concerted,
joint efforts is in the larger interests of the two countries.
Stability of Nuclear Deterrence
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During the India-Pakistan military standoff of 2001-2002, some western
scholars, including Rodney W. Jones, while citing Ejaz Haider’s article,
remarked that Pakistan’s deterrence had failed to prevent India from
coercing Islamabad primarily due to Islamabad’s “flawed nuclear strategy.”
According to Haider, it was flawed, because, India was prepared to use force,
and Pakistan had to succumb to New Delhi’s pressure, which had the backing
of Washington.[197]
The success or failure of deterrence cannot be determined from a single
episode, but it should be evaluated on the cumulative outcome of a crisis.
Haider writes that the crisis of 2001-2002 had escalated as a result of
Pakistan’s “forward strategy” to change the status quo over Kashmir,
whereas in comparison to NATO’s strategy during the Cold War was to
maintain the status quo. Therefore, in his viewpoint, this flawed strategy
destabilised the deterrence, which Pakistan had attained with intent to gain
a strategic parity vis-à-vis India’s conventional asymmetry.[198]
A stable mutual nuclear deterrence would only be realised between the two
countries once they attain a second-strike nuclear capability. Only then,
Pakistan would be able to have a ‘no-first use’ nuclear policy, and prevent
India from threatening the former with its conventional military superiority.
[199] Other reasons attributable to lack of Pakistan’s conventional
deterrence against India, that Islamabad lags behind in its modernisation
programme for conventional forces, for instance, the state-of-the-art
aircraft, air defence, naval capabilities, and in the early warning systems,
which it does not possess against India.[200] Moreover, given Pakistan’s
geographical constraint vis-à-vis India in the opinion of Western analysts like
Rodney Jones, it in the face of growing imbalance in conventional forces is
making limited conflict between India and Pakistan a real and a dangerous
possibility.[201] Hence, conventional military superiority would continue to
accord India an opportunity to exploit conventional asymmetry, politically
and diplomatically, in order to coerce Pakistan to follow New Delhi’s diktat.
[202] On the other hand, Pakistan’s short-term strategy is visibly premised
on a quick-fix policy pattern, which is obviously undermining the country’s
formulation of a long-term foreign and security policy. Therefore, it is
imperative that Pakistan restructures its foreign and security policy on more
sophisticated and far-reaching principles, to secure for itself a honourable
future in the 21st century. Commenting on the prospects of Indo-Pakistan
nuclear stability, Jones writes:
Just as the extremist attack on India’s parliament on December 13
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aroused India to concentrate forces on Pakistan’s border, another such
extremist Muslim attack – especially one that slays prominent Indian
officials in Delhi – would almost certainly ignite war at some level. An
Indian origin rogue operation in Islamabad could achieve a similar but
reciprocal effect. If that war escalated uncontrollably due to an
outpouring of popular rage or to gross operational miscalculations and
crossed Pakistan’s red lines, the odds of the conflict ending in a
nuclear exchange would be high – far higher, needless to say, than
anywhere else in the world today.[203]
Similar views were also projected by a documentary-drama titled: The
Situation Room, telecasted by the BBC-4 channel, which was set on a
hypothetical scenario somewhere in 2004 - when an Indian Defence Minister’s
assassination by a Pakistan-based terrorist organisation escalates crisis that
increase the prospects of a nuclear war.[204] (This hypothetical
documentary caught public attention.) A group of Pakistani scholars
participating in a discussion on BBC’s documentary expressed mixed
viewpoints concerning the prospects of a future India-Pakistan military crisis
spiralling out of control. However, some of the discussants accorded
importance to the mediating role of extra-regional powers in defusing IndiaPakistan military tensions. According to Pervez Hoodbhoy, a nuclear war
between the two countries in the past was averted due to US intervention.
[205] Therefore, a multilateral mediation in India-Pakistan’s bilateral
disputes would be an important factor in maintaining peace and stability on
the subcontinent. Nuclear capabilities can only assist in providing a general
framework on building a mutual trust for the collective security of the two
countries. Otherwise, recurring military tensions would only increase the
prospects of misreading and misperceptions that could inadvertently lead
them to a situation where escalating tensions lead to an outright war of
mutual destruction. Neither Pakistan’s nuclear deterrent is vibrant enough
to deter the Indian policymakers from launching brinkmanship, nor New Delhi
has the operational capability to pre-empt or neutralise Islamabad’s nuclear
arsenal through a sheer strength of its conventional superiority.[206]
Consequently, the stalemate is perilously destabilising, especially when both
countries have a high-degree of mistrust and misperceptions about each
other’s capabilities.
A leading Pakistani defence analyst, Lt. Gen Talat Masood, writes that,
“Constant violence along the LoC in Kashmir and the semi-mobilized state of
the armed forces continues to fuel militancy and religious extremism in both
countries, pushing them into a narrow lane. There is always the lurking
danger that extremist organizations could set off a chain of events that may
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ultimately lead to a catastrophic nuclear exchange” on the subcontinent.
The US-inspired pre-emptive strategy could also motivate India to “launch its
own nuclear war.”[207] Therefore, it is imperative that Pakistan and India
reaffirm a political route for the resolution of all disputes. In this context, a
structured dialogue on Kashmir and nuclear rivalry could provide an impetus
to both the countries to interact on all other political issues, including CSBMs
on conventional forces, establishment of “nuclear hotlines” and “crisis
management centres,” in a bid to stabilise the strategic milieu of South Asia.
