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Preface 

The present Ph.D. thesis, India's Nuclear Strategy-A survey seeks to explore 

and explain india's Nuclear _strategy not only in the global context but regional 

context too. 

There is· no denying the fact that with the advancement of science and 

technology throughout the world, India also had to take up the line of nuclear 

strategy. In the sub-continent, India is confronted with a perennial problem of 

bitter relationship with Pakistan which occasionally oscillate between good and 

bad. Occasionally there has been endeavour on the part of both the countries t? 

make a good relationship but for this or that it could not be materialised. Naturally, 

India had to develop her nuclear power; not oruy,.to get a batter position in the 
r ·~---r,_.;.~· 

world but also to get a leadership position in the sub continent. 

Under the circt.u:nstances, taking into account, the advancement of the world, 

in the field of technology, India's strategy cannot be criticised. It is not for misuse 

but to gain a position in the world in terms of power politics. 

However, attempt has been made to undertake the task of analysing India's 

nuclear strategy and different course of action. Lapses, if any, are mine. 

I express· my sincere gratitude for the guidance rendered by Dr. Manas 

Chakrabarty, my supervisor ·throughout the writing of the thesis. I am greatly 
. 

indebted to my father for his constantinspir~tion for completing the project. I 

also record my cooperation extended by my wife and two daughters who were 

partly neglected by me during the period of my work. 

I am also thankful to the librarian, National Library, Kolkata, American 

Centre Library, Kolkata, North Bengal University for their effective cooperation 

in completion of the study. 
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Chapter-1------------------------------

Evolution of India's Nuclear Programmes 
and Policies 

Introduction: 

India's nuclear programme can be traced back to 1944 when the noted Indian 

physicist Homi J. Bhaba proposed to the Sorabji Tata Trust to set up an institute 

to train nuclear scientists who would in turn carry out extensive research on nuclear 

physics. The proposal had been prompted by Homi J. Bhaba, who had studied 
( 

Eurico's Fermi's experiment of a self sustaining chain reaction on a uranium core 

moderated by graphite rods and understood the future possibilities.1 It was indeed 

a landmatkin India's nuclear research advancement. Based on Bhaba's proposal, 

the Tata Institute of Fundamental Research was set up in 1945. This was the starting 

point of India's nuclear programme. In the initial stages, the programme was 

intended towards the use of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes. The reason as 

to the shift from one end of the spectrum to the other is manifold. Before we 

trace the history of India's nuclear development, the three schools of thought on 

India's nuclear programme may be listed. The conclusions as to which school of 

thought was correct would be very difficultto arrive at. 

The Three Schools of Thought Regarding India's N tiel ear 

Programme: 

1. According to the fttst school of thought, India always kept its option of 

. nuclearisation open, because it was a question of 'when' and not 'whether'. 

1. Raja Menon,~ Nuclear strategy for India', (New Delhi, Sage 200~0), p. 66 
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Towards this end, the government and the scientists realised the military 

dimension of a nuclear programme and used the cover of use of nuclear 

energy for peaceful purposes as an excuse to continue research aimed at 

weaponisation. 

2. The second. school of thought is of the opinion that the approach of the 

nuclear Big 5, their stockpiling of weapons and their indifference to India's 

ethical and moral calling for global disarmament. US turning a blind eye to 

Pakistan's clandestine nuclear programme and the China factor forced India 

to change ~ack from using nuclear energy for peaceful purposes for making 

atomic bombs. 

3. The third school of thought, though distinctly lesser is number, is of the 

view that India's scientific community was a forceful impetus on India's 

decision makers in compelling India to go nuclear .. 

India's nuclear development can be examined through a study of different 

Phases. 

(1) ·Nehru's Era of Abstinence 1947 to 1960. 

(2) Era of Disenchantment 1961 to Pokhran I. 

(3) Era of Nuclear Ambiguity and Restraint 1975 to 1996. 

( 4) Collapse of Ambiguity. Slippage into Deterrence, 1997 to Pokhran II. 

Nehru's Era of Abstinence- 1947 to 1960: 

India's first Prime Minister Pandit N ehrri saw nuclear power in its peaceful 

capacity as providing India with the ability to leap from many technologies. His 
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vision for a modern, self-sufficient India included technological development. 

Nehru was strongly opposed India's nuclear weapon programme as was his closest 

confidant and advisor Krishna Menon. Both of them played an important part in 

shaping India's nuclear policy and its nuclear programme in the N ehruvian Era 

of abstinence. In fact, during Nehru era Indian nuclear advancement got an 

opening and momentum. As mentioned earlier, the Tata Institute of Fundamental 

Research had been set up in 1945 in Bombay. After independence, Bhabha 

convinced Nehru of the importance of atomic energy research in enabling India 

to build an industrial base to tackle the overwhelming problem of entrenched 

poverty. Bhaba's views impressed Nehru, who had a scientific bent of mind and 

was committed to abolishing poverty. Nehru believed that peaceful use of nuclear 

energy was the keystone in achieving this objective . . , 

In late 1945 the Atomic Energy Commission was established under the 

Council of Scientific & Industrial Research. However, due to the efforts ofHomi 

Bhaba, who wanted autonomy in ~nctioning both the AEC and the Department 

of Atomic Energy which was established on 03 August 19 54 became independent 

bodies with Homi Bhaba as the Chairman. Bhaba as the flrst head of the DAE 

zealously worked to preserve the organizational autonomy of India's nuclear 

energy estate. From the outset, the Indian Atomic Energy establishment, under 

the direction of the Prime Minister enjoyed a high degree of autonomy and was 

largely shielded from public scrutiny. Freeing the DAE and the AEC from scientific 

and administrative set up bureaucracy was a major achievement by itself. Bhaba 

was answerable only to Nehru. He could run both the DAE and the AEC 

professionally and without bureaucratic interference. This was one of the major 
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reasons attributed to the considerable progress made in this era in India's nuclear 

programme. The options of Nehru and Bhaba regarding nuclear weapons in this 

era are relevant to the development of India's programme. 

Nehru always opposed the development of nuclear weapons in public view. 

His opposition to nuclear weapons was in accordance with his deep-rooted 

, opposition to the use of force to solve international disputes. This conviction 

was also rooted in the Gandhian legacy of the Indian Nationalist Movement. 

Nehru's aversion to nuclear weapons was also due to his fear of the militarisation 

of the Indian society. He was firm in his belief that military spending in any form 
( ' 

was a necessary evil. 

It should be pointed out that in 194 7, when India emerged as a free country; 

the nuclear age had already dawned. Development of nuclear technology of 

transformed the nature of global security. Our leaders reasoned that nuclear 

weapons were not weapons of war; these were weapons of mass destruction. A 

nuclear-weapon-free-world would, therefore, enhance no_t only India's security, 

but also the security of all nations. However, in the absence of universal and non-

discriminatory disarmament, India could not accept a regime that created an 

arbitrary division between nuclear haves and have-nots. The basis of India's nuclear 

policy has remained global nuclear disarmament or equal and legitimate security 

for all. 

In the 19 50s, when nuclear weapons testing were taking place above ground, 

India took the lead in working for an end to all nuclear weapon testing as the first 

step for ending the nuclear arms race. In 1954, Jawaharlal Nehru called for 

negotiations for prohibition and elimination of nuclear weapons and in the interim, 
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a standstill agreement to halt nuclear testing. The world had, by then, witnessed 

less than 65 tests. Our call was not heeded. In 1963, an agreement was concluded 

to ban atmospheric testing but by this time, countries had developed the 

technologies for conducting underground nuclear tests and the nuclear arms race 

continued unabated. More than three decades and over 200 tests later, a 

Comprehensive Test Ben Treaty (CTBT) was opened for signature in 1996. 

In 1965, along with a group of Non-Aligned countries, India mooted the 

idea, in the shadow of deepening security concerns, of an International non-

proliferation agreement under which the nuclear weapon States would agree to 

give up their arsenals provided other countries refrained from developing or 

acquiring such weapons. The balance of rights and obligations was absent when 

the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty emerged in 1968. India therefore made 

clear its inability to sign the NPT. 

Our decision not to sign the NPT was in keeping with the basic objective of 

maintaining freedom of thought and action. In 197 4, we demonstrated our nuclear 

capability. Successive governments thereafter continued to take necessary steps . 

in keeping with that resolve to safeguard India's nuclear option. This was also the 

primary reason underlying the 1996 decision in the country not to subscribe to 

the CTBT. Our perception then was that subscribing to the CTBT would severely 

limit India's nuclear potential at· an unacceptably low level. Our reservations 

deepened, as the CTBT did.not also carry forward the nuclear disarmament 

process. On both counts, therefore, yet again, our security concerns remained 

unaddressed. 

The decades of the 1980s and 1990s witnessed a further deterioration of 

our security environment as a result of nuclear and missile proliferation. A pattern 
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of clandestine acquisition of nuclear materials, missiles and related technologies 

also came into existence. India in this period became the victim of externally 

aided and abetted terrorism, militancy and clandestine war through hired 

mercenaries. Thus, while the end of the Cold war transformed the political 

landscape of Europe, it did little to address India's security concerns. 

At the global level, there is no evidence yet on the part of the nuclear weapon 

States to take decisive and irreversible steps in moving towards a nuclear-weapon

free-world. Instead, the NPT has been extended indefinitely and unconditionall~, 

perpetuating th~ existence of nuclear weapons in the hands of the give countries 

· who are also permanent members of the UN Security Council. Some of these 

countries have doctrines that permit the first use of nuclear weapons. These 

countries ate also engaged in programmes of modernization of their nuclear 

arsenals. 

Under such circumstances, India was left with little choice. It has to take 

necessary steps to ensure that the country's nuclear option, developed and 

safeguarded over decades, was not eroded by a self-imposed restraint. At a time 

when developments in the area of advanced tec~.mologies are taking place at 

breathtaking pace, new parameters need to be identified, tested and validated in 

order to ensure that skills remains contemporary and succeeding generations of 

scientists and engineers are able to build on the work done by their predecessors. 

The limited series of five tests undertaken by India was precisely such an exercise. 

It has given India the requisite resources to ensure a credible deterrent. 

These tests were not directed against any country. They only provide a 

reassurance to the people of India about their security. India remains fully 
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committed to the promotion of peace with stability, and resolution of all 

outstanding issues through bilateral dialogue and negotiations. We will continue 

to remain engaged in substantive dialogue with our neighbours to improve 

relations and to expand the scope of our interactions in a mutually advantageous 

manner. Confidence building is a continuous process; re remain committed to it. 

Consequent upon the tests and arising from an insufficient appreciation of our 

security concerns, some countries have been persuaded to take steps that sadden 

us. We value our bilateral relations. We remain committed to dialogue and reaffirm 

that preservation of India's security creates no conflict of interest with these 

countries. 

Our nuclear P<?licy has been marked by restraint and openness. It has not 

violated any international agreements either in 197 4 or now, in 1998. Our concerns 

have been made known to our interlocutors in recent years. The restraint exercised 

for 24 years, after having demonstrated our capability in 197 4, is in itself a unique 

example; Subsequent to the tests, the Government has already stated that India 

will now observe a voluntary moratorium and refrain from conducting 

underground nuclear test explosions. India has also indicated that it will not stand 

in the way of the entry into force of the CTBT by September 1999. India will also 

participate in negotiations in the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva on a 

Fissile Material Cut-off Treaty to prohibit future production of fissile materials 

for use in nudear weapons or nuclear explosive devices. 

India has maintained effective export controls on nuclear materials as well 
. . . 

as related technologies, even though we are neither party to the NPT nor a member 

of the Nuclear Suppliers Group. In fact, India's conduct has been better than 
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some countries party to the NPT. India is committed to non-proliferation and 

the maintaining of stringent export controls to ensure that there is no leakage of 

our indigenously developed know-how and technologies. 

India is a nuclear weapon State. This is a reality that cannot be denied. It is 

not a conferment that we seek; nor is it a status for others to grant Our str~ngthened 

capability adds to our sense of responsibility. India has announced that it shall 

· not be the first to use these weapons. These are weapons of self-defence to ensure 

that India is not subjected to nuclear threats or coercion. India shall not engage in 

an arms race nor reinvent the doctrines of the Cold War. India's nuclear doctrine 

would be based on a minimum but credible deterrent, no ftrst use and a firm 

commitment to global elimination of nuclear weapons. 

India has taken many initiatives in the past for the elimination of all nuclear 

weapons. It is our regret that these proposals did not receive· a positive response 

from other nuclear weapon States. Had their response been positive, India need 

not have gone for the current tests. This is where our approach to nuclear weapons 

is different ftom others. This difference is the cornerstone of our nuclear doctrine. 

It is marked by restraint and striving for the total elimination of all weapons of 

mass destruction. We have been and will continue to be in the forefront of the· 

calls for opening negotiations for a Nuclear Weapons Convention, so that this 

challenge can be dealt with in the same manner that we have dealt with the scourge 

of two other w~apons of mass destruction, through comprehensive, universal 

and non-:-discriminatory treaties. 

Nehru made a statement in 19 57: "No man can prophecy the future. But I 

should like to say on behalf of any future government of India that whatever 
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might happen, whatever the circumstances, we shall never use this atomic energy 

for evil purposes". The statement was made at the inauguration of Apsara, India's 

first nuclear reactor at Trombay 20 January, 1957. It was a landmark in India's 

nuclear development. 

Despite his public opposition to nuclear weapons, Nehru granted Bhaba a 

free hand in the development of India's nuclear infrastructure and sought to lay 

the necessary foundations should a political decision to acquire nuclear weapons 

be made. In a speech in 1946 in Bombay, Nehru stated "India will use atomic 

force for constructive purposes. But if India is threatened, she will inevitably try 

to defend herself by all the means at her disposaF In pursuit of this end, Bhaba 

worked towards a complete mastery of the nuclear fuel cycle and a completely 

indigenous production process. 

India's civilian nuclear energy programme has a 'dual use' or military capacity 

of which both Nehru and Bhaba were well aware. While Nehru was categorically 

opposed to the bomb, Bhaba was less rigid in his view and not opposed to a 

possible future bomb. Certain events would wide have a bearing on the nuclear 

programme oflndian in this era. 

~ In the year 1953-54, nuclear supremacy ofUSA was broken by a Soviet 

thermonuclear test 

=> In 1955-56, Pakistan agreed to join the CENTO. 

=> Pakistan was given$ 2 million, the first of many arms transfer for joining 

CENTO. 

2. The Kargil Review Committee Report, (New Delhi; Sage 1999), p~ 200. 
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~ In 1955 the Chinese Government announced a major Soviet-Chinese 

collaborative effort aimed at providing China with a reactor, a cyclotron, 

fissile materials and any number of experts.3 

~ In 19 56 China announced the construction of experimental reactors outside 

Beijing. 

~ In April19 56 Moscow announced that it would build a 60000 KW nuclear 

reactor in China. 

~ ·UK exploded its first hydrogen bomb in January 19 57. 

All these incidents dictated the need for a strong technical base for India. 

India's scientific community received extensive political support. The defence 

advisor to Britain, Lord PMS Blackett recommended to Nehru the setting up of 

a giant network of laboratories under CSIR. 

The progress of India's distinguished period was slow but steady. The AEC 

set up the Rare Minerals survey unit in 1950 under Wadia, one of India's most 

famous geologists. The AEC also established the India Rare Earths Ltd. In 19 52. 

Wadia's effort was primarily responsible for locating the uranium deposits in 

Jadugudain 1952 andNarwapahar in 1963.4 

India's thorium plant at Trombay went into production in 1955. The 

Canadians offered technology transfer under the Colombo Plan. Though the Indo-

Canadian agreement had been signed only in April19 56. India's first nuclear reactor 

Apsara was commissioned in January 1957 by Nehru. In November 1958 India's 

3. Leo Yueh-YunLiu, 'China as a Nuclear Power in the World', (London; Macmillan, 1972), 
p. 51. . 

4. Raja Menon. 'A Nuclear Strategy for India', (New Delhi: Sage 2000) p. 68. 
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Uranium processing plant was commissioned in Trombay and three months later 

pure uranium was being produced. 

During this period, India under Nehru's stewardship was vigorously pursuing 

its fight against nuclear weapons in various international forum including the UN. 

This period could be characterized as one of intense idealism. Gandhi writing in 
' ' 

the Harijan said 'I regard the employment of the atom bomb for the wholesale 

. destruction of men, women and children as the most diabolical use of science'.5 

Iri 1954 Nehru proposed the "Standstill Agreement'' between the nuclear weapon 

states. In 1955 Nehru commissioned the Defence Service Organisation to study 

the consequences of nuclear weapons use. The findings of this committee were 

later presented to the UN General Assembly by Krishna Menon. During this 

period .India presented eight disarmament initiatives either separately or jointly 

within various bodies of the UN. 6 

· -By mid to late 50s there was a slight shift in the Indian Government's position. 
. - -

These changes partly reflected the. changes taking place in the international arena, 

which have been covered earlier. In essence, India's nuclear policy in Nehru's era 

of abstinence continued to be premised upon: 

~ A sense of idealism that drew sustenance from Gandhi's belief of non-

violence. 