[208] However, after the incident of September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks
on the US, the biggest casualty of the subsequent US war on terror was the
degradation of Indo-Pakistan ties, which were further galvanized by terrorist
attacks on the Srinagar Assembly on October 1, 2001, and on the Indian
Parliament on December 13, 2001.[209] In spite of both countries’ retreat
from the brink of a war in 2002, they still have not established a strategic
restraint regime concerning the nuclear and conventional weapons.[210] The
Kashmir issue would remain at the centre of any future dialogue designed to
stabilise the bilateral relations of the two countries. Moreover, continuous
Indian intransigence to address the issues of Kashmir and nuclear policies,
[211] and the growing imbalance in their conventional strength, as has been
argued in this paper, is likely to further destabilise the paradigm of
deterrence in South Asia. Because, ever since the Peloponnesian War (431404 BC), it has been the experiences of empires and nations that an
imbalance in economic and political power between the states had
frequently caused wars. “What made war inevitable was the growth of
Athenian power,” writes Thucydides about the Peloponnesian War, “and the
fear which this caused in Sparta.”[212] Such imbalances, writes von
Clausewitz in the nineteenth century, leads to a continuation of politics
through violent methods.[213] The resultant war invariably is a clash of
interests for power and domination of some states over others.[214]
The conventional military imbalance and Pakistan’s “Indocentric basis of…
insecurity…India has never accepted the idea of Pakistan. India dismembered
Pakistan in 1971” and became “a regional hegemon,” which as a result
motivated Islamabad to secure nuclear weapons to establish the “nuclear
shield” vis-à-vis India.[215] Each time a tension escalates between India and
Pakistan, both countries virtually become dependent upon the US to defuse
the regional nuclear crisis, which is a sign of unstable mutual deterrence.
Therefore, India-Pakistan rivalry demands a sustained US engagement to
defuse tensions.[216] Additionally, India and Pakistan’s nuclear deterrence
becomes more risky in view of the practically non-existent and non-reliable
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early warning systems. Therefore, both countries’ endeavours to emulate
the US-Soviet Cold War model are premised on a faulty assumptions and a
dangerous strategy. Pervez Hoodbhoy argues:
In the US-USSR deterrence system, a massive system of early warning
systems, both space-and ground-based, was needed to detect missile
launchers. In spite of a relatively long flight time of 20 to 25 minutes,
the systems remained severely strained and are authoritatively known
to have generated false messages of attacks. The existence of
redundant and multiple safeguards prevented accidental war, but the
margin was not comfortable.[217]
The ongoing arms race, and over-optimism regarding the C4I2 of India and
Pakistan, could further lead to more dangerous crises in future. India’s
intransigence over Kashmir dispute – not to implement the UN Resolutions,
and Pakistan’s consistent attempt to liberate Kashmir with an armed
struggle, could turn the situation more hazardous. Furthermore, the
repeated nuclear rhetoric emanating from New Delhi and Islamabad has only
destabilised the traditional concept of deterrence, which would also enhance
the “fog of war” in any future crisis between the two countries.[218]
Obviously, this “fog of war” is likely to generate miscalculation, and chaos in
any future crises. According to Farhatullah Babar, the “nuclear weapons in
the hands of India and Pakistan, instead of deterring each other and keeping
peace has brought two countries closer to war.” “If anything it has served,”
comments Babar, is that it has escalated the tensions in South Asia as the
genuine independence struggle by the people of Kashmir, is now being
perceived as an issue of “cross-border terrorism sponsored and sustained by
Pakistan.”[219] Babar argues that India’s declaration that:
…attack on Indians anywhere in the world would be taken as a nuclear
attack on India itself. This declaration came within days of Pakistan
flaunting its nuclear capability. General Pervez Musharraf publicly
stated in Karachi on December 30 that at the height of the crisis with
India he had warned Prime Minister Vajpayee that Pakistan could step
beyond conventional warfare if it had to defend its territory….
Pakistan’s flaunting of nuclear weapons and India upgrading its nuclear
arsenal are ominous developments indeed.
The extremists’ attack on the Indian Parliament on December 13
provoked New Delhi to amass troops along the Pakistan border and
close all doors of dialogue and negotiations. It should not be surprising
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if another such attack provoked even stronger reaction leading to war
of some sort.[220]
In addition to India’s superiority in the army and air force, its asymmetrical
naval prowess vis-à-vis Pakistan would also impede the maritime confidencebuilding measures between the two countries.[221] Besides, India is
endeavouring to develop a sea-based nuclear delivery system that would
further shift the balance of power in its favour. Thereby further
compounding the insecurity of Pakistan against India’s growing military, air,
naval, and nuclear power.[222] This would compel Pakistan to adopt a
similar strategy to counter-balance India’s growing strategic and
conventional forces.[223] The emergence of nuclear asymmetry between
India and Pakistan could result in nuclear instability,[224] which would
generate more mistrust and misperceptions in their bilateral relations. In
this regard, India’s quest to procure missile defence systems from different
countries would certainly undermine Pakistan’s capacity to shield its
strategic assets from Indian attacks, and as a consequence enhance
Islamabad’s quest to augment its ballistic missiles system. Thereby further
lowering Pakistan’s nuclear threshold.[225] The perceived insecurity from
each other is compelling both the countries to frequently reiterate that their
vital strategic assets are fully protected and secure.[226] For instance, after
the NCA’s meeting of January 2003, an official statement by the Government
of Pakistan stated that: “The NCA approved to tighten security of different
defensive layers, enhancing physical security and ensuring the effectiveness
of watertight safety of materials, equipment and technology.” It also
reiterated Pakistan’s resolve to sustain its missile development programme in
order to maintain the strategic balance with India.[227] Because, the
cornerstone of Pakistan’s nuclear strategy is to maintain a minimum credible
deterrence against India without indulging into an arms race.[228]
Therefore, Pakistan’s nuclear policy of a minimum credible deterrence
appears to be the correct strategy to balance the prevalent unbalanced
system of power in the region.[229] More significantly, “a ‘no first use’
policy does not reduce our inherent capacity or capability to strike first if so
warranted,” writes the former Air Officer Commanding-in-Chief of the
Western Air Command of India, Air Marshal Vinod Patney. He argues that in
spite of India’s declared ‘no first-use’ policy it still retained the “option to
hit first…if the circumstances have so altered as to force a major change in
our nuclear policy.”[230] Therefore, for a state like Pakistan it would be an
eternal struggle for a security strategy that ensures its survivability. In
international politics, security, power and the overwhelming power of a state
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motivate the other states to “balance against it.”[231] According to a
leading proponent of neo-realism, Stephen Krasner, “The international
system is anarchical. It is a self-help system.” Thus, it is the responsibility
of the individual states, writes Krasner, to safeguard their “security and wellbeing…their ability to mobilise their own resources against external
threats.”[232] Hence, Pakistan’s security compulsion, and the nature of
international political system warrant Islamabad to cater for its own specific
security requirements, given its distinctive characteristics.
In spite of India-Pakistan military standoff in 2001-2002, both the countries
still possess some excellent bilateral accords that can provide a framework to
improve their ties. In addition, Track-II diplomacy and non-governmental
type forums like the Pakistan-India Peoples Forum, think tanks, and other
organisations can genuinely assist in improving their relations. But, in view
of the astronomical defence expenditures, ongoing acts of terrorism, and the
absence of a dialogue between India and Pakistan, are all factors that would
continue to undermine the international community’s engagement in the
Indo-Pakistan crisis thereby further endangering the peace and security of
the region. Because, the absence of dialogue tends to foster misperceptions,
and enhance the mistrust, even if the leaderships in both the countries
intended to avoid “unintended escalation.”[233]
The Cold War Paradigm
Moreover, there are some interesting parallels embedded in the history of
the Cold War period, which could give an insight to the South Asian
leadership to pragmatically handle their nuclear arsenals. The Cold War
nuclear rivalry between the US and the former Soviet Union concerning the
varying nuclear doctrines; from the employment of nuclear weapons as
battlefield weapons from the 1940s to 1960s, to the concepts of mutual
assured destruction (MAD) and the “nuclear winter” scenarios, which had
provided them a rationale to prevent potential crises. Because, a country’s
assured-destruction capacity could deter an adversary from a conflict as it
would outweigh the gains in it. “If, therefore, a state’s threat to impose
these costs were sufficiently credible,” writes Robert Powell, then the
“adversary would prefer backing down.” Powell argues that in the case of
both states possessing second-strike capabilities, but “why would either state
be any more able to exert coercive pressure on its adversary than its
adversary would be able to exert on it?”[234] According to Thomas Schelling,
the chance of escalation to MAD level is invariably present in most of the
crises. In his viewpoint, “it is the essence of a crisis that the participants are
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not fully in control of event.”[235] Since the demonstration of nuclear
weapons capabilities by India and Pakistan, had failed to prevent a series of
crises on the subcontinent. The declared NWS like India and Pakistan, by
indulging in potential conflicts are merely lowering the threshold and
undermining the deterrence paradigm. Since in a crisis situation, in spite of
mutual assured destruction potentials of the adversaries, the states may not
encourage a state to deliberately launch a nuclear attack, but there is always
a possibility that the fury of threats to each other may “leave something to
chance.”[236] Lately, the chance factor, and the role of US in diffusing IndiaPakistan military tension, has become visibly significant. On the contrary, in
the 1960s when the US-Soviet Union had attained a rough strategic nuclear
parity, and a shared realisation of an inherent danger of escalation of tension
after the Cuban Missile Crisis, fostered a high degree of caution in giving
nuclear threats. More significantly, leaders of both the countries had
avoided explicit threats, maintained a strict control over their nuclear
forces, sustained direct communications in order to defuse tensions, which
could possibly have escalated into a military confrontation that neither side
wanted.[237] Therefore, it is imperative that both India and Pakistan,
exercise great caution in respect to use of nuclear weapons and also in
containing any moves that could escalate tension and create suspicions in
another state, which is then tempted to use nukes.[238] Thus, it is in the
common interest of both India and Pakistan, to think strategically while
handling the vital interests of their states.[239] They should not let their
political failure determine their collective future, because in a nuclear
confrontation, the war could not be rationally classified as the “highest
excellence,” which the Chinese strategist, Sun-Tzu, had described some
2,300 years ago.[240] Rationally, both India and Pakistan can effectively use
their nuclear power for bargaining purposes vis-à-vis each other with a view
to exploit it to effect diplomatic thaw, and to bring about credible CSBMs in
the interest of genuine international regime for collective security.[241]
Otherwise, in the case of a crisis, then, both the countries would tend to
remain dependent upon the US, the UK, and the Russians to pull them back
from the brink of a “potential nuclear war,” as Colin Powell had described
the US role in defusing the India-Pakistan military standoff of 2001-2002.