~ An understanding that nuclear weapons are an extension of the philosophy 

of violence and therefore need to be countered by nuclear disarmame~t. 

5. Mahatma Gandhi. 'With an English Journalist', Harijan (New Delhi), 29 Sept. 1946. 

6. Aabha Dixit. ·'Status Quo: Maintaining Nuclear Ambiguity', India & the Bomb, (Notre 
Dame Press USA, 1996), p. 55. 

r. 
I 

' 
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:::::} A belief that peaceful uses of nuclear technology can benefit the community 

and therefore should be pursued with zeal. 

:::::} A conviction that the pursuit of peaceful uses of nuclear technology, should 

remain within the domain of individual countries, with apex bodies like IAEA 

. helping to promote and assist research on a non-discriminatory basis. 

Phase II 1960 to Pokhran I 

Era of Disenchantment: 

The period from 1960 to 197 4 can best be described as a period of 

disenchantment India was disillusioned with the prospect of global disarmame~t. 

Two major factors shifted India's policy from a 'no bombs' to a 'no bombs now'. 

The events were. 

=> 1962 Indo-China war. 

=> Chinese nuclear test neither at Lap Nor on 161
h October 1964. 

In fact the second phase of India's nuclear programme started shortly after 

the Chinese test at Lap Nor.7 As early as 1958 Bhaba had conversation with a 

British physicist and defence advisor Lord PMS Blackett about his interest in the 

acquisition of nuclear weapons.8 Bhaba also declared before the Parliamentary 

Consultative Committee on Atoinic Affairs in December 1959 that India had 

7. Sumit Ganguly. 'Explaining Indian Nuclear Tests', India's Nuclear Strategy (New Delhi, 
Vistaar 2000) p. 41. 

8. Sumit Ganguly., Ibid. p. 40. 
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progressed to· a stage where, if a political directive was received a bomb could be 

made without external assistance. The time limit was not specified. 9 

. In spite of all these slight shifts the predominant strand of opinion in the 50s 

. and initial period of the 60s was against the weapon option. However, the 1962 

Chinese aggression and China's nuclear test which followed thereafter had a 

profound impact on the psyche of Indian opinion makers and the political 

hierarchy. 

By 1963 itself it was clear that China was rapidly moving to test a nuclear 

device. Eight months before the Chinese nuclear test at neither Lap nor, Homi 

Bhaba said at Pugwash Confere11ce in Udaipur in January 1964 that ''Nuclear 

weapons with an adequate delivery system can enable a state to acquire the capacity 

to destroy more or less totally the cities, industry and all important targets in 

· another state. It is then largely irrelevant whether the state so attacked has greater 

destructive power at its command. With the help of nuclear weapons, therefore, 

a state may acquire what we may call a position of absolute deterrence even against 

another having many times greater destructive power under its control" .10 Bhaba 

also went on to add thatif any state be asked to renounce a possible dependence 

to redress the balance of power against a larger and more powerful state such as 

China, its security must be guaranteed by both the major powers. 

Meanwhile, India signed the PTBT (Partial Test Ban Treaty), which came 

into force on 10 October 1963. The PTBT prohibited atmospheric tests. In 

9. Raja Menon, Ibid. p. 71. 

10. HomiJ, Bhaba. 'Proceedings of the Twelfth Pugwash Conference', 1964, U<laipur, p. 
75. 
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· December 1963, India and US signed the agreement on the Tarapur Atomic Power 

Plant The intensity oflndo-US cooperation under Kennedy prompted the export 

to India of the CDC-3600-140A Computer which could be used to simulate nuclear 

fission. In early May, Nehru made his last pronouncement on India's refusal to 

make a bomb but died three weeks later. The Chinese exploded their first bomb 
( 

on 18 October 1964 at Lap Nor. 

The Chinese nuclear explosions left the Indians with two opinions. First to 

go in for the b01nb option and second to seek security guarantees from the either 

nuclear powers. Without going into the details, the nuclear powers declined to 

provide any sort of nuclear guarantees. 

The NPT: 

It is at this time that the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty issue came up. 

India did not sign the NPT when it opened for signatures in 1968. The major 

reason for non-signature was China's decision not to sign and India's reluctance 

to commit itself in the absence of security guarantees. Also the political and 

scientific community were key faetors in keeping the nuclear option open. 

The refusal of the major· nuclear powers to provided security guarantee and 

the various other factors at that time forced Lal Bahadur Shastri to sanction a 

proposal put forward by Bhaba to investigate a "Subterranean Nuclear Explosion 

Project".11 The delay in conduct of a Peaceful Nuclear Explosion· from 1965, 

when it was consented to by Shastri to 197 4 when it finally occurred, can be 

attributed to the tendency to treat the nuclear weapon as a foreign policy issue 

11. K Subrahmanyam, 'Indian Nuclear Policy', 1964-98, Nuclear India, 1999. 
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and the failure to grasp the essentials of nuclear strategy arising from the use of 

the bomb as a weapon. Also there was a total lack of institutionalised 

thinking and multi-disciplinary inputs. 12 According to Sundarji the 'wait and 

watch' attitude could be attributed to a combination of three factors. 

=:::} India's perception that in a bipolar world, with two super powers, any flexing 

of muscles by a regional small nuClear power like China was unlikely. 

=> India's missile programme had not yet even commenced and air delivered 

nuclear weapons would have been out of range to the then Indian fighter

bombers. 

=:::} The eroding but still present ideological drag induced by past pacifism 

coupled with lack of strategic thinking.13 

The cold storage of the Subterranean Nuclear Explosion Project could also 

be attrlbuted to the death of Homi Bhaba who died in air crash in 1966. After his 

death Vikram Sarabhai took over as the Secretary of the DAE and Chairman of 

AEC. Vikram Sarabhai was well known for his anti-bomb view and effected policies 

which ensured progress towards a PNE continued at an unhurried pace. 

On the nuclear programme side the plutonium re-processing plant at 

Trombaywas inaugurated their second nuclear bomb. Between May and December 

1967, Chinese conducted four tests including a thermo-nuclear one. Another 

important event was the sanctioning ofPurnima I nuclear reactor in 1967 and the 

12.RajaMenon, Ibid., p. 76. 

13. K. Sundarji, 'India's Nuclear Weapon Policy, Nuclear Rivalry and International Order' 
(New Delhi, Sage, 1996) p. 174. 
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AEE under Sethna to build a reactor, located next to the plutonium facility. 

Purnima was the hub of training for most of the scientists who eventually 

participated in Pokhran I. The scientists included S N Seshadri, A K Ray and P R 

Roy and P K Iyengar. Purnima was the school that led both to Pokhran I and the 

research reactor Dhruva. Purnima was followed by Purnima II, III and Kamini all 

of which were 

Made to explore the thorium route more scientifically. Purnima II went critical 

in May 1972 without any moderator. 14 

The 1965 Indo-Pakistan conflict had no bearing on India's nuclear programme 

except that during the was a hundred Congress MPs (Member of Parliament 

signed a statement saying that India should make a nuclear bomb to avoid being 

overwhelmed by a Sino-Pakistan collusion. China launched its first satellite in 

1970. In response to this event a symposium of scientists, political and defence 

analysts, economists and MPs was held in New Delhi. The symposium came to 

·the conclusion that India had no option but to acquire nuclear weapons.15 in the 

early 70s, Vikram Sarabhai, Chairman AEC announced a balanced but modest 

10 years profile for space and nuclear programmes including orie or more peaceful 

nuclear explosions. The profile in brief is under16
: 

Space Technology Plans: 

~ Fabrication of inertial navigation systems. · 

~ The construction of a rocket fabrication plant. 

14.Raja Menon, Ibid., p~ 80. 

15.Hindustan Times, 10 May 1970. 

16.Raja Menon, Ibid. p. 82. 
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=> Fabrication of satellites with the goal of launching an 80 kg. Satellite by 197 5 

and an 1800 kg. Satellite by 1985. 

Nuclear Plans: 

=:::} Installation of 1200 MW of power of 1980. 

=> Construction of 500 MW FBR. 

=> Development of gas centrifuges for enriching uranium .. 

=> Building of a nuclear fuel complex. 

The slow but sure progress towards the pro bomb view was reinforced by 

the US tilt towards Pakistan in the lndo-Pak war of 1971. The entry of the nuclear

armed aircraft carrier USS Enterprise into the Bay of Bengal on 22 December 

.1971 was viewed by India as an attempt by US to use nuclear blackmail to end the · 

conflict. President Nixon in an interview to Times magazine on July 4, 1985 

admitted that he had considered using nuclear weapons during Indo-Pakistan war 

of 1971 had the Soviets intervened.17 these developments were amongst the 

deciding factors in India's security calculus that led to the peaceful nuclear explosion 

of 1974. 

The idea of Pokhran I explosion was mooted by Raja Ramanna to 

Chidambarani in 1967 when Sarabhai was Chairman of the AEC and ·the SNEP 

was under official suspension.18 Plutonium was being processed in sufficient quantity 

by the plutonium processing facility, using spent rods from the Cirus, the nuclear 

reactor. 

17. 'Time', July 29, p. 85. 

18.Raja Menon, Ibid. p. 85. 
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N. Seshagiri was directed by Sarabhai to prepare a cost benefit study for a 

PNE. This study was made available in 1971. The study supported the PNE.19 

Thus as the 70s commenced India had the capability and motivation to conduct a 

nuclear test. 

The hole for the PNE was dug late 1972/ early 1973 and the device was 

actually ready by mid 1973. India carried out its first nuclear test on 18 May 197 4. 

The blast produced a yield of 12 kilotons + /- 10 percent. In spite of the nuclear 

explosion there is little doubt that the Prime Minister Mrs. I~dira Gandhi had no 

further nuclear ambitions in mind. The then Defence Minister Jagjivan Ram stated 

that the test had few or no military implications and was simply part of India's 

ongoing attempts to harness the peaceful uses of nuclear energy.20 

The Indian explanation for the test found few adherents abroad. Of the 

great powers only the French congratulated the Indians on their success of the 

first nuclear test. The Chinese and Soviet reaction were muted but critical. The 

US and Canada cut off nuclear cooperation with India. The US reaction was the 

most severe. It cut off nuclear fuel for Tara pur and voted against aid to India. 

But far from crippling the Indian nuclear industry the sanction spurred the 

nuclear scientists who in late 1975 started work on the nuclear reactor Dhruva. 

Starting work on a 100 MW reactor at the height of sanctions speaks for the 

determination of the scientists who took the decision. The events from 1960 to 

Pokhran I indicates that Indian policy which was based on idealism and pacifism 

19.N. Sahagiri, The Bomb: Fallout of India's Nuclear Explosion, (Delhi, Vikas 1995). 

20.New York Times, May 23, 1974, p. 5. 
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was "forced to move towards a PNE. At no point in time did India actively pursue 

a policy of nuclear bomb acquisition. India stuck to its policy and emphasized 

even after the PNE of 197 4 that the explosion had no military dimensions. 

1974-1976 Era of Nuclear ~biguity and Restraint: 

This period was characterized by both, ambiguity and restraint. Certain 

factors, which played an important part in shaping India's nuclear programme in 

this period, are: 

=> Firstly, Pakistan accelerated its nuclear programme. 

=> Secondly USSR's invasion of Afghanistan. This caused a dramatic shift in 

US-Pakistan relations due to which US turned a blind eye to Pakistan's 

clandestine nuclear progr~mme. 

=> Thirdly, China's covert support to Pakistan's clandestine nuclear programme. 

=> Fourthly, Morarji Desai who was 'vehemently opposed to India acquiring 

nuclear weapons headed the coalition government formed in 1977. 

=> Fifthly, the IGMDP (Integrated Missile Development Program), which 

commenced in 1983 under Dr. Abdul Kalam. 

=> ?ixthly, India's rejection of all regional approaches towards nU:clear restraint 

and regional disarmament. 

=> Seventhly, imposition of technology control regimes, which had the positive 

impact of spurring indigeni~ation. 

The initial restraint immediately after the Pokhran I explosion could be 

attributed to two factors. One was the adverse international reaction and at another 
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level the robust Indo-Soviet strategic relationship based on Indo-Soviet Friendship 

treaty of 1971 assuaged India's security concerns. This period of restraint continued 

up to mid-80s. In 1983 there was growing evidence of Chinese support to 

Pakistan's clandestine nuclear weapons programme. Yakub Khan was present at 

· the Lap or Nuclear Test and US intelligence reported the transfer of a complete 

bomb design from China to Pakistan. The bomb design and enough uranium for 

two implosion devices were enough for a 20 to 25 kt. Yield and weighed 400 kg.21 

On the scientific and technological front there was considerable progress. 

India's attempt to develop centrifuge capability materialised with enrichment plants 

being build at Trombay and Mysore. In July 1982 another enrichment plant was 

commissioned at Kalpakkam and in September 1982 the Mysore plant was 

producing uranium of 30% purity. In late 1983 the IGMDP was launched with 

Abdul Kalam at its head. The guts of India's weapons making programme was 

firmly established when Dhruva, India's nuclear reactor became operational in 

1985. 

During the period 1983-1993 India rejected a total of seven proposals by 

Pakistan for nuclear restraint and regional disarmament. Ho~ever India joined 

the Five Continent Six Nation Initiative for Nuclear Disarmament in 1986 and 

signed the 'Delhi Declaration' for a nuclear weapons free world with Gorbachev 

the same year. 

India also put forward the Rajiv Gandhi Plan for total elimination of nuclear 

weapons in the UN General Assembly's Fourth Special Session on Disarmament 

in 1988. Though this was a serious and well-conceived plan it was not pursued by 

21. :US Report http:cns.miisedu/india/ china/ npakchr.htm. 
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the Western powers after its presentation. All the above events forced the Indian 

Prime Minister Rajiv Gandhi to give a fresh look to the Indian bomb programme. 

In 1987 the US Press and Intelligence reported sale ofM -11 missiles by China to 

Pakistan and these were reported arriving in crates in Karachi harbour. Troubled 

by these events and growing concern for India'~ security concerns with Pakistan 

moving rapidly towards a bomb capability, Rajiv Gandhi is reported to have 

given the go ahead for Indian bomb programme in 1988.22 

The collapse of Soviets in 1991 had profound implications for India's security 

and hence for its nuclear policies. It resulted in the loss of a critical counter weight 

to the Chinese threat. Russia was too debilitated to provide much assistance to 

India. Narasimha Rao's government in 1991 was an indecisive one. Pressures 

were moulding on India to sign the CTBT. 

The Nuclear Test: 

The extension of the NPT, the passage of Brown Amendment in 199 5, which 

led to a renewal of up to $ 368 million in US military assistance to Pakistan, 

provoked India's security concerns. India was anxious of the pressures it would 

face. 

·In the wa:ke of extension of the NPT. Also moves towards the finalisation 

of the CTBT were also underway at Geneva. The Indian Government believed its 

window of opportunity to test was rapidly closing. In the politico strategic context 

Prime Minister N arasimha Rao permitted preparations for carrying out a nuclear 

test in December 199 5. US Ambassador to India prevailed upon Prime Minister 

Narasimha Rao, who is well-known for his indecisiveness to call off the tests. 23 
. 

22. Raja Menon, ibid, p. 97 and Smnit Ganguly, ibid, p. 51. 

23. Science and Global Society 6 (1996) pp. 101-189. 
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On the nuclear and missile development front, steady progress was being 

made. In February 1988, the SSM Prithvi was launched by India. It had a payload 

of1000 kg, a range of150 km and a CEP (Circular Error ofProbability) of200 

metres. India rested Its IRBM Agni in May 1089. The Agni was designed for a 

1000 kg payload and had a range of 1000 km. The US reacted by revoking an 

earlier decision to supply the CAVTS (Combined Acceleration and Vibration 

Testing System). This system is required to qualify missile components against 

failure in simulated missile flight conditions. The Indians overcome this hurdle by 

producing indigenously. The US also refused transfer of the CRAY computer. 

The Indians produced an equivalent indigenously and responded by test firing the 

Agni for a second time in May 1992. 

1997 to Pokhran II- Collapse of Ambiguity: Slippage into Nuclear 

Deterrence: 

The three-year limit of signing the CTBT was to expire in September 1999. 

The Indian government was considering the option of testing once again based 

on the advice of the MEA (Ministry of External Affairs) and other think tanks. 

On the technological side, a 930 kg. Satellite was launched by the PSL V in 

March 1996. This put a remote sensing Satellite into orbit from Sriharikota. The 

resolution of this Satellite would enable India to monitor both China and Pakistan's 

missile sites, In January 1998 India announced a deal with Russia for two 1000. 

J\1W reactors for the Kundankulam Power Project, the first nuclear power project 

in over a decade. On the political front, the BJP emerged as the largest single 

party in the national elections in March 1998 and assumed power with the support 

of a number of regional parties. In its elections manifesto, the BJP had spoken of 
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the perceived need to induct nuclear weapons into India's arsenal as well as to 

conduct a 'stiategic review' of In9ia's security environment. With this background 

and the substantial scientific, military and public support for the nuclear 

programme, India was waiting for a useful catalytic event to break from its long

standing policy of nuclear abstinence. The awaited moment came when Pakistan 

tested itsiRBM Ghauri o~ 6th April1998. The Ghaurihad a range of 1500 km and 

. could carry a 7 50 kg payload. Its range enabled Pakistan to target 26 Indian cities. 