[242]
In addition, there is a need for more transparency to determine the
reliability of their respective C4I2 systems, in order to prevent the
conventional and nuclear confrontation that could trigger a chain-reaction,
which would certainly be beyond the capacity of anyone to contain - once
unleashed. More exactly, India and Pakistan should never confuse the
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political negotiations relating to the territorial disputes, with technical
dialogue on nuclear balance and security, which impedes the overall process
of CSBMs.
In spite of the marked dissimilarities (and also some similarities) between the
strategies of the Warsaw Pact-NATO countries during the Cold War era, India
and Pakistan still have lot to learn from their mistakes. Therefore, both the
countries should not be over-optimistic that they possess ‘first-strike’ nuclear
capabilities. The NATO’s ‘first-strike’ strategy against the Warsaw Pact
countries never made sense to some experts. For instance, according to
some viewpoints, a strategy to use the nuclear weapons by US, in response to
a chemical and biological weapons use by any NNWS was absolutely illogical,
morally and politically indefensible.[243] The use of nukes in retaliation to a
conventional military attack did not make any sense at all, according to
Robert McNamara.[244] The nuclear weapons could not bring any advantage
to the initiator of a nuclear attack vis-à-vis a conventional attack. Some
analysts are of the view that a continuing territorial dispute between India
and Pakistan is increasing the prospects of a nuclear exchange due to the
possibility that an escalation of crisis could quite easily spiral out of control
primarily because of the greater degree of mistrust between New Delhi and
Islamabad than between the superpowers during the Cold War period.[245]
The NATO and the Warsaw Pact leaders, during the heydays of the Cold War,
in number of strategic appreciations had assumed that the Soviets would
never deliberately initiate a general war as long as NATO was prepared to
retaliate with nuclear weapons. But, still both the rival blocs had an
apprehension that:
a danger of general war arising as a result of miscalculation on the part
of the Soviets, a misconstruction of Western intentions, or as a result
of military operations of a limited nature which the Soviets did not
originally expect would lead to general war.[246]
In the perceptions of the West of that period, “If general war is
deliberately undertaken by the USSR, it will probably be initiated by a
massive nuclear offensive….”[247] Similarly, on the subcontinent, the
strategic situation is also dramatically changing due to induction of nuclearcapable ballistic missiles by India and Pakistan, which would obviously shift
their future nuclear posture to more hazardous relationship.[248] Hence,
multiplying the chances of miscalculations due to variety of factors, including
the ever-widening gulf of mistrust; lack of vibrant command and control
mechanisms; and simmering territorial dispute over Kashmir. Albeit, the
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Lahore Declaration and the Memorandum of Understanding signed in February
1999 - envisaged to “engage in bilateral consultations on security,
disarmament and non-proliferation issues” with a view to evolve an
appropriate “consultative mechanisms to monitor and ensure effective
implementation” of confidence-building measures.[249]
Both India and Pakistan have lot to learn from the earlier experiences of the
US and the former Soviet Union concerning the protection of the physical
infrastructure of nuclear materials and installations. India and Pakistan
should emphasise on Track-II Diplomacy with a view to draw maximum
lessons from the US-Soviet Union cooperation that had existed even during
the Cold War; government-to-government interaction and exchanges
between Pakistan and US – such as the Cooperative Monitoring Center at the
Sandia National Laboratories, based in the US; and joint design and
construction of a demonstration site for nuclear material and installation
protections in US and Pakistan. The cooperation between laboratory-tolaboratory of India and the United States, and also between the latter with
Pakistan, would foster confidence.[250] This would go long way in building
the relationships required to enhance the physical security of the nuclear and
radiological materials and the facilities.[251] Furthermore, interaction
between the Indian, Pakistani and the US experts on issues ranging from
protection of vital infrastructure from the threat of terrorist attacks to the
introduction of projects relating to economic, humanitarian, scientific, and
educational fields,[252] could also exert a positive influence on stabilising
the deterrence paradigm of the subcontinent. Since the end of the Cold War
and the end of bipolar international political system, has enhanced the
inequalities between the states.[253] More so, the unbalanced strategic and
military power in the favour of one state would not only continue to affect
the future shape of the world politics, but it would also influence the future
prospects of war and peace between the regional states like India and
Pakistan.[254] A tripartite cooperation mechanism between the US, India,
and Pakistan, with the former acting as a technological facilitator could
assist both India and Pakistan in removing mutual mistrust regarding their
nuclear, facilitating their C4I2 capabilities and, thus, stabilising the situation
of peace in South Asia. Otherwise, both countries’ nuclear-centric defence
strategies [255] would continue to compel both countries to premise their
military doctrines on hair-trigger type responses, and foster misconceptions
that they could fight a nuclear war and win it too.[256]
The UK in a Global Strategy Paper 1952, and the Eisenhower Administration
in the US of that period, had emphasised a massive nuclear retaliatory
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strategy without even differentiating between the counter-value and counterforce targets.[257] This has a striking similarity with the India-Pakistan
nuclear brinkmanship in the early period of their overt nuclearisation,
particularly, during the military crisis of 2001-2002, and the heightened state
of tension between the NATO-Warsaw Pact countries in the 1950s. Like the
Soviets, the NATO countries too expected a victory in the case of a war with
the Warsaw Pact states.[258] While the NATO’s declared policy was to
prevent the occupation of the Western Europe by the Soviet forces even if it
had to resort to use of strategic and tactical nuclear weapons.[259] And in
the case of India and Pakistan, the latter is endeavouring to balance the
asymmetrical development of nuclear forces with the establishment of a
credible nuclear deterrence and, at the same time New Delhi is attempting
to threaten Pakistan with extinction if it used nuclear weapons to hold Indian
might at bay.[260] This situation is further complicated by Pakistan’s policy
to employ nuclear weapons in order to deter India from using its conventional
and nuclear capabilities to intimidate Islamabad. On the other hand, India is
evidently deliberately following a policy of brinkmanship vis-à-vis Pakistan
with a view to achieve its diplomatic and strategic objectives, and to test the
resolve of Islamabad and to make the risk of use of nukes intolerably high on
the latter. This indicates the existence of a balance of resolve between India
and Pakistan.[261] In such situation, the dynamics of escalation would
continue to rest on a complex state of interaction between the “states’ level
of resolve and their uncertainty about each other other’s resolve.”[262] This
is another hazardous dimension of India-Pakistan nuclear rivalry, which is
expected to persist due to both countries’ pathological mistrust of each
other, and the degree of uncertainty attached with their resolve concerning
the nuclear weapons employment for the brinkmanship purposes with a view
to achieve their strategic objectives. The “risk-maximizing approach”[263],
both by India and Pakistan, is likely to influence their leadership to believe in
the brinkmanship with a view to out bid the rival state, especially during the
crises.[264]
The Impact of Post-9/11 on Security Perceptions
After the terrorist attacks on the US on September 11, 2001, the West has
expressed serious apprehensions concerning the terrorist groups acquiring
weapons of mass destruction and the nuclear-related materials, from the
Indian and Pakistani nuclear facilities. But, the fact remains that the
prospects of these non-state actors acquiring WMD materials from the Indian
and Pakistani facilities is “extremely low since both countries keep their
nuclear arsenals in an unassembled form, and because their components are
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stored separately.”[265] Therefore, the chances of terrorist groups acquiring
nuclear-related materials from within India and Pakistan for terrorism are
remote. However, according to Rizvi and Basrur, fears regarding four types
of nuclear terrorism cannot be ruled out. These include the sabotage of
nuclear facilities, use of a “dirty bomb” to disperse radiation, terrorist
takeover of nuclear installations and a threat to blow them up, as well as
clandestine transfer of nuclear material for use/assemblage somewhere else.
[266] Rizvi and Basrur have suggested eight measures, which in their
viewpoint could substantially enhance the safety and security of nuclear
facilities in India and Pakistan:
1.
Track-down the groups and the individuals engaged in violent activities
and terrorism.
2.
Extensive surveillance of the borders and coastlines to contain the
movement of goods and people.
3.
More use of modern technology to enhance the physical protection of
nuclear weapons, material and installations.
4.
Thorough scrutiny of the personnel handling the nuclear programmes
of the two countries.
5.
Acquisition of latest technologies for the transportation of fissile and
radioactive materials.
6.
Highly trained manpower may be employed for the protection of
nuclear facilities.
7.
Extensive coordination network amongst all the set-ups dealing with
the nuclear infrastructure and, in addition, there should be an independent
body to ensure an oversight and accountability.
8.
Finally, a disaster management body may be established to handle a
security alarm systems, and the actual nuclear-terrorist incidents and
emergencies.[267]
Obviously, the US and the Western countries have a strong interest in
preventing a nuclear war between India and Pakistan. The military standoff
of 2001-2002 between the two countries had visibly brought the two
countries much closer to a war, which then prompted the US and the
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European Union countries to assist them in defusing the tension. Therefore,
logically, in future, US and the EU countries should be keen to strengthen the
safety and security mechanisms of India and Pakistan’s nuclear weapons
programmes, because the threat of nuclear-terrorism is global in range and
its effects cannot be contained to a single geographical region alone.[268]
On September 17, 2002, the Bush Administration announced National
Security Strategy of the United States of America, which laid-down a
comprehensive policy to combat the WMD, and to defeat global terrorism.
[269] This significant document envisaged a proactive counter-proliferation
policy to deter, and to defend against the perceived threat of terrorism
before it is let loose.[270] Secondly, to strengthen the non-proliferation
regimes with a view to interdict the ‘rogue states’ and terrorist organisations
from gaining the technologies, materials, and expertise to assemble the
WMD. Thirdly, to effectively contain the effects of the WMD use, whether by
the rogue states or by the terrorist networks.[271] The main thrust of this
new policy is on pre-emptive actions even in an anticipatory self-defence
against such states and the terrorist groups.[272] More significantly, this
doctrine considers the Cold War era’s deterrence principles (as a weapon of
last resort and defence) as ineffective against the present-day deterrence
postures, which is primarily premised on threat of retaliation that is not
expected to work against the rogue states, and the terrorist organisations,
which would tend to risk the lives of their nations.[273] Interestingly, this
strategy has an inherent flaw because it would tend to lead to more reliance
on pre-emption that would “turn force from an instrument of last resort into
one of first resort,” comment Ivo H. Daalder, James M. Lindsay, and James B.