The 1997 Ministry of Defence's annual report had expressed serious misgivings 

about China's support for Pakistan's nuclear and ballistic missile programmes. 

The testing of Ghauriby Pakistan provoked India's security concerns and was one 

of the main causes for India to carry out its Pokhran II explosion. 

Between 11 and 13 May 1998 India exploded five weapons of 12 kt, 45 kt 

and three sub kilo ton shots of 0.2, 0.3 and 0.6 kilo tons. By so doing it crossed 

· . the nuciear Rubicon and set off a chain of events and different possibilities for 

the future, which are discussed in subsequent chapters. 

· To sum up in 194 7, when India emerged as a free country to take its rightful 

place in the comity of nations, the nuclear age had already dawned. Our leaders 

then took the crucial decision to opt for self-reliance, and freedom of thought 

and action. We rejected the Cold War paradigm whose shadows were already 

appearing in the horizon and instead of aligning ourselves with either bloc, chose 

the more difficult path of non-alignment. This has required the building lip of 

national strength through our o~n resources. Our skills and creativity and the 

dedicati~n of the people. Among the earliest initiatives taken by our first Prime 
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Minis Pt. Jawaharlal Nehru, was the development of science-and inculcation of 

the scientific spirit. It is this initiative that laid the foundation for the achievement 

of11 and 13 May made possible by exemplary cooperation among the scientists 

from Department or Atomic Energy and Defence Research & Development 

Organisation. Disarmament was ·then and continues to be a major plank in our 

foreign policy now. It was, in.essence, and remains still, the natural course for a 

country that had waged a unique struggle for independence on the basis of 'ahimsa' 

and 'sa!Jagraha'. 

Department of nuclear technology transformed the nature of global sec~ty. 

Our leaders reasoned that nuclear weapons were not weapons of war, these were 

weapons of mass destruction. A nuclear weapon-free-world, therefore, enhance 

not only India's security but also the security of all nations. This is the principle 

. plank of our nuclear policy. In the absence of universal and non-discriminatory 

disarmament, we cannot accept a regime that creates an arbitrary division between 

nuclear haves and have-nots. India believes that it is the sovereign right of every 

nation to make a judgement regarding its supreme national interests and exercise 

its sovereign right. At the same time, om leaders recognized early that nuclear 

technology offers tremendous potential for economic development, especially 

for developing countries that are endeavouring to leap across the technology 

gaps created by long years of colonial exploitation. This thinking was reflected in 

the enactment -of the Atomic Energy Act of 1948, within a year of our 

independence. All the numerous initiatives taken by us since, in the field of nuclear 

disarmament have been in harmony and in continuation of those early 

enunciations. 
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In the SO's, nuclear weapons testing took place above ground and the 

characteristic mushroom cloud became the visible symbol of the nuclear age. 

India then took the lead in calling for an end to all nuclear weapon testing as the 

first step for ending the nucle.ar arms race. Addressing the Lok Sabha on 6 April 

1954, shordy after a major hydrogen bomb test had been conducted. Pt. Jawaharlal 

Nehru stated that "nuclear, chemical and biological energy and power should 

not be used to forge weapons of mass destruction". He called for negotiations 

fo.r prohibition and elimination of nuclear weapons and in the interim, standstill 

agreement to halt nuclear testing. The world had by then witnessed less than 65 

tests. Our call was not heeded. In 1963, an agreement was concluded to ban 

atmospheric testing but by this tune, countries had developed the technologies 

for conducting underground.nuclear tests and the nuclear arms race continued 

unabated. More than three decades passed and after over 2000 tests had been 

conducted, a Compreh~nsive Test Ban Treaty was opened for signature in 1996, 

following two and a half years of negotiations in which India had participating 

actively. In its final shape, this Treaty left much to the desired. It was neither 

comprehensive nor was it related to disarmament. 

In 1965, along with a small group of non-aligned countries, India had put 

forward the idea of an international non-proliferation agreement under which the 

nuclear weapons states would agree to give up their arsenals provided other 

countries refrained from developing or acquiring such weapons. This balance of 

rights and obligations was absent when the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty 

(NP1) emerged in 1968, almost 30 years ago. In the 60's our security concerns 

deepe11ed. But such was our abhorrence of nuclear weapons and such our desire 
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to avoid acquiring them that we sought instead security guarantees from major 

nuclear powers of the world. The countries we turned to for support and 

understanding felt unable to extend to us the assurances that we then sought. That 

is when and why India made clear its inability to sign the NPT. 

The Lok Sabha debated the NPT on 5 April1968. The then Prime Minister 

late Smt. Indira Gandhi assured the House that "we shall be guided entirely by 

our self-enlightenment and the considerations of national security". She highlighted 

the shortcomirtgs of the NPT whilst re-emphasising the country's commitment 

to nuclear disarmament. She warned the House and the country "that not signing 

the Treaty may being the nation many difficulties. It may mean the stoppage of 

aid and stoppage of help. Since we are taking this decision together, we must all 

be together in facing its consequences". That was a turning point. This House 

then strengthened the decision of the Government by reflecting a national 

consensus. 

Our decision not to sign the NPT was in keeping with the basic objective of 

maintaining freedom of thought and action. In 197 4, we demonstrated our nuclear 

capability. Successive Governments thereafter have continued to take all necessary 

steps in keeping with that resolve and national will, to safeguard India's nuclear 

option. This was also the primary reason underlying the 1996 decision in the 

country not subscribing to the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT); a decision 

that met the unanimous approval of the House yet again. Our perception then 

was that subscribing to the CTBT would severely limit India's nuclear potential at 

an unacceptably low level. Our reservations deepened as the CTBT did not also 

carry forward the nuclear disarmament process. On both counts, therefore, yet 
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again our security concerns remained unaddressed. The them Minister for External 

Affairs, Shri I.K. Gujral had made clear the Government's reasoning to this House 

during the discussions on this subject in 1996. 

The decades of the 80's and 90's meanwhile witnessed the gradual 

deterioration of our security environment as a result of nuclear and missile 

proliferation. In our neighbourhood, nuclear weapons increased and more 

sophisticated delivery systems were inducted. Further, in our region there has 

come into existence a pattern· about clandestine acquisition of nuclear materials, 

missiles and related technologies. India, in this period, became the victim of 

externally aided and abetted terrorism, militancy_ and clandestine war through 

hired mercenaries. 

The end of the Cold war marks a watershed in the history of the 20th century. 

While it has transformed the political landscape of Europe, it has done little to 

address India's security concerns. The relative order that was arrived at in Europe 

was not replicated in other parts of the globe. 

At the global level, there is no evidence yet on the part of the nuclear weapon 

states to take decisive and irreversible steps in moving towards a nuclear-weapon

free-world. Instead, the NPT has been extended indefinitely and unconditionally, 

perpetuating the existence of nuclear weapons in the hands of the five countries 

who are also permanent members of the UN Security Council. Some of these 

countries have doctrines that permit the first use of nuclear weapons; these 

countries are also engaged in programmes for modernisation of their nuclear 

arsenals. 
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Under such circumstances, India was left with little choice. It had to take 

necessary steps to ensure that the country's nuclear option, developed and . 

safeguarded over decades not be permitted to erode by a voluntary self-imposed 

restraint. Indeed, such an erosion would have had an irremediably adverse impact 

on our security. The Government was thus faced with a difficult decision. The 

only touchstone that guided it was national security. Tests conducted on 11 and 

13 May are a continuation of the policies set into motion that put this country on 

the path of self-reliance and independence of thought and action. Nevertheless, 

there are certain moments when the chosen path reaches a fork and a decision has 

to be made. 1968 was one such moment in our nuclear chapter as were 197 4 and 

1996. At each of these moments, we took the right decision guided by national 

interest and supported by national consensus. 1998 was borne in the crucible of 

earlier decisions and made possible only because those decisions had been taken 

correctly in the past and in time. 

At a time when developments in the area of advanced technologies are taking 

place at a breathtaking pace, new parameters need to be identified, tested and 

validated in order to ensure that skills remain contemporary and succeeding 

generations of scientists and engineers are able to build on the work done by 

their predecessors. The limited series of five tests undertaken by India was precisely 

such an exercise. It has achieved its stated objective. The data provided by these 

tests is critical to validate our capabilities in the design of nuclear weapons of 

different yields for different applications and different delivery systems. Further, 

these tests have significantly enhanced the capabilities of our scientists and engineers 
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in computer simulation of new designs and enabled them to undertake sub-critical 

experiments.in future, if considered necessary. In terms of technical capability, 

our scientists and engineers have the requisite resources to ensure a credible 

deterrent. 

Out policies towards our neighbours and other countries too have not 

changed; India remains fully committed to the promotion of peace with stability, 

and resolution of all outstanding issues through bilateral dialogue and negotiations. 

These tests were not directed against any country; these were intended to reassure 

the people of India about their security and convey determination that this 

Government, like previous Governments, has the capability and resolve to 

safeguard their national security interests. The Government will continue to remain 

engaged in substantive dialogue with our neighbours to improve relations and to 

expand the scope of our interactions in a mutually advantageous manner. 

Confidence building is a continuous process, we remain committed to it. 

Consequent upon the tests and arising from an insufficient appreciation of our 

security concerns, some countries have been persuaded to take steps that sadden 

us. We value our bilateral relations. We remain committed to dialogue and reaffirm 

that preservation of India's security creates no conflict of interest with these 

countries. 

India is a nuclear weapon state. This is a reality that cannot be denied. It is 

not a conferment that we seek; nor is it a status for others to grant. It is an 

endowment to the nation by our scientists and engineers. It is India's due, the right 

of one-sixth of humankind. Our strengthened capability adds to our sense of 
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responsibility; the responsibility and obligation of power. India, mindful of its 

international obligations, shall not use these weapons to commit aggression or to 

mount threats against any country; these are weapons of self-defence and to ensure 

that in turn, India is also not subjected to nuclear threats or coercion. In 1994, we 

had proposed that India and Pakistan jointly undertake not to be the first to use 

their nuclear capability again.st each other. The Government on this occasion 

reiterates its readiness to discuss a "no-flrst-use" agreement with that country, as 

also with other countries bilaterally, or in a collective forum India shall not engage 

in an arms· race. India shall also not subscribe to reinvent the doctrines of the 

Cold War. India remains committed to the basic tenet of our foreign policy- a 

conviction that global elimination of nuclear weapons will enhance its security as 

well as that of the rest of the world. I twill continue to urge countries, particularly 

other nuclear weapon states to adopt measures that would contribute meaningfully 

to such an objective. 

A number of initiatives have been taken in the past. In 1978, India proposed 

negotiations for an international convention that would prohibit the use or threat 

of use of nuclear weapons. This was followed by another initiative in 1982 calling 

for a 'nuclear freeze' - a production of nuclear weapons, and related delivery 

systems. In 1988, we put forward an Action Plan for phased elimination of all 

nuclear weapons within a specified time frame. It is our regret that these proposals 

did not receive a positive response from other nuclear weapon states. Had their 

response been positive, India need not have gone for the current tests. This is 

where our approach to nuclear weapons is different from others. This difference 
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is the cornerstone of our nuclear doctrine. It is marked by restraint and striving 

for the total elimination of all weapons of mass destruction. 

We will continue to support su~h initiatives, taken individually or collectively 

py the Non-Aligned Movement, which has continued to attach the highest priority 

to nuclear disarmament. This was reaffirmed most recently, last week, at the NAM 

Ministerial meeting held at Cartagena, which has "reiterated their call on the 

Conference on Disarmament to establish, as the highest priority, an ad hoc 

committee to start in 1998 negotiations on a phased programme for the complete 

elimination of nuclear weapons with a framework of time, including a Nuclear 

Weapons Convention". The coll~ctive voice of 113 NAM countries reflects an 

approach to global nuclear disarmament to which India has remained committed. 

One of the NAM member initiatives to which we attach great importance was the 

reference to the international Court of Justice resulting in the unanimous 

declaration from the ICJ, as part of the Advisory Opinion handed down on 8 

July, 1996, that "there exists an obligation to pursue in good faith and bring to a 

conclusion negotiations leading to nuclear. disarmament in all its aspects under 

strict and effective international control". India was one of the countries that 

appealed to the ICJ on this issue. No other nuclear weapon state has supported 

this judgement; in fact, they have sought to decry its value. We have been and will 

continue to be in the forefront of the calls for opening negotiations for a Nuclear 

Weapons Convention, so that this challenge can be dealt with ·the scourge of two 

other weapons of mass destruction- through the Biological Weapons Convention 

and the Chemical Weapons Convention. In keeping with o~r commitment to 

comprehensive, universal and non-discriminatory approaches to disarmament, 
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India is an Original State Party to both these Conventions. Accordingly, India will 

shortly submit the plan of destruction of its chemical weapons to the international 

authority- Organisation for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons. We fulfil our 

obligations whenever we undertake them. 

Traditionally, India has been an outward looking country. Our strong 

commitment to multilateralism is reflected in our active participation in 

organisations like the United Nations. In recent years, in keeping with the new 

challenges, we have actively promoted regional cooperation -in SAARC, in the 

Indian Ocean Rim-Association for Regional Cooperation and as a member of 

the ASEAN Regional Forum. This engagement will also continue. The policies 

of economic liberalisation introduced in recent years have increased our regional 

and global linkages and the Government shall deepen and strengthen these ties. 

Our nuclear policy has been marked by restraint and openness. It has not 

violated any international agreements either in 197 4 or now. In 1998. Our concerns 

have been made known to our interlocutors in recent years. The restraint exercised 

for 24 years, after having demonstrated our capability in 197 4, is in itself a unique 

example. Restraint, however, has to arise from strength. It cannot be based upon 

indecision or doubt. Restraint is valid only when doubts are removed. The series 

of tests undertaken by India have led to the removal of doubts. The action involved 

was balanced ill that it was the minllnum necessary to maintain whatis an irreducible 

component of our national security calculus. This Government's decision has, 

therefore to be seen as part of a tradition of restraint that has characterised our 

policy in the past 50 years. 
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Subsequent to the tests Government has already stated that India will, now 

observe a voluntary moratorium and refrain from conducting underground 

nuclear test explosions. It has also indicated willingness to move towards a de-

jure formalisation of this declaration. The basic obligation of the CTBT is thus 

met, to refrain from undertaking nuclear test explosions. This voluntary 

declaration is intended to convey to the international community the seriousness 
. . 

of our intent for meaningful engagement. Subsequent decision will be taken after 

assuring ourselves of the security of the country. 

India has also indicated readiness to participate in negotiations in the 

Conference on Disarmament in Geneva on a Fissile Material Cut -off Treaty. The 

basic objective of this treaty is to prohibit future production of fissile materials 

for use in nuclear weapons or nuclear explosive devices. India's approach in these 

negotiations will be to ensure that this treaty emerges as a universal and non-

disc:rim.i.'natory treaty, backed by an effective verification mechanism. When we 

embark on these negotiations, it shall be in the full confidence of the adequacy 

and credibility of the nation's weaponised nuclear deterrent. 

India has maintained effective export controls on nuclear materials as well 

as related technologies even though we are neither a party to the NPT nor a 

member of the Nuclear Suppliers' Group. Nonetheless, India is committed to 

non.:. proliferation and the maintaining of stringent export controls to ensure that 

there is no leakage of our indigenously developed know-how and technologies. 

In fact, India's conduct in this regard has been better than some countries party to 

theNPT. 
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India has in the past conveyed out concerns on the inadequacies of the 

international nuclear non-proliferation regime. It has explained that the country 

was not in a position to join because the regime did not address out country's 

. ·security concerns. These could h::tve
1

been addressed by moving towardsglobal 

. nuclear disarmament, OUt preferred approach. As this did not take place, India 

was. obliged to stand aside from the emerging regime so that its freedom of 

·action was not constrained. This is the precise path that was continued to be 

followed unwaveringly for the last three decades. That same constructive approach 

will underline India's dialogue with countries that need to be persuaded of our 

serious intent and willingness to engage so that mutual concerns ate satisfactorily 

addressed. The challenge to Indian statecraft is balancing and reconciling India's 

security imperatives with valid international concerns in this regard. 

The Houseis aware of the different reactions that have emanated from the 

people oflndia and from different parts of the world. The overwhelming support 

of the citizens of India is a source of strength for the Government. It not only 

tells that this decision was right but also that the country wants a focused leadership, 

which attends to national security needs. This; the Government pledges to do as a 

sacred duty. The Government has also been greatly heartened by the outpouring 

of support from Indians abroad. They have, with one voice, spoken in favour of 

the Government's action. The Government conveys its profound gratitude to the 

· citizens of India and to Indians abroad, and looks to them for support in the 

difficult period ahead. 