Steinberg.[274] Moreover, it will accord an opportunity to other states to
formulate principles and strategies in accordance with their narrow national
interests to have “an unfettered right of pre-emption against its own
definition of threats to its security” to act unilaterally.[275] This doctrine
instead of rooting-out the scourge of terrorism is likely to widen the gulf of
alienation between the friends and allies and, at the same time fails to
address the question of threat to security.[276]
It would be appropriate to make a distinction between the state and the nonstate actors’ acquisition and potential to use the nuclear weapons. Since the
break-up of the former Soviet Union, the West became apprehensive
regarding the proliferation of nuclear materials, equipment, technology, and
personnel to the ‘rogue states’ and terrorist outfits. In 1992, US and Russia,
to ensure that nuclear weapons and materials do not fall in the hands of the
undesirable elements, established the Nunn-Lugar Cooperative Threat
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Reduction (CTR) programme.[277] Additionally, in 1999, the Clinton
Administration announced a policy to expand the work of CTR by the
Expanded Threat Reduction Initiative (ETRI) plan to ensure that WMD-related
technologies did not reach the wrong hands, including to the states
sponsoring terrorism.[278] But, since the tragic terrorist incidents of
September 11, 2001, the US perspective concerning the possibility of nuclear
terrorism has undergone marked transformation. Robert Kagan, a leading
scholar of US foreign policy, writes,
Europe is turning away from power, to put it a little differently, it is
moving beyond power into a self-contained world of laws and rules and
transnational negotiation and cooperation. It is entering a posthistorical paradise of peace and relative prosperity, the realization of
Immanuel Kant’s “perpetual peace.” Meanwhile, the United States
remains mired in history, exercising power in an anarchic Hobbesian
world where international laws and rules are unreliable, and where
true security and the defence and promotion of a liberal order still
depend on the possession and use of military might…. Americans
generally see the world divided between good and evil, between
friends and enemies, while Europeans see a more complex picture.
When confronting real or potential adversaries, Americans generally
favour policies of coercion rather than persuasion, emphasizing
punitive sanctions over inducements to better behaviour, the stick over
the carrot. Americans tend to seek finality in international affairs:
they want problems solved, threats eliminated. And, of course,
Americans increasingly tend toward unilateralism in international
affairs.[279]
Kagan’s perspective is widely shared in the United States, including by the
Bush Administration, that Washington should pursue a more proactive, rather
unilaterally coercive diplomacy, to finally eliminate the scourge of terrorism
and to solve the other problems of the world. But, the fact remains that US
nuclear non-proliferation policy, and international non-proliferation regimes,
still form an integral part of Washington’s security architecture to deal with
the potential threats of WMD-related terrorism. Therefore, in the
foreseeable future, US would be less inclined on the international institutions
like the United Nations in order to achieve its national objectives.[280] In
this context, the US National Security Strategy and the National Strategy to
Combat Weapons of Mass Destruction (NSCWMD) would continue to guide a
new strategy for the US Homeland Security, and a fundamental diversion
from the traditional concept of deterrence with a view to combat the WMD
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threats.[281] Because, Bush Administration perceives that its enemies were
seeking the WMD, and that the NSCWMD would proactively bolster,
interdiction-oriented approach to mitigate the WMD threats.[282] Prima
facie, the document is intended to target the ‘rogue states,’ but it also does
not rule out action against the other states as well who sponsor or harbour
terrorism.[283]
The NSCWMD also envisages bolstering of US conventional, nuclear,
intelligence/surveillance, interdiction, and domestic law enforcement
capabilities to improve its overall deterrent posture vis-à-vis the WMD
threats. This includes capabilities to detect and destroy adversary’s WMD
arsenals before their use. Therefore, US would consistently endeavour to
formalise new agreements, which could cater for its non-proliferation
objectives. In addition, strengthen the existing non-proliferation regimes to
promote its security interests. Moreover, in parallel conceive a
comprehensive sanctions policy as a tool of diplomacy to support its overall
strategy of NSCWMD.[284] But rightly in the view of some experts, the
question of nuclear terrorism by states is fundamentally different from the
issue of the “acquisitions and use of such weapons by non-state
actors.”[285] Thomas Badey writes,
It is highly unlikely that countries with a desire to acquire nuclear
weapons, such as Iran, Iraq, Libya, Sudan and North Korea, would
spend millions of dollars and years of research to acquire nuclear
weapons, only to sell or hand them over to non-state actors, knowing
that they might be held accountable for the actions of potential
clients…. It is much more likely that states, particularly those targeted
by export controls and economic sanctions, may use non-state actors to
acquire nuclear materials for them rather than the other way around.
[286]
The use of nuclear weapons by the ‘rogue states’ with an inadequate backing
and accompanying capabilities would be counter-productive rather than
proving of any strategic gain. Because, in the case of use of nuclear weapons
by the ‘rogue states’ and their sponsored non-state actors, it would certainly
eclipse the potential benefits and, the consequences would be more
horrendous to contemplate.[287] Besides, it is highly improbable that any
single individual could equip a group to have an access to fissionable material
[288] or even to crude a form of nuclear device without the assistance of a
reliable delivery system, which is otherwise only feasible with the
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collaboration of a major industrial enterprise.[289] In the views of the
former head of nuclear weapons development programme at the Los Alamos,
J. Carson Mark, it requires a team of a mechanical engineer, nuclear
physicist, a chemist, and explosive expert, a mathematician, and along with
other auxiliary staff, and at least a year to develop a nuclear device.[290]
Besides, it would be highly unlikely for the non-state actors to hire the
services of highly qualified and experienced scientists; the requisite
industrial infrastructure; the financial resources; weapons-grade uranium or
plutonium; and an access to clandestine transport or to a delivery system,
that too, for terrorism, appears to be incredibly implausible.[291] However,
the security of nuclear installations, personnel, and the fissionable and
radiological materials in possession of the de jure and the de facto NWS,
should be made foolproof. Secondly, the existing non-proliferation regimes
can be made vibrant to ensure that nuclear technology and material does not
pilfer into the possession of non-state actors and the ‘rogue states,’ which
could jeopardise the stability of international peace and security. Though,
the non-state actors can easily assemble the chemical and biological
elements for terrorist attacks,[292] therefore, rationally the emphasis should
be to check the proliferation of chemical, radiological and biological agents,
which the terrorist organisations may acquire from the international blackmarket, and then convert the same into a ‘dirty bomb’. In this connection,
US President Bush in a statement on May 31, 2003, during his visit to Poland,
referred to the Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI) of the US in
collaboration with ten other countries, including its allies, to employ all the
legal, diplomatic, economic, military channels, including searching planes
and cargo ships, to interdict illegal weapons, nuclear, missiles, and
radiological materials.[293] Such measures would go long way in deterring
the terrorist organisations from implementing their nefarious designs,
provided PSI is reconciled within the parameters of the international law. In
addition, the nuclear-related CSBMs between the de jure and the de facto
NWS, and other developed countries, could also collectively evolve a strategy
to seize the transfer of sensitive technologies to ‘rogue states’ in order to
minimise, if not exclude completely, the possibility of such technologies,
nuclear and radiological materials falling in the wrong hands.
Unfortunately, in the South Asian context, since the Lahore Declaration of
February 1999, both India and Pakistan have not been able to start talks on
nuclear-related CSBMs. In August 2003, Pakistan had offered India the
resumption of a dialogue on nuclear-related CSBMs that were agreed in
principle in the Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) signed by them at the
time of Lahore Declaration, in order to establish the strategic restraint
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regime.[294] India instead of responding positively to the Pakistani proposal
accused it of foot-dragging on resumption of a dialogue and other diplomatic
and peace initiatives between the two countries.[295] In this connection,
again on December 18, 2003, President Pervez Musharraf, repeated the offer
to India for improving bilateral relations by resolving the Kashmir dispute:
We are for United Nations Security Council Resolutions…now we have
left that aside. If we want to resolve this issue, both sides need to talk
to each other with flexibility, coming beyond stated positions, meeting
halfway somewhere…. We are prepared to rise to the occasion; India
has to be flexible also…. We have come to a stage where there is a
thaw in relations, where there is expectation on both sides in the
people…. If the leadership doesn’t rise to the occasion, it is a pity and I
think we’ll disappoint our public again…. Unfortunately, magnanimity
has to come from the bigger and the stronger.[296]
President Musharraf’s realpolitik and rational diplomatic proposal placed the
ball squarely in India’s court. It was up to India to capitalise on Pakistan’s
constructive initiative to resolve the neuralgic dispute over Kashmir, and to
set in motion the process of improvement of bilateral relations. During the
three-day 12th South Asian Association for Regional Cooperation (SAARC)
Summit in Islamabad (January 4-6, 2004), the Indian Prime Minister, A. B.
Vajpayee, urged the member states for “bold transition” from mistrust to
trust, discord to concord, and tension to peace in the region.[297] Moreover,
Indian External Affairs Minister, Yashwant Sinha, in a statement also
“expressed satisfaction on the progress in bilateral relations and discussed
various ways to increase this momentum.” While Pakistan’s Foreign Minister,
Khurshid Mahmud Kasuri, too, reiterated that, “We have developed a good
relationship, which is good for the people of both countries. Our relations
with India have improved. We will continue to improve our relations.”[298]
Musharraf and Vajpayee in a bilateral meeting on January 5, further agreed
to “maintain the momentum” generated by the confidence-building measures
and diplomacy on the sidelines of the SAARC Summit.[299] Therefore, in the
second phase, if the proposed CSBMs can take a concrete shape once both
countries resume a comprehensive dialogue and initiate further confidencebuilding measures process with a view to ensuring peace and security of the
region, it could help lay the basis to eliminate the probability of terrorists’
access to their nuclear, missile, chemical, biological, and radiological
materials and facilities. If the momentum resulting out of the thaw in
bilateral relations is sustained, it could enable them to find a mutually
acceptable solution to all their outstanding disputes, including over Kashmir.
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Conclusion
For a moment, consider the following quotes of the eminent scholars about
the concept and definition of deterrence, victory, and the effects of the
nuclear war. According to Lt. Gen. N. Hanning:
The political power of nuclear weapons is based on:
·

the yield

·

the number available

·

the number of launch vehicles and the certainty of their availability

·

hit and kill probabilities

·

the credibility of their use.