In this, the fiftieth year of our independence, India stands at a defining moment 

in our history. The rationale for the Government's decision is based on the same 
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policy tenets that have guided the country for five decades. The policies were 

sustained successfully because of the. underlying national consensus. The present 

decision and future actions will continue to reflect a commitment to sensibilities 

and obligations of an ancient civilisation, a sense of responsibility and restraint, 

but a restraint born of the assurance of action, not of doubts or apprehension. 

The Gita explains (Chapter VI -3) as none other can. 

However, India's nuclear doctrine can be summarized as follows: 

{i) Building and maintaining a credible minimum deterrent; 

(ii) A posture of ''No First Use": nuclear weapon will only be used in retaliation 

against a nuclear attack on Indian Territory or on Indian forces anywhere; 

(iii) Nuclear retaliation to a first strike will be massive and designed to inflict 

unacceptable damage; 

(iv) Nuclear retaliatory attacks can only be authorised by the civilian political 

le-adership through the Nuclear Command Authority; 

(v) Non-use of nuclear weapons against non-nuclear weapon states; 

(vi) However, in the event of a major attach against India, or Indian forces 

anywhere, by biological or chemical weapons, India will retain the option of 

retaliating with nuclear weapons; 

(vii) A continuance of strict controls on export of nuclear and missile related 

materials and technologies, participation in the Fissile Material Cut-off Treaty 

negotiations, and continued observance of the moratorium on nuclear tests; 
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(viii) Continued commitment to the goal of a nuclear weapon free world, through 

global, verifiable and non-discriminatory nuclear disarmament. 

The Nuclear Command Authority comprises a Political Council and an 

Executive Council. The Prime Minister chairs the. Political Council. It is the sole 

body, which can authorize the use of nuclear weapons. 

The National Security Advisor Ghairs the Executive Council. It provides 

inputs for decision-making by the Nuclear Command Authority and executes the 

directives given ·to it by the Political Counc. 
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Chapter-n------------~~-------------

Objectives of the study 

+ To analyse what impelled India and Pakistan to nuclearise. 

+ To examine the theory of deterrence and related nuclear terms. 

Patah Zarah, 'Pakistan's Elusive Search for Parity with India's Nuclear Security 

(New Delhi: Vistaar, 2000, p. 1) 

+ To analyse India's nuclear doctrine and its emerging nuclear strategy. 

Hypothesis: 

H.l. Indian nuclear programme from its very inception had a military dimension. 

H.2.Jndia's nuclearisation will lead to an arms race in South Asia. 

· H~3. Acquisition of nuclear weapons both countries have made South Asia a 

nuclear flash point. 

Review of Literature: 

The review of related literature has been divided into two categories: 

0 · Literature reviewed in an attempt to understand why India went nuclear. 

India's nuclear doctrine and whether the emerging nuclear strategy is in 

. keeping with its stated nuclear doctrine. 

0 · Literacy reviewed to gauge the emerging trends in the nuclear standoff, these 

being indicative of the nuclear future of South Asia. 
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Some of the writings reviewed in this study are as under: 

"Nuclear Politics in South Asia" by B.M. Jain: 

In this book published on 1994 the author makes a significant departure 

from the usual panacea offered to Indo-Pak nuclear issues. He puts across the 

psycho-cultural approach as an alternate paradigm to deal with the problem of 

proliferation. He opines that the psycho cultural approach is a cognitive process 

that is useful in the alteration of prior beliefs, prejudices and misperceptions. 

Though offered as a paradigm to prevent proliferation, the approach is relevant 

even in the present scenario, in efforts being undertaken to make South Asia nuclear 

weapon safe. 

"India and the Bomb: Public opinion and nuclear option." Edited by David 

Cortright and Amitabh Mattoo: 

. This book consists of a collection of essays by eminent authors and experts. 

Initially published in 1996, four authors examine the following nuclear options 

that were available for India in 1996. 

T · Maintaining nuclear ambiguity. 

T Abstinence. 

T Non-weaponised deterrence. 

T Going nuclear. 

It is the fourth option, which is of relevance in the present study. After 

analysing the various factors, Varun Sahni had opted for the non-weaponised 

deterrent as the most viable, if India decided to exercise the nuclear option any 

time in the future. 



39 

''Nuclear Weapons: Policy Options for India" by Bhabani Sen Gupta and 

Centre for Policy Research, New Delhi: 

Though published in 1983, the book is relevant to the present study as the 

book was a pioneering work at the time when the nuclear debate was hardly the 

issue it is today. The imaginary posture statement for 2000 A.D. in the book 

predicts China's and Pakistan's probable nuclear arsenal in 2000 A.D. Predictions 

of developments of Anti missile systems are noteworthy as these weapon-systems 

may be developed in case of an arms race in South Asia. 

"India and the Nuclear Challenge" by K. Subrahmanyam: 

The author stresses the rationale for a pro-active nuclear strategy for India 

that would be able to defy the pressures and challenges of the discriminatory 

global nuclear regimes. He asserts the right of India to evolve its nuclear policy 

options independent of other pressures. 

"Strategic Compulsions of Nuclear India." By Ravi Nanda: 

The author justifies the Indian decision to go nuclear. It gives a detailed 

account of nuclear development in India and the need to set up a. strategic 

command. 

''Blind Men of Hindoostan" by Gen. K. Sundarji: 

This book was a land in nuclear writing. Gen. Sundarji, while not a professed 

hawk, was definitely pro bomb. His book holds the starling view that India must 

welcome Pakistan going nuclear as India would be better equipped to deal with a 

nuclearised Pakistan than a Pakistan with bombs in the basement. Most of the 
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predictions of 1993, when the book was published, are coming true as present 

events unfold. The book advocated the concept of minirmun deterrence for India. 

"India's emerging Nuclear Posture" by Ashley J. Tellis: 

Easily, one of the most comprehensively researched books on India's nuclear 

strategy. It describes India's emerging nuclear posture in the context of a broader 

assessment of its strategic interest's institutional structures and security goals. 

· Published in 2001 by the Rand Corporation, USA. 

''A Nuclear Strategy for India" by Rear Admiral Raja Menon (Retd.): 

A very well researched and in depth analysis of India's emerging nuclear 

strategy. The book fills a gap it enlightened writing on nuclear strategy. The author 

vehemently argues for the need of institutionalised nuclear thinking. He is the 

only contemporary analyst who favours the 'triad' for minimum deterrence as 

compared to most others who opine that submarine based nuclear weapons will 

trigger off an arms race in South Asia. 

Methodology 

The research methodology adopted has been descriptive analytical and not 

experimental, aimed at stunning the nuclear environment in South Asia, particularly, 

the nuclear weapon programmes of India and Pakistan and their related doctrine . 

and strategy. 

The method utilised to collect data from primary sources are government 

publications, talks with persons involved with nuclear weapon development and 

formuhition of doctrine, both from the civil and the military. The inherent 

advantage the author had is that is a serving officer of NCC (Army) infantry 
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regiment which has given him an exposure to observe the employment and 
' 

deployment of tactical missiles in the field and insight into the basics of missile 

technology. The secondary data was collected from books, journals, newspapers 

and World Wide Web. 
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Chapter ·111--------------

Evolution of Pakistan's Nuclear Programme 

Pakistan's nuclear programme began with the setting up of the Pakistan 

Atomic Energy Committee in 1955. In March 1956, the Pakistan Government 

established the Atomic Energy Council; which consisted of a governing body 

and the Pakistan Atomic Energy Commission. The earliest speculations that 

Pakistan~s nuclear energy programme was not meant solely for peaceful purposes 

surfaced around 1960 when the US was propagating its ']\toms for Peace" 

programme worldwide. 1 

Though the idea of a Pakistani nuclear weapons programme supported by 

US in the 60s seems far fetched, there is some logic in the US attempting to develop 

in Pakistan, a minimum level of theoretical expertise and basic understanding of 

how to run dual-use programme of power and research reactors as a deterrent 

a~st China. As to how this went totally against US' interest of non-proliferation 

later will become clear later in the chapter. 

The actUal impetus for Pakistan's nuclear development came actually in 1972. 

Pakistan's crushing defeat in the 1971 war and India's close ties with USSR 

prompted Pakistan to actively pursue the bomb option. Bhutto who was the Prime 

Minister of Pakistan in 1972 is acknowledged worldwide as the architect of 

Pakistan's nuclear bomb. 

1. Bidwai and Vanaik, 'South Asia on a Short Fuse' (Oxford University Press, 1999), p. 
109 .. 
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In his book 'The Myth oflndependence' written as far back as in 1969, he 

has stated'~ wars of our age have become total wars and it will be assumed that 

a war waged against Pakistan is capable of becoming a total war. It would be 

dangerous to plan for less and our plans should there~ore include the nuclear 

deterrent". 2 

InJanuary 1972, Bhutto convened a secret meeting in Multan of Pakistan's 

top scientists, engineers, military officers and bureaucrats. The scientists included 

Dr. Abdur Salam, Dr. I. H. U smani and Dr. Munir Ahmad Khan. It was at the 

meeting that Bhutto announced his decision to. manufacture the bomb within 

three years. Dr. M.A. Khan as head of the Pakistan Atomic Energy Commission 

replaced Dr. U smani who was opposed to the idea of the bomb. 

·Pakistan's only nuclear power reactor KANNUP (Karachi Nuclear Power 

Plant) which Pakistan had built with the help of Canada went critical in 1971 and 

was inaugurated by Bhutto in November 1972. It began working at the desired 

capacity of125 MW from July 19.73. 

Before proceeding to the progress of Pakistan's nuclear programme, the 

logic of taking the path to nuclearisation bears examination. Four distinct factors 

stand out and it will be seen that Pakistan's nuclear programme, unlike that of 

India, was conceived right from its inception as a weapons oriented one. The 

factors that drove Pakistan's weapons programme in the 70s are listed bdow. 

-+ Pakistan's defeat in the 1971 Indo-Pakistan war. 

-+ India's PNE (Peace Nuclear Explosion) in 197 4 . 

. 2. D.K. Palit and P.K.S. Namboodari, Pakistan's Islamic Bomb, (New Delhi: Vikas, 1979), 
p. 15. 
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-+ Pakistan's overriding ambition to be the leader of the Islamic world. 

-+ The distorted view that nuclearisation will neutralize the imbalance in 

conventional superiority vis-a-vis India . 

. Pakistan now embarked with two tracks in its nuclear programme. The first 

one was to set up eight 600 MW power stations in 20 years. The second was to be 

independent for nuclear material, both uranium and plutonium in the manufacture 

of which, material would be diverted for the bomb. The first programme was 

under Dr. Munir Khan, head of the PAEE (Pakistan Atomic Energy 

Establishment) and the latter, the bomb route under Dr. A.Q. Khan.3 

But as is very clear, Pakistan just did not have the infrasti:ucture to produce 

enough fissile material for a nuclear bomb. Nor did other technological 

infrastructure permit Pakistan to produce the bomb indigenously. This was the 

position in which Pakistan was at the beginning of its clandestine effort to produce 

the bomb. 

Pakistan's Clandestine Bomb Programme: 

. The two paths adopted by Pakistan in its clandestine bomb programme in 

1972 are apdy summed up by Dr. Savita Pande "Two trends can be detected since 

1972 in the nuclear activities of Pakistan. One is towards re-:processing (1972-

1978) and the other is away from re-processing from 1978 onwards. After 1978 

reproce-

It was kept latest as a form of insurance. Enrichment became the primary 

route after 1978~ while from 197 5-1978 both reprocessing and enrichment paths 

were active. 4 

3. Raja Menon, A Nuclear S~ategy for India, (New Delhi: Sage 2000), p. 90. 

4. Savitha Pande, 'Pakistan's Nuclear Strategy', Asian Strateg;c Review, 1993-1994. 
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The Plutonium Route: 

Initially Bhutto intended to pursue the nuclear weapons programme by 

acquiring a large reprocessing plant from France for extracting plutonium from 

spent power reactor fueL Pakistan had no apparent need for this material in its 

civilian nuclear programme. In 197 6, there was a major tussle between US and 

France, with France wanting to sell its reprocessing plant without IAEA safeguards 

to Pakistan. US Secretary of State Dr. Henry Kissinger was dispatched to Pakistan 

and France and under US pressure France aborted the deal, thus frustrating 

Pakistan's efforts to go the plutonium route.5 In September 1977 US cut off 

economic and military aid to Pakistan. Bhutto himself had acknowledged the 

actual purpose behind the French deal in his written testament shortly before his 

execution. 

The Enrichment Route: 

Reprocessing was not the only route Pakistan was pursuing in its nuclear 

weapons programme. Pakistan planned for a uranium enrichment plant using 

ultra high speed centrifuges, as enriched uranium was the alternative to plutonium, 

which Pakistan was frustrated in their efforts to produce. A secret project named 

''Project 706" was set up under direct supervision of Bhutto. The plan was to set 

up a massive indu~trial unit at Kah~ta. Project 706 aimed at acquiring the necessary 

supplies and equipment facility at Kahuta. The key figure in organizing this venture 

was Dr. A.Q. I<han, known widely as the father of the Pakistan bomb. A.Q. I<han 

who worked at a certified centrifuge enrichment plant at Almelo, Netherlands 

gained access and copied the all important list of private suppliers of crucial 

5. Leonard S Spector, 'The Undeclared Bomb' (Cambridge: Ballinger, 1988), p. 121. 
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components for building a gas centrifuge plant and brought it back to Pakistan in 

1975.~ 

· Pakistan's clandestine weapons programme thus got its start with A. Q. Khan 

stealing secrets from abroad. The next step was to obtain hardware for the Kahuta 

plant. This was done by obtaining these from a number of western nations, often 

violating export control norms and even resorting to smuggling. The effort 

involved,use of dummy corporations and transhipments through their countries. 

Some of these instances which have been documented are listed below: 

.,. An entire plant for converting uranium powder into uranium hexaflouride, 

the easily gasified material that is the feedstock for the Kahuta enrichment 

facility was smuggled into Pakistan from West Germany between 1977 and 

1980. In March 1985 a West German court convicted Albrecht Migule for 

the deed.7 

• In June 1984 three Pakistan nations were indicted for attempting to smuggle 

50 cryotrons high-speed electronic switches used in nuclear weapons, out of 

·the United States. Two of the three. were released after turning state's evidence 

and the third Nazir Vaid, ultimately pleaded guilty to a lesser charge, serving 

three months in a US jail before being deported to Pakistan. Telegrams taken 

. from defendants at the time of arrest revealed that the parts had been ordered 

by S.A. Butt, Director of Supply and Procurement, Pakistan Atomic Energy 

Commission. 

6. Bidwai and Vanaik, ibid. p. 110. 

7. Leonard S. Spector, Ibid., p. 125. 
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• Ashad Pervez, a Pakistani born Canadian was arrested in Philadelphia on 

July 11, 1987 for attempting to export illegally to Pakistan 25 tons of 

'maraging' steel, an especially strong form of metal- used in uranium 

eiu:ichment centrifuges and bellyrium used in nuclear weapons to increase 

their yield. On December 17, 

1987 Ashad Pervez was found guilty and convicted to Philadelphia. Dr. 

A.Q. Khan himself was convicted for a four-year term in Holland in November 

1 ?83 for espionage but the charges were dropped in 1990. Some of the 

unconfirmed clandestine acquisitions are briefly listed below: 

• 6500 tubes of hard steel used in the gas centrifuge system from VanDoorne 

Tranmissie of Til burg, Holland between 197 6-197 9. 

• 100 metric tons of 'yellow cake' from Libya acting as a front, which purchased 

from Niger and re-exported it to Pakistan in 1979. 

-+ Heavy water from Nukeismi's Swiss Subsidiary Internuclear in 1988. 

• Nuclear plant accessories. and reprocessed fuel from the Turkish firm, Ankara . 

. Though the above reports, is not considered hard evidence, it is quite obvious 

that the hardware and fissile material required for the bomb was neither available 

in Pakistan nor did Pakistan have the infrastructure to develop it. Import of the 

above materials was violation of international law. Suffice to conclude that 

Pakistan's nuclear weapons programme was pursued and achieved by illegal and 

often clandestine means. 

Certain events during this period brought into sharp focus the tremendous 

progress that Pakistan was making in its nuclear weapon programme and that it 
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had the capability and was one step away from actual weaporusation in 1987 is 

now accepted as fact. These events are listed below: 

-+ Announcement by Dr. A.Q. Khan in 1984 that Pakistan had been successful 

in the uranium enrichment endeavour. 

-+ ·Statement by Gen. Zia-Ul-Haq on 01 March 1985 to the magazine Christian 

· Science Monitor that Pakistan had enriched uranium upto 5% . 

.,.. Dr. A.Q. Khan's controversial interview to Indian journalist Kuldip Nayar 

in 1987 when he publicly declared that Pakistan had the bomb. The interview 

had been facilitated by Mushahid Hussain, then editor of 'Muslim', a Pakistani 

newspaper. In the interview, Dr .. Khan had made a statement that Pakistan 

had the nuclear weapon and would use it to counter Indian aggression. Dr. 

Khan subsequently denied this interview but both, the Indian and Pakistan 

journalists stood by it. 8 
. 

. According to Rear Admiral Raja Menon, "The end of 1987 is considered a 

watershed in the nuclearisation of South Asia because from this point onwards . 

India accepted that Pakistan had the bomb". 9 

Pakistan's built up of Infrastructure: 

The build up of Pakistan's nuclear installations and infrastructure that 

facilitated the making of the bomb has continued unabated even after nuclear 

explosions by Pakistan in May 1998. The build up of its installations and 

infrastructure is linked with the incidents quoted above. Part of the build up of 

8. K Subrahmanyam. 'Indian Nuclear Policy', 'Nuclear India', ed. Jasjit Singh, p. 42. 

9. Raja Menon. Ibid., p. 99. 
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infrastructure as was the case with progress in bomb making was also done by 

Clandestine means. A chronological narration of the build up of its technological 

· infrastructure that was patt and parcel of its nuclear weapons programme is given 

below. It is to be noted, at times, Pakistan had two or more projects going 

simultaneously. 

The s~t point wa~ in 1959 when the Pakistan Atomic Energy Commission 

decided on acquisition of a research reactor, which would go critical by 1959. 

Due to bureaucratic delays the US supplied 5 MW research reactor was finally set 

up at Pakistan Institute of Science and Technology (PINSTECH) in 1963, six 

years bepind schedule.10 

In the meanwhile DAEC, in 1962, entered into negotiations with Canada for 

the acquis~tions of a CANDU type nuclear power plant and concluded an 

agreement in 1965. The Karachi Nuclear Power Plant (KANNUP), covered by. 

trilateral safeguards went critical in 1971 and was formally inaugurated in 1972. A 

laboratory, scale-processing plant known as 'hot cell' was set up at PIN STECH 

for training of nuclear technicians and for experiments in plutonium chemistry. 

According to Leonard. S. Spector the plant became functional in 1971.11 

Pakistan's efforts to achieve nuclear fuel cycle autonomy that is essential for 

developing a nuclear weapons option commenced in the early 70s and gained 

momentum after India's nuclear implosion in. 197 4. Work began on a 'fuel 

fabrication' plant at Chashma in 197 4. In 197 6, the Canadians withdrew from this 

10. Naveen Ahmed Salik, 'Pakistan's Nuclear Programme', 'Nuclear Non Proliferation ii:t 
India and Pakistan' (New Delhi: Monohar, 1996), p. 87. 

11. bavid Fisher. 'Stopping the Speed of Nuclear Weapons -The Past & the Prospects', 
(Routledge, London, 1993), p. 95. 
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· agreement. Work continued on the plant and by illegal acquisitions which have 

been described earlier in this chapter, the plant had started supplying its 

indigenously fabricated fuel for KANNUP by 1981.12 

The most vital and controversial of the Pakistani nuclear programme is the 

Ultracentrifuge Enrichment Plant at Kahuta. The cancellation. of the French deal 

due to US pressure has already been explained. The pilot enrichment plant was 

constructed at Sihala, near the proposed site of the main enrichment plant. This 

facility became operational in 1979. The Kahuta enrichment plant had also started 

· clandestine uranium enrichment in 1986. Between 1977 and 1980 Pakistan had 

acquired a 'gasification' plant and a solidification plant illegally from Germany 

and Switzerland respectively.13 The gasification plant is required to convert solid 

uranium into gaseous form for induction into the centrifuges and the solidification 

plant is reqUired to covert the enriched uranium from gaseous to solid form for 

its eventual conversion to metallic nuclear cores. 

. . . 

Pakistan achieved a major breakthrough in nuclear reactor design technology 

in 1991 when they indigenously redesigned and upgraded PAAR -1 (Pakistan 

Atomic Research Reactor- 1) from 5 MW to 10 Mw. The achievement indicated 

the level of technical expertise and experience of Pakistani nuclear scientists and 

technicians. By December 1988, Pakistan had attained the capability to produce 

enough highly enriched uranium for two to three weapons annually. 

Reports in the international press in 1985 that Pakistan had successfully tested 

non-nuclear triggering package for a nuclear weapon were corroborated by a 

12. DaVid Fisher. Ibid. p. 96. · 

13. Naveen Ahmed Salik. Ibid. p. 91 
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'Special National Intelligence Estimate' released in 1996. Pakistan's second 

commercial nuclear power plant is the Chashma Nuclear Power Plant 

(CHASNUPP). It is a 31 billion rupee Chinese aided project a~d the cuhnination 

ofa con:tractsigned on 31 December 1991. The plant went critical on 03 May 

2000. This light water reactor is designed to generate 300 MW of electricity using 

12 tons of enriched uranium annually. IAEA safeguards cover this plant. While 

there has been some transparency at this plant due to the safeguards, the 40 MW · 

reactors constructed at Joharabad in Khushab district of Punjab remains shrouded 

in secrecy. The difference between CHASNUPP and KHUSHAB is that while 

the former is meant for production of electricity, the latter is suspected to be 

meant to produce weapons grade plutonium to make miniaturized nuclear 

warheads for being fitted in to the missiles clandestinely procured by Pakistan 

from China and North Korea. 

Aid from Islamic Countries: 

Pakistan had close ties to the oil producing Arab states and· benefited . 

economically in its quest for a nuclear weapons. Libya is believed to ha~e agreed 

to finance.Pakistan's l)uclearprogramme in 1973. From 1973 to 1976, Pakistan 

received grants and loans worth nearly$ 1 billion. From 1980 to 1993, assistance 

amounting to $.1222.5 million was received from Iran, Libya, Abu Dhabi, Qatar · 

and Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries. In 1981 Kuwait gave aid 
. . . 

worth$ 130 million and the Islamic bank$ 19.4 million. In 1982 Pakistan received 

a loan of$ 500 million from Saudi Arabia. Military assistance from the Islamic 

nations in 1983 amounted to $ 1000 million. The Islamic countries were generous 
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in their offers of aid to Pakistan. This, an addition to the China and US factor 

discussed next, assisted Pakistan on its quest for the nuclear bomb.14 

The China Factor: 

After the 197 4 nuclear explosion by India, the Chinese pledged support to 

Pakistan against nuclear threat and nuclear blackmail. The alleged deal between 

\ 

Pakistan and China in 197 6 in which China had assured wide ranging help in the 

development of Pakistan's nuclear weapons programmes stands to logic in view 

of further developments. 

The Chinese accelerated their support to Pakistan's nuclear programme in 

the early 80s. Yakub I<han's presence at a nuclear test in neither Lap nor, US 

Intelligence report of the transfer of a complete bomb design and enough uranium 

for two implosion devices was all indicators of Chinese active involvement. On 

16 November 1989, Chinese Premier Li Peng during a visit to Islamabad 

announced that China would sell a 300 MW nuclear power reactor under a nuclear 

co-operation agreement signed by the two countries. The contract for the nuclear 

power plant was finally signed on December 31 1991 in Beijing. In mid 1985, the 

Indian Army Chief corroborated the US Intelligence report that China was about 

to cdnduct a nuclear test on behalf of Pakistan. The international press however . . 

reported in 1985 that China had already tested the Pakistan bomb.15 The Chinese 

sale of 5000 ring magnets to the A.Q. Khan Research Laboratory in Kakula in 

199 5 also helped Pakistan in their nuclear weapons programme. The Defence 

14. Sumita Kumar. 'Pakistan's Nuclear Weapons Programme', Nuclear India (New Delhi, 
Knowledge World 1998), p. 160. 

15. Leonard Spector. 'Nuclear Ambitions', (Boulder: Westview Press, 1990), p. 93. 
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Intelligence Agency of USA reported that the fttm which sold the ring magnets 

to Pakistan was.under the direct <;:ontrol of the State Council, which chaired by 

Chinese Premier Li Peng and constitutes the nation's top policymaking group.16 

On the delivery systems front, Pakistan received the nuclear capable 300 

km. range M-11 missiles from China including key components for the system. In 

August 1993 the US imposed sanctions on Pakistan's space agency and on China's 

Ministry of Aerospace Industries because of the sale of missiles with a range of 

600 km. and inherently carrying a 500 kg. Payload. The recently inducted Pakistani 

Ghauri missile, which triggered off India's Pokhran II explosion is believed to be 

a derivative of either the ChineseDong-Feng 25 (1700 km. range) or the North 

Korean Nodong-2 (1500-2000 km. range). 

While there is no doubt whatsoever that the Chinese assisted Pakistan 

considerably in their nuclear weapons programme, their assistance could be 

summed up as under: 

-+ Chinese assistance was more important in the seventies and early eighties. 

-+ Chinese made major contributions both at the level of information and at 

. the level of supply of spare parts, equipment, technology and trained 

manpower. 

-+ Such assistance as given was significant but not decisive in Pakistan's quest. 

At best it accelerated the pace at which Pakistan reached its goal. 

US Role in Pakistan's Nuclear Programme: 

The US role in Pakistan's nuclear weapons programme has been a dubious 

one. The US faced a dilemma on its commitment to non-proliferation on one 

16. Sumita Kuma~. Ibid. p. 165. 
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hand and its desire to keep Pakistan as a frontline state due to Soviet invasion of 

Afghanistan 1n 1979, on the other. This dilemma prompted the US administration 

to ignore 'inconvenient realities' such as missile and nuclear technology acquisition 

by Pakistan. The events narrated below bring out starkly, the importance of the 

US administration to slow down or terminate Pakistan's clandestine nuclear 

weapons programme in spite of clear evidence presented by US intelligence 

agencies itsel£ 

In May 1979, Washingt<:>n made public its concern over Pakistan's perusal 

of its enrichment programme and terminated aid for the second time. Assistant 
. . 

Secretary of State Thomas Pickering declared in a Congressional testimony that 

Pakistan's enrichment programme was not justified by its nuclear energy needs. 

He added "we are concerned therefore that the Pakistani programme is not 

peaceful but related to an effort to develop a nuclear explosive. capability" .17 on 

25 December 1979 barely six months after reimposition of sanctions by the US, 

the Sov:iet occupation of Afghanistan commenced. This incident had dramatic 

consequences for Pakistan. US immediately reversed course and offered both 
. . 

economic and military aid to Pakistan. This trend continued right till1990 when 

the Soviets withdrew from Afghanistan. 

A six-year$ 3.2 billion aid was granted in 1981. It was a six-year exemption 

from a US non-proliferation law known as the Symington Amendment. This law 

had previously prohibited such assistance to Pakistan because of Pakistan importing 

enrichnnentequipment 

17. Leonard Spector. 'The Undeclared Bomb', (Cambridge: Ballinger, 1998), p. 125. 
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Pakistan's efforts towards its nuclear weapons programme never wavered. 

In spite of all earlier evidence, the Reagan Administration in 1985 approved a 
a 

second instalment of$ 3.2 billion and package, which had commenced in 1981. 

At this time the Pressler Amendment was enacted to tighten US proliferation 

laws. This law stipulated that the US President must certify each year that Pakistan 

does not possess a nuclear device ~efore aid could be distributed. The US Congress 

also enacted the 'Solarz Amendment' at the same time. This law prohibited aid to 

any non-nuclear state found to have smuggled items from the United States for 

use in an explosive device. Both these laws were broken, both in letter and spirit 

as will be clear as the narrative unfolds. 

1985 was a landmark year in US-Pakistan equation as regards its nuclear 

weapons programme. In 1984, US President Reagan had warned Pakistan in a 

letter addressed to Zia-Ul-Haq not to enrich uranium beyond 5%.18 In September/ 

October 1985, Pakistan went ahead in the enrichment beyond the laid down 5%. 

The Reagan Administration was aware of this fact. US President did not bring up 

the topic with Pakistan President when they met at the UN. The issue was 

deliberately avoided by the US to avoid a rift with Pakistan, a key ally in US 

efforts against Afghanistan. 

Thus US at the highest political level had decided to acquiesce in Pakistan's 

decision to move towards the production of weapon grade uranium, the fmal 

step in its development of a defacto nuclear weapons capability. 

In March 1986, The Reagan Administration announced that it would provide 

Pakistan a second sex year aid package amounting$ 4.02 billion, which would 

18. Leonard S. Spector. Ibid. p. 129. 
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begin in October 1987. From this point onward, there ~as no doubt in Pakistan 

that the US was aware of its clandestine pursuit of nuclear weapons but would 

turn a blind eye. 

A number of other reports, too numerous to be listed in this study gave 

credibility to statements that Pakistan had produced weapon grade material in 

1986 and had also conducted two additional tests on non-nuclear portions of the 

device also in 1986. US aid, however, remained unaffected and on October 27 

1986, President Reagan certified that Pakistan did not 'possess' a nuclear device.19 

Tbis certificate was necessary under the Pressler Amendment cited earlier, without 

which further aid to Pakistan could not be disbursed. President Reagan again 

certified Pakistan's non-possession in December 1987 and in January 1988 waived 

the 'Solarz Amendment', which prohibited aid to any non-nuclear State found 

smuggling items from US for use in an explosive device. Thus as mentioned earlier, 

both the.Pressler and Solarz amendments aimed at strengthening US proliferation 

laws were broken in letter and spirit to accommodate Pakistan. By the end of 

1987 it was clear to the world community that Pakistan had the bomb. Soon after 

the Soviet troops withdrew 

From Afghanistan in 1989, Pakistan's strategic relevance to the US was 

reduced and the US government decided in 1990 to suspend economic and military 

aid to Pakistan. The US President refused to certify that Pakistan did not possess 

a nuclear device and brought into force the Pressler amendment to suspend aid. 

From bomb in the basement to nuclearisation: 

In 1991, India and Pakistan entered into an agreement prohibiting attacks 

on each others' nuclear installations. In 1992, Pakistan's Foreign Secretary publicly 

19. Leonard S. Spector. Ibid., p. 142. 
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discussed Pakistan's possession of 'cores' of nuclear devices. In December 1992 

Senator Larry Pressler stated in a press interview that Pakistan had assembled 

seven weapons and could air drop one in a matter of hours.20 In 1994, US 

commenced its efforts to cap reduce and eliminate nuclear weapons in South 

Asia. Deputy Secretary of State Strobe Talbott visited Pakistan as part of this 

effort. 

In January 1992, India and Pakistan exchanged lists of atomic installations, 

which each side pledged not to attack as part of confidence building measures. In 

1996 Pakistan commissioned an unsafeguarded nuclear reactor details of which 

· . have been given earlier in this chapter. The purchase of the controversial 'ring 

magnets' from China for the Kahuta plant confirmed Pakistan's intention in 

accumulating enriched uranium for use in nuclear weapons. 

In July 1997 Pakistan confirmed its test firing of the new indigenous Hatf 

missile. In September 1997 Pakistan Prime Minister Nawaz. Sharif confirmed 

Pakistan's nuclear capability. On 06 April1998, Pakistan successfully test fired its 

medium range ballistic missile Ghauri. India responded by carrying out its nuclear 

tests between 11th and 13th May in the same year. Pakistan brought its bombs out 

of the basement and went nuclear by detona1;ing five nuclear devices on 28 May 

1998 and one device on 30 May 1998, lying to rest once and for all speculation 

regarding its nuclear status. 

It may be pointed out that Pakistan's Foreign Minister Assef Ahmad Ali, on 

a recent visit to Uzbekistan expatiated his country's declarator country's policy 

20. Dec. 01, 1992. NBC News Broadcast. 
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underpinning its nuclear strat.egy. At a news conference, on 8 Jan 1994, he warned 

that nuclear was might engulfS outh Asia If his country's territorial dispute with India went 

unresolved- "Unless the Kashmir dispute is solved peacefully on terms on terms 

of international law and UN resolutions, there cannot be lasting peace in South 

Asia and there is always danger of a fourth war in the region ... And this time 

around, the concern of the world, the concern of regional countries is that if a 

war takes place in South Asia it might become a nuclear war ... It is very important 

. for all countries in. the region to recognise the immense danger to the world tif a war in South 

Asia which could become the first nuclear war in the history tif this part tif the world". 

· The declaration by Assef Ahmad Ali, unlike past disclosures made by 

Pakistan's nuclear fraternity diplomats or United States intelligence sources, is a 

direct and authentically articulated threat to the security of South Asia in general 

and India in particular. The Government of India and a- number of intellectuals 

have readily accepted the subsequent disclaimer by the Pakistan Government, 

that the Minister had been misquoted by the press. This low-key reaction may be 

justified in normal dipolmatese. But what needs to be grasped is that nuclear 

diplomacy has its own dynamics and is a totally different kettle of fish. Statements 

at press conferences in today's world are recorded. It is difficult to believe that all 

members of the Press would uniformly file an incorrect report. The ploy of 

making a public statement and following it up by a retraction is not new. But when 

we analyse the intricacies of declaratory statements in support of nuclear policy, 

it takes on a sinister hue. 