As long as superiority really exists in all the parameters, the risk for
the user is a small and the deterrent concept is credible, as was
demonstrated with Hiroshima and Nagasaki.[300]
McGeorge Bundy, George F. Kennan, Robert S. McNamara, and Gerard Smith
in an article on ‘Nuclear Weapons and the Atlantic Alliance,’ in the Foreign
Affairs journal wrote:
It is time to recognize that no one has ever succeeded in advancing any
persuasive reason to believe that any use of nuclear weapons, even on
the smallest scale, could reliably be expected to remain limited. Every
serious analysis and every military exercise, for over 25 years, has
demonstrated that even the most restrained battlefield use would be
enormously destructive to civilian life and property. There is no way
for anyone to have any confidence that such a nuclear action will not
lead to further and more devastating exchanges. Any use of nuclear
weapons in Europe, by the Alliance or against it, carries with it a high
and inescapable risk of escalation into the general nuclear war which
would bring ruin to all and victory to none.[301]
Bernard Brodie writes:
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The first and most vital step in any American security program for the
age of atomic bombs is to take measures to guarantee to ourselves in
case of attack the possibility of retaliation in kind…. Thus far the chief
purpose of our military establishment has been to win wars. From now
on its chief purpose must be to avert them. It can have no other useful
purpose.[302]
In April 1980, Physicians for Social Responsibility in ‘An Open Letter to
President Carter and Chairman Brezhnev,’ wrote:
As Physicians, scientists, and concerned citizens, alarmed by an
international political climate that increasingly presents nuclear war as
a “rational” possibility, we are impelled to renew a warning, based on
medical and scientific analyses, that:

1. Nuclear war, even a “limited” one, would result in death, injury and
disease on a scale that has no precedent in the history of human existence;
2. Medical “disaster planning” for a nuclear war is meaningless. There is
no possible effective medical response. Most hospitals would be destroyed,
most medical personnel dead or injured, most supplies unavailable. Most
“survivors” would die;
3. There is no effective civil defense. The blast, thermal and radiation
effects would kill even those in shelters, and the fallout would reach those
who had been evacuated;
4. Recovery from nuclear war would be impossible. The economic,
ecologic, and social fabric on which human life depends would be destroyed
in the US, the USSR, and much of the rest of the world;
5. In sum, there can be no winners in a nuclear war. Worldwide fallout
would contaminate much of the globe for generations and atmospheric
effects would severely damage all living things.[303]
These quotes vividly reflect that in a nuclear conflict there would be no
victors. Therefore, the mutual deterrence would be in the bilateral interests
of both the adversaries. Secondly, India and Pakistan, whether they stick to
the offensive and defensive deterrent strategies, but, in the absence of
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robust CSBMs and a nuclear restraint regime, it would be impossible for
either of them to achieve any real political gains by allowing unnecessary
crises to escalate in the subcontinent.[304] An effective nuclear CSBMs
regime and a limited level of nuclear transparency between India and
Pakistan would go a long way in stabilising their relationship, and assisting
them in averting a catastrophe. Otherwise, like the India and Pakistan crisis
of 2001-2002, the first casualty would be the official channel of
communication, threats and counter-threats, widening gulf of misperceptions
and increased dependence on the other states to defuse tensions. For
example, during the heydays of the Cold War, the US in spite of being a
superpower and technological advancement was not sufficiently convinced,
that in an event of Soviet Union’s first strike, its nuclear command structure
and the potential to retaliate back would be sustainable under the
momentum of a first strike. Still, the US and the former Soviet Union had not
severed their official channel of communication.
Similarly, in the context of India and Pakistan, the US-Soviet Union paradigm
has a direct relevance, because, India too has a declared policy of ‘no firstuse’ of nuclear weapons, though it is accompanied with another clause that
employment of chemical or biological weapons on its forces anywhere in the
world, would give the Indian leadership the right to retaliate with the
nuclear weapons. Since the Indian Defence Minister, Pranab Mukherjee’s
statement of September 13, 2004, in which he spelled out that India, will not
hesitate to use nuclear weapons in the event of collapse of deterrence. And
on the other hand, Pakistan being a weaker power in comparison to India;
and its policy of a nuclear ambiguity for the obvious deterrent purposes
against a much stronger entity, India; in addition, it would be a contributory
factor in generating a dangerous misperception motivating the Indian
policymakers to adopt a LOW policy vis-à-vis Pakistan. In South Asia, where
the C4I2 systems are still in an embryonic stage, mutual misperceptions are
high, and the balance of conventional and strategic forces are quite uneven.
Therefore, logically, the prospects of adherence to a launch on warning type
SOPs – both in India and Pakistan, would be there, which is a sure recipe for
using nuclear warheads due to false alarms. Thus, leading both the countries
to an accidental nuclear Armageddon. For that reason, it is imperative that
both the countries should realise the need of arriving at nuclear CSBMs and
display a reasonable degree of nuclear transparency with a view to removing
the perpetual state of ambivalent relationship.
As argued in this paper that the entire concept of security of South Asia is
based on the principles of “security,” “fear,” and “hegemony.” Both India
and Pakistan have entangled themselves in a perpetual-cobweb of
“offensive” and “defensive” types of situations respectively. As a result,
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India has sought to prevent the emergence of “peer” competitor on the
subcontinent, Pakistan, to challenge its supremacy. This “peer” competition
between India and Pakistan took a turning point in 1974, when India
conducted its first nuclear test, which then started a new period of nuclear
arms race in South Asia.
As it was true during the time of Thucydides, who had expressed
apprehensions concerning the role and dynamics of an outbreak of accidental
war even at the time of the Great War between the Spartans and the
Athenians. The war once initiated, writes Thucydides, let loose forces that
are completely unanticipated by the adversaries. Even a limited conflict
between India and Pakistan would set in motion the developments over which
they would have virtually no control. Therefore, in such a situation even a
minor misperception concerning the concept of a limited war could certainly
intensify the “fog of war” thereby reluctantly leading the states to a fullscale war. As Robert Jervis has rightly pointed out that, then, the rest would
[305]
“be in the dustbin of history.”
It is certainly in the interests of both
India and Pakistan to fine-tune their bilateral perceptions, remove
misperceptions, and realistically formulate their nuclear and conventional
strategies with a view to stabilise the concept of mutual deterrence without
ever resorting to threats of mutual annihilation. Because, the significance of
deterrence lies in preventing the adversary from initiating a war for which it
could be punished with a devastating retaliation. The “violence is most
purposive and most successful,” writes Thomas Schelling, only “when it is
[306]
[307]
threatened and not used.”
Therefore, there is no “rational”
rationale to formulate flawed strategies and to harbour wrong concepts
[308]
because even a limited
regarding an all-out war or a limited conflict,
conventional conflict – either by India or Pakistan would surely lead to non[309]
winnable situation.
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