Pakistan is a unique situation where its expansionist strategy to wrest Kashmir 

from India is being effectively stymied by India. The causes of frustration are: 
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e Pakistani sponsored insurgency in Kashmir is taking an unprecedented 

whipping at the hands of the Indian Army. The inability of Pakistani forces 

, to bail out the militants has adversely affected their credibility, which in turn 

has loosened their hold on the dissidents in Kashmir. 

e Pakistan has been hovering on the brink of being declared a terrorist state 

by the United States under t:hi:eat of international sanctions. The Governnient 

is showing signs of desperation to achieve their goats in Kashmir before the 

cUrtain come down. 

e The stability of the newly elected PPP Government is threatened by internal 

dissension brought about by internecine contradictions in the Bhutto family 

and the Party's precarious dependence on its coalition partners. The forecloses 

Bhutto's options to negotiate with India on Kashmir. 

e With the materialisation of pre Independence bloc in Pakistan O,ccupied 

Kashmir, Benazir Bhutto's Government is being forced to take a virulent 

stand on Kashmir to demonstrate its bona fides in domestic policies. This 

leaves little, if any, room to develop a realistic policy that would ameliorate 

tensions in the subcontinent. 

e The insufficiency of conventional military means to force a decision in 

Kashmir has, to large degrees been responsible for Pakistan's compulsions 

to go nuclear. 

These issues and the articulated threat cannot be wished away, ignored or 

procrastinated over. Such a reaction communicates a lack of political will and 

· inability to appreciate and formulate National Strategy to defend India's vital 
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National Interests leaving her open to diplomatic coercion and physical destruction. 

Therefore, it is imperative that the Indian Government makes an immediate and 

appropriate response. 

The Indian leadership cannot but take cognisance of these statements for 

the following reasons: 

0 . The statement was made by the Foreign Minister and, therefore, constitutes 

a part of Pakistan's foreign policy; 

0 It was delivered at a press conference in a foreign country, a pronouncement 

that cannot be made by such a high-ranking personality unless cleared by 

Government; 

0 It was made at a time when the Pakistan lobby in the United States was 

making serious attempts to have the Pressler Amendment modified to re

open military and economic aid to the ailing economy; 

0 · It was made immediately after the Seventh round of Foreign Secretary level 

talks recendy concluded in Islamabad (1- 3 January) following a gap of 17 

months where all issues including nuclear non-proliferation were reportedly 

part of the agenda; 

0 It was made as a part of the concerted drive by Pakistan to internationalise 

the Kashmir issue to draw the United States into the controversy to overcome 

to military disadvantageous equation on the subcontinent; 

0 Comes at a time when the United States has been making a number of anti-

. Indian pronouncements and initiatives to inveigle their way into the 

negotiation process on J & K.. 
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0 The prime motivation of the statement flows from policies initiated by Prime 

Minister Qureshi, on the collapse of Nawaz Sarief Government, directed 

towards highlighting South Asian security concerns overtly to sensitise 

international opinion. 

0 Pakistan has deliberately developed nuclear weapons as an equaliser to off 

set its inferiority in conventional military power. She can be expected to 

initiate a pre-emptive nuclear strike in the event an Indian offensive threatens 

defeat. 

Analysis of Factors 

International perceptions notWithstanding, India cannot and will not predicate 

its nuclear strategy on the use of nuclear weapons to attain its objectives. Initiation. 

of a nuclear exchange is a self-defeating stratagem, which would destroy the socio

economic fabric of the nation state with no scope of achieving the desired political 

objective. A pre-emptive first strike is indicative of an inability to formulate and 

put into place a practicable nuclear strategy and infrastructural bankruptcy. 

Whatever else, Indian policy-makers would create a weapons capability of 

contingent to having responsible, comprehensive and responsive infrastructure 

in place; which would make the Government accountable to its own people and 

collateral communities. 

To date India has forsworn the right to exercise the nuclear option thus 

bringing about a dangerous nuclear asymmetry that could invite a pre-emptive 

strike by an irresponsible belligerent, such as Pakistan. A country that has based 

its very existence on an anti-Indian stand and directed its foreign policy accordingly. 
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l?akistan's nuclear capability and strategy have been cautiously unveiled in a 

graduated manner to that global perceptions were contained at levels that would 

not precipitate political and economic fallout to unmanageable dimensions and 

would full India into a state of vulnerable complacency. Have we now reached 

that stage where Pakistan feels confident in its nuclear capabilities to express its 

intent as categorically as has been done by the Foreign Minister? What must the 

Indian Government do to safeguard its national security? The moral high ground 

is no protection against nuclear coercion. Lofty ideals or cerebral inertia, whichever 

· is responsible for the dangerously asymmetric nuclear equation in South Asia, 

must give way to formulation of pragmatic national security strategy corresponding 

to ground realities. 

The present Government of Pakistan is, to an extent, dependent on the 

indulgence of the military. It is not clear who controls the nuclear arsenal. Is it 

with the military through General Arif (Retd.) with the political leadership cut 

out of the loop? If so, it needs to be noted that the General wields extraordinary 

influence with the higher echelons of the Pakistani Army . 

. The Pakistani-initiated low intensity conflict in Kashmir has stalled with the 

militant cadres presently on the defensive, military materials running low and 

.prospects of further reverses predicted in the next three to four months, Pakistan 

is endeavouring to: 

e Stem the collapse of the militant structures created in the Valley. 

e Buy time to put into place materials and men to rejuvenate their strategy in 

. the Valley. 
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e · Upgrade the low level insurgency into a full-fledged guerrilla war in J & K. 

The need to buy time and circumscribe India's anti-militant operations has 

given impetus to diplomatic initiatives to compel the international community 

to intervene in Kashmir and reduce the pressure on the militants. 

Blatandy specious efforts at linking Pakistan's aspirations to Kashmir with 

. . their nudear strategy are aimed at heightening international security perceptions 

sufficiently to draw the U nite<;I States into intervening in Indo-Pak relations . 

. Their protestations notwithstanding, the United States has a number of prime 

strategic interests in the Subcontinent. 

e The need for a suitable host country along the Southern flank of the Central 

Asian Repuplics to provide surveillance and military facilities to safeguard 
( 

their interests in that explosive region. An independent and beholden I<ashmir 

would fit the bill. 

e · Creation of a viable and totally dependent State in the region for future 

initiatives to meet long-term objectives designed to destabilise China through 

· Tibet and institute of defensive measures against resurgent, recalcitrant 

Russia. 

e Pressure India to conform with the United State's national interests to ensure 

non-proliferation of nuclear weapons and their delivery means; 

e Disa:llow the emergence of another power centre (India), which would place 

a greater strain on an already hard, pressed United States to maintain it's 

pre-eminence in global power equations -even if it means the Balkanisation 

of India. The administration's attempts to modify the Pressler Amendment 
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would allow the President to sanction, aid to Pakistan, even if it is in violation, 

of specific Unites States laws, if it is considered in the American security 

interests. It would be an interesting exercise to analyse United States security 

imperatives jn the Kashmir region. 

Pakistan would like India to believe that if the restraints being exercised by 

the latter in Kashmir were replaced by a more aggressive policy, the escalation 

could result in more direct military confrontation with serious repercussions on 

Pakistan. As the latter's capabilities are unequal to the task of wresting Kashmir 

from India, the ensuing frustrations could lead to miscalculations that provide 

the basis for launching a pre-emptive nuclear strike against India. The likelihood 

of such an occurrence is expected to furnish grounds for pre-emptive intervention 

by external powers such as the United States. 

India needs to communicate to Pakistan that: 

e Iflndia were to actuate its nuclear option, it has the wherewithal to create an 

endurable weapon is capability to respond to a pre-emptive nuclear-strike 

by Pakistan. This would provide the necessary disincentive to any form of 

nuclear opportunism. 

e A nuclear retaliation by India on a geographically small and economically 

impoverished Pakistan could comprehensively destroy the socio-economic 

structure of that country. 

e On the other hand, with.Pakistan's limited capabilities, while it could deliver 

a crippling blow through a pre-emptive nuclear strike, India has the 

geographic, economic, technological, industrial and structural endurance to 

survive and reconstruct itself. 
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India's Response: 

To ensure regional stability ·and reduce the scope for extraneous grounds 

for escalating the situation to nuclear exchanges, Indian diplomacy must be directed 

towards avoiding an outbreak of conventional war on in subcontinent- and 

neutralising the linkage of nuclearisation of the region with Kashmir issue to 

offset western mind-sets. 

However, any choice that India may have had vis-a-vis their nuclear policies 

have now been foreclosed effectively. The government must, first and foremost, 

take firm measures to put into place a credible deterrent to forestall the eventuality 

of Pakistan taking the opportunity to initiate a nuclear strike as a fait accompli or 

risk being destroyed without awhimper. Sufficient justification has been provided 

without India deferring to the opinion of other global entities. 

Failure of the United States to dissuade Pakistan from its nuclear aspirations 

is a consequence of the former's political shenanigans in the closing stages of the 

Cold War. Emerging United States national interests notwithstanding, India cannot 

jeopardise its own integrity and sovereignty in obeisance to such geo-strategic 

convolutions. 

This decision must be unambiguously communicated to Pakistan. The latter 

must be provided enough evidence that: 

e · Has the capability to respond with devastation to any pre-emptive nuclear 

stoke, so as to destroy the socio-economic structure of Pakistan; 

e Has the political will supported by viable nuclear strategy and infrastructure 

to safeguard its socio-economic well being and survival; 
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· e Has clearly defined national interests on which no compromise will be made; 

e Is determined to deal with Pakistan on a bilateral basis only and will not be 

railroaded into multilateral negotiations on its territorial integrity, leave alone 

the Kashmir issue; 

e Has no intentions to initiate a nuclear exchange and that the underpinning 

strategy is predicated solely on retaliation; 

e And is willing to keep open clear lines of communication for mature 

management of the changed strategic configuration of the region. 

At the same time the Incllan Government should communicate this decision 

to all other states providing them the rationale for its nuclear policy. Thereafter, 

India would be best advised to provide verifiable guarantees that it would continue 

to adhere to the concept of the NPT in so much that it would: 

e Not transfer nuclear weapons or related technology and materials to any 

other country, be it a NWS or NNWS; 

e Not clandestinely import nuclear related techriol?gies from other countries; 

e Conform to globally institutionalised treaties on nuclear testing; 

e . Through open nuclear facilities, not associated with its security imperatives, 

to international safeguards; 

e And forswear vertical nuclear proliferation or a regionai nuclear arms race 

by restricting the nuclear strategy to one of the minimum deterrence with 

finite limitations on capability. 
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Finally, India should re-initiate its proposal to the United Nations for 

universal nuclear disarmament. 

Conclusion: 

. International relations in the contemporary world are experiencing 

divergent pulls and pressures depending on the global or regional magnitude of 

the payers' aspirations. The United States has imperatives aimed a retaining its 

global pre-eminence in the political, economic and military spheres. Pakistan's 

imperatives the limited to regional goals aimed at acquisition of Kashmir, attaining 

an equitable power balance vis-a-vis India and, becoming the predominant party 

in the Islamic configuration in the Middle East. Both global and regional issues 

play a major role in the development of China's foreign policy. China's internal 

anxieties in Sinkiang and Tibet demand a secure flank along its South Western 

extremities while it is occupied by its aspirations to great power status in global 

politics. 

Indian policy-makers must accept these complexities and their convergence 

on India's security environment. Each of these states has their own compulsions 

in the Kashmir issue and nuclear proliferation in South Asia. The United States, 

having accomplished the dismemberment of the erstwhile USSR now faces several 

challenges to its position as the remaining super power. Loss o£ that status will 

reduce.its capacity to control global events in keeping with its interests. One major 

threat emanates from China. Do the United States plans include dismantling the 

Chinese power quotient? If so, do they covet an Independent Kashmir, dependent 

on American largesse, which would give them access to the vulnerable underbelly 

of China? Is that the reason that China has taken the stand that an independent 

Kashmir is not acceptable ? 
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Is there a nuclear threat to India and if so, who is it form? How does nuclear 

proliferation correlate to the Kashmir question? Pakistan requires American 

intervention to assist it in its aspirations on Kashmir. The Americans are 

particularly concerned with the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction 

and their delivery means in South Asia. Is Pakistan forcing the issue by creating a 

connection between Kashmir and the 'bomb'? 

The bottom line is that Pakistan has finally articulated a direct and 

unambiguous threat of nuclear war and cited India as the correspondent. It is a 

significant benchmark in the ongoing Indo-Pak animosity, which necessarily extends 

itself beyond the immediate region. India cannot ignore this and must take 

appropriate measures to make its position clear to the world at large and a specific 
I. 

response to Pakistan. Whether this is done in one package or through confidential 

and limited rejoinders to different players is a matter of detail that the Indian 

Government must decide. Finally, the Government must crystallise its nuclear 

policy and create the necessary infrastructure that would give the country the 

necessary deterrent and the armed forces the wherewithal to survive in combat in 

a nuclear environment. 
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Chapter ·IV--------------

India and CTBT 

Since independence, pursuit of nuclear disarmament has been an important 

objective of India's foreign policy. India believes that the existence of nuclear 

weapons poses a threat to international peace and security. Creating a nuclear 

weapon free world by eliminating all nuclear weapons through a multilaterally 

negotiated treaty, which. is ~ffective and verifiable, will enhance global security 

and the sec~ty of every man, women and child. 

. In pursuit of nuclear disarmament, India has taken many initiatives. India 

was among the first countries to call for a ban on nuclear weapon testing, as early 

as 19 54. Such a ban would have prevented the nuclear arms race, which the world 

has witnessed in recent decades. During the period, the UN General Assembly 

adopted nearly hundred resolutions on this highlighting the concern of the worid 

community on this issue. 
I . 

India has always believed that such a treaty should be comprehensive and 

bring an end to the qualitative development of nuclear weapons. At the same 
I 

time, a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty should mark the first definitive and 

irreversible step in the process of nuclear disarmament. Therefore, a CTBT must 
) . ' 

reflect a commitment to achieving elimination of all nuclear. weapons within a 

time. bound framework. 

. . . 

During the negotiations on a CTBT in the Conference on Disarmament in 

Geneva, India participated actively and constructively, putting forward its 
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proposals, in keeping with its longstanding position. It is a matter of regret that 

the text, as has finally emerged, does not do justice to the negotiating mandate. It 

is not a comprehensive ban but merely a ban on nuclear explosive testing. It also 

lacks a definitive commitment to nuclear disarmament. 

India remains committed to pursuing global, nuclear disarmament with a 

view to creating a nuclear weapons free world and a non-violent world order. 

D Information on India's nuclear tests 

D · Statements made by I.K. Gujral, Minister of External Affairs, in the Indian 

Parliament on CTBT 

July 15, 1996 July 31, 1996 August 2, 1996 

August 26, 1996 
I 

September 11, 1996 

D Nuclear Non-Proliferation- a note by the Embassy oflndia 

0 Statemenfby Sharad Pawar at the General Debate of the First Committee, 

United Nations General Assembly on October 14, New York. 

D Statement by Ambassador Savitri Kunadi, Permanent Reprehensive of India 

to UN in the plenary meeting of the Conference on Disarmament, Geneva 

on August 6, 1998. 

D · Statement by Ambassador Savitri Kunadi, Permanent Reprehensive of India 

to UN in the plenary meeting of the Confetence on Disarmament, Geneva 

·onJune2, 1998. 

D Negotiating the CTBT: India's Security Concerns and Nuclear Disarmament. 
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D Statement in explanation of vote by Ambassador Arundhati Ghose, 

Permanent Representative of India to the UN at Geneva, on Item 65: CTBT 

at the 50th Session of the UN General Assembly at New York on September 

10. 1996. 

. D Statement by Ambassador Prakash Shah, Permanent Representative of India 

to UN on CTBT at the· 50th Session of the UN General Assembly, New 

York on September 9. 1996. 

D Statement of Arundhati Ghose, Ambassador of India to UN in the Plenary 

Meeting of the Conference on Disarmament, Geneva on August 20, 1996. 

D. Statement made by Ambassador Arundhati Ghose, Permanent 

Representative oflndia to the UN at Geneva in the Plenary of the Conference 

on Disarmament, on August 8, 1996. 

D Statement made by Ambassador Arundhati Ghose, Permanent 

Representative oflndia to the UN at Geneva in the Plenary of the Conference 

on Disarmament, onJune.20, 1996. 

"India has never made a secret of its reservations over the CTBT's contents 

and its. overall thrust, not only at the Geneva Conference but at various other 

globalfora during the last couple of years. India has made it clear that it was 

distancing itself from the CTBT in its present form. Within India, the decision to 

declare unacceptance of the CTBT has found overwhelmingly favourable 

response, cutting through party and political lines. Indeed, just as India's refusal . 

to sign the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) and its rejection of the move 

to give it a permanent tenure enjoyed national backing, the rejection of the CTBT 
"· 
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also erijoyed national consensus. It will be no exaggeration to say that on both the 

NPT and the CTBT, India as ·a nation, has displayed unanimity in endorsing and 

supporting the government's nuciear policy and decisions arising from it. This is 

not surprising, considering that, not unlike domestic policies which get caught in 

contention, and controversy stemming from different perceptions, among political 

parties, India's foreign policy, its nuclear policy and the national commitment to 

total, universal and immediate nuclear disarmament, have always enjoyed bipartisan 

support through the post-independent decades. 

India's championship of the cause of nuclear disarmament is well known. 

For the last four decades, India has stood at the vanguard of the campaign against 

nuclear weapons and their use, and it has advanced numerous proposals and 

programmes for bringing about a nuclear-weapons-free and non-vioh~nt world 

into being. At the same time, it has remained consistently opposed to the objectives 

of the CTBT on the ground that its provisions do not address India's major 

concerns. If the NPT was one-sided, discriminatory, and favoured the nuclear 

weapon states, India thought that the CTBT was even m'ore inadequate in 

safeguarding its security interests. 

India's campaign against nuclear proliferation indeed started even before 

independence a~ part of the dem~nd of its leaders for international cooperation 

· to maintain world peace. The campaign received a stimulus after independence, 

with Jawaharlal Nehru launching a movement to mobilise world opinion in favour 

of ending the confrontation between the super-powers who were carving out 

their respective areas of influence in the post-Second World War period. The 

campaign intensified after the birth of the Non-aligned Movement, which gave 

top priority to the cause of nuclear disarmament and world peace. 
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Consistent with this ethos, there has always been a continuous debate within 

the country on the issue of total disarmament- both conventional and nuclear. 

The decision to reject the CTBT was preceded by an extensive national debate. It 

is not as if the objectives underlying the concept of a global ban on nuclear testing 

did not find favour within the country. On the contrary the reservations in respect 

of the ·CTBT were precisely on the ground that it did not contain a genuine 

commitment towards disarmament. And, while announcing it inability to sign the 

CTBT in the form in which it was drafted, India has presented a strong and credible 

case in support of its stand. It is· noteworthy that the principle stand that was 

enunciated at Geneva Conference in 1996 has been the same one which succeeding 

governments have adopted in respect of a global nuclear policy and objective. 

Addressing the Geneva Conference, India's Ambassador and Chief Delegate, 

Ms. Arundhati Ghose pointed out that India had put forward a number of 

proposals consistent with the mandate adopted by the Conference, aimed at 

ensuring that the CTBT must be a truly comprehensive one - that is, a Treaty 

which bans all nuclear testing without leaving any loopholes which would permit 

nuclear-weapon-states to continue refining and developing their nuclear arsenals 

of their test sites and in their ~aboratories. These proposals had underscored the 

importance of placing the CTBT in a disarmament framework, as part of a step

by-step process, aimed at achieving a complete elimination of all nuclear weapons 

within a time-bound framework. 

The Ambassador then proceeded to point out how the negotiations had 

skirted around the principle, which India had enunciated. ']\t this late state", she 

said. "We are obliged to conclude that the basic prohibitions as drafted so far, 
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which define the scope, remain very narrow and do not fulfil the mandated 

requirement of a comprehensive ban. This approach would give us only a 'nuclear 

weapons test explosion ban treaty' and not a Comprehensive Test ban Treaty." 

Ms. Ghose said that the nuclear weapons states were determined to continue to 

rely on nuclear weapons for their security and visualise the CTBT not as a serious 

disarmament measure but merely as an instrument against horizontal proliferation . 

. Nuclear weapons states seemed loath to relinquish their monopoly and regard 
. I 

nuclear weapons as integral to their military strategy. 

''The CTBT that we see emerging, appears to be shaped more by the 

technological preferences of the nuclear weapon states rather than the imperatives 
' 

of nuclear disarmament. This was not the CTBT that India ~nvisaged in 1954. 

This cannot be the CTBT that India can expect to accept." Ms. Ghose said, adding, ', 

''We cannot accept that it is legitimate for some countries to rely on nuclear weapons 

for their securit}rwhile denying this right to others. Our capabilility is demonstrated, 

but as a matter of policy, we exercise restraint. Countries around us continue 

their weapons programme, either openly or in a clandestine manner. In such an 

environment, India cannot accept any restraint on its capability if other countries 

remain unwilling to accept the obligation to eliminate their nuclear weapons." 

The Ambassador reminded the delegates that India had not signed the NPT 

because that Treaty sought to legitimise the indefinite possession of nuclear 

weapons by the five countries (P- 5)- Britain, Russia, United States of America, 

France and China. "Today", she continued, "the right to continue development 

and refinement of their arsenals is being sought to be legitimised and is not in 

India's national security interest India, therefore, cannot subscribe to it in its present 
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form." India's stand has been understood and appreciated by non-nuclear nations 

who are mostly in the developing and poor world. India's stand is based on 

principles and not on political expediency, as it cannot ignore the threat to its 

security arising from nuclear cooperation and collusion between its neighbours." 

(S. Viswan, Associate Editor of "The Deccan Chronicle", with thanks.). 
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Chapter· V ---------------

Nuclear Related terms and Theories 

· India became the sixth state with nuclear weapons in May 1998. After the 

explosions, the Draft Report of the National Security Advisory Board was released 

With the intention of encouraging public debate. This document outlines the broad 

principles for the development, deployment and employment of India's nuclear 

forces. Since the next chapter focuses on India's emerging nuclear strategy, which 

would ·obviously be iri synchronization with the nuclear doctrine, the two key 

factors of minimum credible deterrence and no first use along with other nuclear . 

related terms are explained in this chapter. 

The theory of deterrence, which is the basis of nuclear thought, which has 

evolved over two decades will be analysed frrst. While most nuclear philosophies 

and strategies have evolved in the west after the advent of the nuclear era, the 

nuclear related terms will be explained with particular reference to India and 

Pakistan in the South Asian setting. The nuclear related terms, which have been 

explained, are listed below: 

-+ Massive Retaliation, MAD (Mutually Assured Destruction) and Flexible 

Response. 

-+ Deterrence Theory. 

-+ Deterrence by Punishment. 

-+ .Deterrence by Denial. 

-+ Minimum Credible Deterrence & Recessed Deterrence. 

-'. 
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Counter value and Counter force targets. 

First and Second Strike. 

Nuclear Reaction Threshold. 

:t:JCA and NCP (Nuclear Command Authority and National Command 

·Post). 

Nuclear Triad. 

All Horizons. 

Massive Retaliation, Mutually Assured Destruction and. Flexible 

Response: 

The above three terms are products of the Cold War era and the US-USSR 

changing nuclear equations of that era and have little relevance to the Indo-Pak

. . South Asia scenario. However since these are terms related to the evolution of 

nuclear strategy, it is essential to understand the terms in their correct perspective. 

The term 'massive retaliation' came about from the US realization in the 

early 19 50s that USSR must be deterred from any conventional adventurism in 

Europe. This was done by maintaining overwhelming nuclear superiority both, in 

the number of warheads and in the range, extent and spread of nuclear systems 

and by surrounding the USSR with airbases under NATO. The aim was to convey 

to the Soviets that if they threatened Europe, the US would have no option but to 

use nuclear weapons on the Russian heartland. The Soviets were disadvantaged 

because of the great imbalance that existed between the US and Russian nuclear 

arsenals upto the 1960s. Hence 'massive retaliation' was US nuclear policy against 

USSR at that time. 
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In 1960, the USSR developed the capacity to threaten the US mainland 

through land based ICBMs. It was only by the mid 60s that USSR had sufficient 

members to constitute and assured second strike capability. It then became clear 

to the US that 'massive retaliation' would not work because a response by the 

USSR would result in MAD (11utually Assured Destruction), where at the end of 

nuclear war there would be no winners. This gave rise to the theory of flexible 

response. 

_ Flexible response was the reaction to the changed nuclear equation. Flexible 

response meant that US nuclear response would be more measured and limited. 

In 1962, the Secretary of Defence Robert McNamara fttst proclaimed the 'no 

cities' doctrine, implying that US would not attack Soviet cities with nuclear 

weapons. Due to improvement in nuclear technology it became possible for the 

US to carry out precision strikes on Soviet missile launch centres. Therefore US 

expected, that since it would have attacked only military targets, USSR would 

respond accordingly. The US also attempted to be one up in every stage of gradual 

escalation and its response could be flexible as per the developing situation. This 

concept came to be known as the theory of flexible response and escalation 

dominance. The veracity of this theory was questioned by many experts and 

eventually strategic parity between USSR and US forced the US into the realm of 

arms control. 

The theories have been listed to bring out the folly of excessive stockpiling 

of arms and to illustrate that large· nuclear arsenals do not necessarily mean 

strategic stability. The shift from massive retaliation to mutually assured destruction 

to flexible response is a useful background to understand and to illustrate what 
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India's emerging nuclear posture is likely to be, which the focus of the next 

chapter is. 

Deterrence Theory : 

The concept of nuclear deterrence has dominated international strategic 

theory during the past two decades. According to Robert Jervis, deterrence theory 

is probably the most influential school of thought in the American study of 

international relations. Deterrence is simply the persuasion of one's opponent 

that the costs and/ or risks of a given course of action he might take will ~utweigh 

its benefits.1 

It is not intended to carry out a detailed analysis of the deterrence theory, 

which is a subject of study, by itself only to bring out the broad parameters, to 

enable an understanding of other terms related to deterrence in the south Asian 

context. 

The advent of the nuclear weapons changed the manner in which civilian 

analysts looked at military strategy. The first of the great perceptive strategists of 

the nuclear era was Bernard Brodie, who in 1946 published an article on nuclear 

strategy that was accepted and followed only 15 years later. One of the major 

predictions made by Bernard Brodie was that the only defence against the nuclear 

bomb would be the ability to retaliate in kind. Its only role would be to deter 

war.2 this went totally against conventional strategy, which used weapons and 

1. Frank C. Zagare. 'The Dynamics of Deterrence', Chicago & London, University of 
Chicago Press, 1987, p. 7. 

2. Brodie. 'The Absolute Weapon, Atomic Power and World Order', New York, Harcourt 
Brace & Co., 1946. 
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munitions for termination of war. Upto the 60s, with an overwhelming superiority 

in nuclear weapons and delivery systems, the West was sure that nuclear weapons 

deterred a conventional arrris aggression by the USSR in central Europe. The 

word 'deterrence' was therefore first used to mean deterring, with nuclear forces, 

a superior conventional force bent on aggression. 

However, deterrence as is commonly understood today and is applicable in · 

the South Asian context and as articulated in India's nuclear doctrine is the mutual 

stand off between two powers who have a latent or openly hostile relationship 

and who both. possess nuclear weapons. In such a relationship deterrence is 

supposed to work at the nuclear level but no such claims are made at the low 

intensity conflict level. The Kargil episode that happened after both India and 

Pakistan has nucle~ed is an apt example. K. Subrahmanyam, Chairman NSAB 

(National Security Advisory Board) has precisely summed up deterrence in the 

Indian context. "The core of deterrence especially for a country which commits 

itself to n~ ftrst use is its· ability to carry out punitive, unacceptable retaliation. 

This is· not: cold war language but to communicate to the nuclear warriors who . 

believe in the use of nuclear weapons ftrst. Unless one opts to allow his nation 

and society to be destroyed in a cold-blooded ftrst strike by the adversary and 

not do anything to deter him, it is logical to make it clear to such nuclear adversaries, 

the consequences of his resorting to a first strike. The word unacceptable damage 

. does not carry today the connotations of the MAD (Mutual Assured Destruction) 

era of Robert McNamara. Therefore those who believe in wielding nuclear weapons 

to intimidate other nations and in the ftrst use of nuclear weapons have to be 

deterred by spelling out the consequences of their actions.m 

3. K .Subrahmanyam. 'The Logic of Nuclear Deterrence', Times of India, Oct. 4, 1999. 
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· Deterrence by Punishment: 

Deterrence by punishment seeks to prevent aggression by threatening 

unacceptable damage in relation, by the threat of punishment. Though a western 

concept, this first view of deterrence by punishment as espoused by Bernard 

Brodie is what is alluded to in India's draft nuclear doctrine. India in the South 

Asian context is the status quo power Vis a Vis Pakistan, which is viewed as the 

revisionist power which wants to alter the status quo existing in Kashmir. The 

general theory ~olds that the status quo power has no desire to go to war, but in 

response to the revisionist power's aggression, which being nuclear, the status 

power is prepared to absorb and then inflict catastrophic punishment in reprisal 

or revenge. The notion by which use of nuclear weapons would be deterred has 

come to be called deterrence by punishment and has some logic since it has been 

accepted world wide actual use of military weapons cannot be harnessed to any 

m~anitigful military objective. 

Deterrence by Denial : 

, The notion of deterrence by punishments was challenged by an opposing 

view that suggested nuclear deterrence could work only if nuclear weapons are 

mated with a strategy that seeks victory in such a war. The theory was applicable 

only in the context of USA, erstwhile USSR, but is of relevance depending upon 

the future course of nuclear weapon deployment in South Asia. 

· B,riefly analysts assume that deterrence can fail and they insist on the need to 

prepare for that eventuality. The devastation of nuclear war makes deterrence the 

first choice but not an alternative to defence. Preparing for defence, even in the 

context of nuclear was makes sense because good defence reinforces deterrence 
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because it accoUnts for the possibility of deterrence failure.4 The logic of deterrence 

by denial, being the US capability to go through 'Nuclear war fighting' and emerge 

winner. Denial strategies assume importance in the South Asian context because 

of the Chinese factor. Rajesh Rajagopalan writing in Strategic Review states 

"Denial Strategies have become more important because denial is now the central 

purpose of American, Russian, British and French arsenals, and it is also becoming 

increasingly central in Chinese strategic thought. Beginning in 1987, Chinese 

thinking as moved from a limited deterrence doctrine, which falls between 

minimum and maximum deterrence doctrine and includes a limited nuclear war 

fighting capability. This has serious implications for India's emerging nuclear 

posture, which is discussed in detail in the next chapter. 

Other related deterrence terms: 

The other types of deterrence which range from collective deterrence, which 

is at the lowest rung of the ladder "to maximum deterrence which is at the highest 

rung is outlined in the deterrence ladder below: 

DETERRENCE LADDER 

TYPE OF DETERRENCE 

Maximum 

Mutually Aggressive 

Finite· 

Limited 

STRATEGY 

Massive retaliation 

MAD (Mutually Assured Destruction) 

Maximum deterrence with lowest finite 
arsenal 

Defined arsenal including tactical · 
nuclear weapons 

4. R. Rajagopalan. 'Nuclear Deterrence', Asian Strategic Review 1998-99, p. 151. 



Minimum 

Existential 

Recessed 

Collective 

response 
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Lowest level of weapons that can cause 
such destruction which if imposed on 
the adversary would deter it 

Credible nuclear arsenal, not necessarily 
country specific 

Non-weaponised with option to 
weaponise, committed to no first use 

No nuclear arsenals under national 
control. Multilateral Collective 

to rogue nuclear threat. 

Source: Jasjit Singh, 'A Nuclear Strategy for India' in 'Nuclear India' (New Delhi: Knowledge 
World, 1998), p. 310. 

Minimum Credible Deterrence and Recessed Deterrence: 

[· 
The above terms are discussed a little more in detail since India's draft nuclear 

doctrine has opted for a 'rnilum credible deterrence', while many leading 

. I 
analysts including Air Cmdre 1asjit Singh, Director IDSA, advocate recessed 

deterrence as an alternative. Mihimum credible deterrence means the ability to 

retaliate with confidence and crldible capability by a country, after an adversary 

has used his nuclear weapons a~ainst that country. Survivability of the nuclear 

arsenal therefore becomes a cJucial characteristic so that an aggressor is not 

tempte~ to believe that his first sr will seriously degrade his opponent's ability 

to retaliate. The doctrine of 1111l11!l1um credible deterrence 1s based on the concept 

that the nuclear policy, strategy land posture would be based on the mhllmalist 

principle. The minimalist principle is in relation to the capability sought, size of 
I 

the arsenal, the costs involved, be level of retaliation required and the nuclear 

posture to be adopted. 
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Recessed deterrence, on the other hand may be defined as "credlble nuclear 

weapons capability, which a country is able to draw upon for political and 

diplomatic purposes and is able to deploy a nuclear arsenal within a defined time 

frame and effectively use it physically for military purposes". In the Indian context 

Air Cmdre Jasjit Singh is of the opinion that a recessed deterrence posture itself 

would provide a fire-break in escalation of tensions beyond a certain level, whereas 

Rear Admiral Raja Menon holds a diametrically opposite view. According to 

him, ''Recessed deterrence is a folly which does not dedifferentiate between first 

and second. strike, between vulnerable and invulnerable arsenals, between 

maintaining the stability of the status quo and the disadvantages of disturbing it.5 

the size of India's nuclear arsenal, its policy and nuclear posture will depend on 

whether it finally adopts miqimum deterrence or recessed deterrence. 

Counter Value and Counter Force Targets: 

These terms relate to targets for nuclear weapons a~d also have their 

background in the post II World War era. In 1948, theJointChief of Staff of US 

prepared a war plan Called 'Half Moon' which was aimed at crippling the Soviet 

Unionindustrially using nuclear weapons. Seven targets were chosen and three 

atomic bombs per target. Each of these was termed counter value targets. It was 

in 1962 that Robert McNamara, US Secretary of Defence first proclaimed the 

'no cities' doctrine, the aim being to pinpoint Soviet missile launch centers and 

military targets instead of industrial centers. These targets were termed counter 

force targets. In today's nuclear terminology also, counter value refers to non

m.ifitary targets and counter force to military targets. 

5. Raja Menon, A Nuclear Strategy for India, (New Delhi: Sage 2000), p. 173. 
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First and Second Strike : 

The terms first strike refers to a country launching its nuclear weapons first, 

either in a pre-emptive strike or to restore an unfavourable situation caused by 

the adversary's superiority in conventional forces. Prior to discussing the meaning 

and implications of the second strike, the different kinds of first strike are explained 

below. 

Minimal Demonstrative First Strike : 

This implies a small yield nuclear weapon fired at a pte designated target 

after warning and in an area where there is likely to be minimum damage to life 

and property. The aim of the strike is to warn the adversary that any further 

escalation would mean a more serious response. In the Indo-Pak scenario, this 

would be the first step in the nuclear escalation ladder by Pakistan in response to 

a conventional Indian thrust either in the plains of Punjab or the desert sector in 

Rajasthan. 

First Strike on Tactical Battlefield Target : 

This implies use of one or more weapons on a battlefield target. In the Indo

Pak scenario, this would occur after the demonstration strike in case there has 

been no response from India. The targets could be an Indian Armour 

concentration as depicted in an imaginary battle setting by General Sundarji in his 

book 'Blind Men of Hindoostan' or even airfields or important armed forces 

communication centers. In a strike of this kind collateral damage in terms of 

civilian casualties will be more as compared to the demonstration strike but less 

. in comparison to a counter, value strike. 
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Disarming First Strike: 

This term implies that the devastation t'tlused I?J the stnke is sudJ that the adversary is 

totalfy disarmed. In actual fact, the term 'disarming' in misleading. Whatever be the nuclear 

capability of a country, even if it releases all its nuclear weapons in one spasm, it can at 

best, severely degrade but never disarm its opponent. The point at issue is that in 

a 'disarming' first strike, a large number of targets will be counter force targets; 

the logic being to take out the adversary's capability to launch a riposte and destroy 

completely his nuclear capability, while restricting civilian casualties to a minimum. 

Even an attempt at a disarming first strike requires highly sophisticated weapons 

with low circular errors of probability and fairly large arsenals, both of which are 

presently non-existent in South Asia. But the temptation, especially by a smaller 

state like Pakistan to try and equip itself for such a strike is to set off an arms race 

in the South Asian Region. 

Decapitation First Strike: 

. This term has also undergone a different interpretation today as compared 

to what it meant in the cold war era. During the earliest years of the cold war, 

when nuclear strategy and forces where unstructured, both sides planned to 

destroy everything possible, including the capital and the leadership. MeN amara, 

in his first posture statement, in a speech at Anu Arloor, Michigan, on 16 June 

1962, had implied that it was infructuous to target the enemy leadership as this 

would lead to a loss of control. Leaders of military missile systems had by then 

developed the theory that in the event of the loss of state leadership, all weapons 

would be· fired at one go, a possibility that MeN amara wished to avoid. 

Decapitation then became unfashionable. In the late 1970s, the US began to fear 
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decapitation partly because Soviet submarines operating off the east coast could 

destroy east...;coast cities with very short missile flight times, and partly because 

the numbers of Soviet missiles made such targeting a possibility. In retrospect, it 

would appear that a surplus of missiles and warheads to essential target 

requirements is the one factor that might lead a country to look at a decapitation 

strike. This background is necessary to understand that small arsenals in the lndo

Pak scenario are unlikely to lead to such thoughts. Not so in the Chinese case, 

where the number of missile and warhead systems are luxuriously abundant as 

compared to the number of Indian targets. Could a decapitation strike be 

considered a possibility in the Indo-Chine scenario? The answer is yes. However, 

in the year since McNamara, the meaning of decapitation has shifted significantly. 

Today, decapitation attempts to separate the command from the missile sites and 

this could be done largely by attacking the communication links. As stated earlier, 

a decapitation strike is a declaration of intent to wage all out nuclear war, and a 

step likely to be taken by the large nuclear power that could, in theory, launch a 

decapitation strike and yet retain sufficient superiority to cow the victim state 

into not retaliating. This is the position China would find itself in by 2010 when its 

arsenal modification is complete. 6 An Indian command and control system would 

need to be builtto withstand a decapitation strike. 

Second Strike: 

. The term second strike does not mean just a nuclear response to an attacker's 

nuclear strike. A second strike capability implies not only a second strike, but 

also a residual capacity to launch an attack inflicting unacceptable damage to the 

6. Raja Menon, Ibid. p. 256. 
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enemy. The second strike must take into account the loss, which would be suffered 

due to enemy's first strike, the losses which would be suffered after launch of own 

second strike, be it due to enemy's ABM capability or own aircraft carrying nuclear 

weapons being downed and account only for nuclear warheads which are expected 

to arrive at the adversary's target and inflict unacceptable damage. This capability 

is termed second-strike capability and is particularly relevant to India, which has 

adopted 'no first use; as part of its nuclear policy. 

No First Use: 

The term 'no first'use' in nuclear terminology refers to the nuclear policy of 

a nuclear weapon state that it would no,t use its nuclear weapons first but would 

reserve the right to retaliate in kind, were it attacked with nuclear weapons. India 

and China are the only two nuclear weapon states, which have a policy of 'no first 

use'. USSR, which had been pursuing a 'no first use' policy, withdrew its pledge in 

June 1993 due to the changed realities in Europe. 

· India's . 'no first use' policy has been criticized since it puts India at a 

·. disadvantage. Logically viewed, it is not so. A country would retain a f1r~t use 

policy orily if perceived it weaker conventionally against its adversaries or harbors 

hegemonistic ambitions. In the Indian context, according to Gen. Sundarji, "the 

fust reason does not apply to India apropos China in so far as deployable forces 

are concerned because China cannot deploy more forces in Tibet than what it can 

maintain there; as far as Pakistan is concerned there is no inferiority. The second 

reason does not apply to India since India neither wants to play regional policeman 

nor does it harbor any hegemonistic ambitions. Therefore, a sober mature status 
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quo power like India, a unilateral decision of 'no first use' is in keeping with its . 

declared policy of endeavouring for peace in the region and global disarmanent".7 

Nuclear Reaction Threshold: 

This is a term that has assumed increasing importance, especially in the nuclear 

stand off between India ancl Pakistan and the Kargil episode and its implications 

on nuclear deterrence between India and Pakistan. The meaning of the term and 

the implications in the South Asian context is explained below. 

.. Not withstanding nuclear deterrence between two states, if a conventional 

war breaks out between them and is being waged with nuclear capabilities not 

being used but with nuclear threat lurking in the background, it would be the 

endeavour of both sixes not to push the other to a limit where the use of nuclear 

weapons in desperation becomes highly probable. This assessed limit is what is 

calling the NRT (Nude~ Reaction Threshold). 

The Kargil crisis brought out some very valuable lessons regarding the nuclear 

reaction threshold for both India and Pakistan. According to Rear Admiral Raja 

Menon, ''The disparity in the Indian and Pakistan views on where the South Asian 

nuclear threshold lies was plainly seen during Kargil crisis. It is obvious that Gen. 

Musharraf assumed the threshold to lie at an absurdlylow level. Reports emanating 

Islamabad seem to indicate that they believed the nuclear threshold to lie very 

slighdy beyond any Indian response. This, according to them, was a practical 

demonstration that nuclearisation had nullified India's conventional warfare 

advantage. India, blithely unaware of these beliefs, mobilized for full-scale war. 

7. Sundarji, 'India's Nuclear Weapon Policy', 'Nuclear Rivalry and International Order' (Sage 
Publications, New Delhi, 1996) p. 180. 
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India had obviously assumed that the nuclear threshold lay at some distant point 

where Pakistan's vital national interests were affected. India was proved right. The 

Kargil crisis has demonstrated that the sub-continental nuclear threshold lies 

territorially in the heartland of both countries and not on the Cease Fire Line".8 

The concept and practicalit:j of the nuclear reaction threshold is of paramount 

importance to b9th, crisis stability and nuclear stability in the Indo-Pak equation. 

The nuclear related terminologies explained above related to what has 

happened and has been happening recently in the Indo-Pak setting in South Asia. 

The terms, which are going to be explained, fall in the realm of the future. The~e 

terms Will be related to the subject of the next chapter, that is, India emerging 

nuclear posture and the likely shape it is to assume. In that sense, though the 

terms are old, they are associated, as far as India is concerned, with what is to 

· happen ill the future. The explanation of the terms follows. 

The NCA & NCP (National Comtl1and Authority & National Command 

Post): 

The NCA is the apex political body for making nuclear decisions in crisis, as 

well as after hostilities break out. In the Indian context the Prime Minister will 

head it: It will have a group for rendering necessary advice to the decision makers, 

which will consist of strategic, technical and civil.service experts. It will also have 

the Responsibility for converting the political decision regarding nuclear response 

into executive action. 

The NCP is the facility ·that enables the NCA to function effectively and 

communicate its decisions and monitors progress. It is essentially a robust 

8. Raja Menon, Ibid. p. 116 & 197. 



91 

underground communication centre with ability to receive information and 

intelligence and disseminate these along with orders and instructions. If the N CA 

. is the brain, the NCP is the nervous system including the sensory functions. 

It stands to logic that the NCA would have to be split into two, one headed 

by the Prime Minister and another by a different political head. These two would 

perforce have to be physically separated to ensure security. This would entail 

location of the Prime Minister's party in one command post and the other party, 

to whom authority would have been delegated, in case of destruction of the 

Prime Minister's party, in an alternate command post. The suggested composition 

and division of the NCA into theN CP and AN CP (Alternate National Command 

Post) along with its functional objectives are given in the next page. 

NCP 

I 
Prime Minister 

Home Minister 
Chairman COSC 

Civil Logistits 

NCA 

ANCP 

I 
DeftmYJ Minister 

Nominated Minister 
Vice Chairman COSC 

Civil Logistics 

{Source: Raja Menon, 'A Nuclear Strategy for India' (New Delhi: Sage, 2000), p.270}. 

Functional Objectives of a NCP: 

-+ The ability to collect information of own and enemy forces unhindered 

during and after a nuclear attack. 

-+ Continued safety of the personnel and equipment necessary to direct 

nuclear war. 
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-+ The ability to maintain uninterrupted communication to our own nuclear 

launch centers during arid after nuclear attacks. 

A nuclear triad implies a strategic nuclear force that has delivery capabilities 

that are simultan~ously based on land, at sea and in the air, each leg of the triad 

having its own particular logic of existence and utility. Historically, air systems 

were the first to be developed in the form of bomber aircraft. The biggest 

- disadvantage was that unlike the delivery systems that comprise the other two 

-legs of the triad, it carries personnel on board. That, however, is also its biggest 

advantage since it is the only leg of the tried, which can be recalled after a launch. 

Land based delivery systems (SRBMs, IRBMs and ICBMS) which were developed 

next are the least expensive leg of the triad, but also most vulnerable to a ftrst 

strike. The ftnalleg of the triad is based at sea and consists of nuclear propelled 

fleet of ballistic missile submarines armed with Submarine Launched Ballistic 

- - Missiles (SLBMs). Easily the most expensive leg of the triad, this component is 

also most secure from a pre-emptive attack. Since nuclear submarines are mobile, 

and can remain submerged for months, they are virtually invulnerable. Therefore 

they are the most appropriate delivery system for an assured second-strike 

capability. The aspect of a nuclear triad assumes importance in the Indian context 

since the draft doctrine has spelt out those Indian nuclear forces will be based on 

the 'triad' concept. 
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'All Horizons': 

An 'all horizons' nuclear capability, as the name suggests, is one that could 

strike anywhere on the planet. The nomenclature is derived from 'tour azimuths', 

the targeting, and doctrine of the French Nuclear Strike Force, 'the force de 

frappe'. No policy maker or analyst in India except Bharat I<arnad has ever publicly 

advocated an 'all horizons' nuclear capability for India. The merits and demerits 

of the triad and all horizons will be discussed in the next chapter. 
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Chapter· VI--------------

-India's Nuclear Doctrine and 

Its Emerging Nuclear Posture 

Indi:;t's draft nuclear doctrine, which was released on 17th August 1999, was 

very much in keeping with its philosophy of defensive defence (Full text of the 

doctrine is attached as appendix to the study). 

It is intended in this chapter to examine India's emerging nuclear Posture in 

the backdrop of its stated nuclear doctrine. The implications of the doctrine are 

more important than the mere statement, for it is the implication that would shape 

the operational deployment and employment of India's nuclear weapons. The 

first question that arises is 'what does India's nuclear doctrine mean?' According 

to Ashley Tellis who has summed it up concisely "India's nuclear doctrine can be 

seen as a system of beliefs that both describes the utility of nuclear weapons to 

the state and identifies the manner in which these weapons will be deployed and 

used consistent with. the purpose for which they have been acquired"1 This 

statement has far reaching consequences in India's emerging nuclear posture. 

Rather than to into the details of the nuclear doctrine, the full text of which 

is attached as annexure and is self~explanatory the key terms and their implications 

are given in the succeeding pages. 

1. Ashley Tellis, 'India's Emerging Nuclear Posture' (Pittsburg: Rand, 2000) p. 260. 
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DRAFT NUCLEAR DOCTRINE 

-~ey Terms and Implications: 

KEYTERMS· IMPLICATIONS 

1. 'Nuclear weapons · remain Nuclear weapons are political 

instruments of national and instruments rather than military tools. 

collective Security' (Para 1.1 of 

Draft Doctrine) 

2. 'The fundamental purpose of 

Indian nuclear weapons is to deter 

the use and threat of use of nuclear 

weapons by any other· state or 

entity against India' (Para 2.4 of 

Draft Doctrine) 

Nuclear weapons are meant to be 

deployed and employed for 

deterrence, and not for any other state 

ot entity against India' war fighting. 

3. 'India shall pursue a doctrine of The size of India's nuclear arsenal will 
minimum credible deterrence and be based on the 'minimalist' policy. 

a ·Policy of retaliation only' (Para 'India does not plan on huge arsenals 

2.3 of Draft Doctrine) or 'stock piling'. 'Retaliation only' 

phrase means no ftrst use, details of 

which have been discussed in Chapter 

IV. Aspect of credibility is covered 

below. 

4. ~ynuclearattackonindiaandits India's nuclear forces will be so 

· forces shall result in punitive organized and deploye,d to ensure its 

retaliation with nuclear weapons to 'assured second strike capability'. 

inflict damage unacceptable to the Details of assured second strike 

aggressor' (Para 2.3 b of Draft capability are described in Chapter Iv. 

Doctrine) 



5. 'India's nuclear forces will be based 

on a triad ... '(Para 3.1 of Draft 

Doctrine) 

6. 'The doctrine envisages assured 

capability to shift from peacetime 

deployment to fully employable 

forces in the shortest possible time 

(Para 3.2 of Draft Doctrine). 
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India proposes to go in for a SLBM 

(Submarine launched Ballistic Missile) 

capability as part to its operational on 

nuclear forces. 

India will shift from its present 

'recessed deterrence' posture towards 

a robust and ready arsenal. 

7. 'Nuclear weapons shall be tighdy Command and control of nuclear 

controlled and released for use at weapons is unlikely to devolve to the 

the highest political level' (Para 5.4 military. Induction of tactical nuclear 

of Draft Doctrine) weapons seems unlikely. 

8. 'Space based and other assets shall India has no plans for creating an ABM 

be created to provide early (Anti Ballistic Missile) capability. 

warning communications, 

damage/detonation 

assessment' (Para 5.6. of Draft 

Doctrine) 

It is the translation of the above implications into operational deployment 

of India's nuclear weapons that is of concern primarily to Pakistan and then to 

China, US ahd the rest of the world in that order. India's emerging nuclear posture 

its development; operational deployment and employment of its nuclear weapons 

will be determined by three factors; 

-+ Firstly, India's perception regarding what really deters i.e., Will ~recessed 

deterrence suffice or is there a requirement to go beyond ?' and iflndia is to 

go beyond recessed deterrence to minimum deterrence what is likely to be 

. the type and size of its arsenal in a particular timeframe. 
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_. Secondly, the economic aspect of creating a nuclear deterrent. While the 

triad concept with SLBMs offers the best in terms of credibility and 

survivability, can India afford it, when balanced with its developmental 

interests today? If the answer is 'No', what are India's options and which 

option is India likely to exercise? 

_. · Thirdly, it is the aspect of 'acceptable risk and risk manipulation' by India 

that will define the size, delivery systems and state of readiness of its nuclear 

arsenals. 

The above stated three variables impinge on each other and it is analysis of 

these three factors, which will eventually answer, the question as to whether ''Does 

what is desirable match with what is possible" .. While it is possible to evaluate 

options and arrive at a conclusion, it is not possible to state that the conclusion 

arrived at is the 'correct' answer. However, the draft doctrine and its implications 

are a pointer to the director of India's likely nuclear posture. Also a number of 

events post-Pokhran II explosions, including the low intensity conflict at Kargil 

have provided inputs as to the action and reaction of India after nuclearisation. 

This also is an indicator of its future posture. With this as the backdrop, the three 

variables are examined one by one in conjunction with India's draft doctrine to 

try and identify the following: 

_. Shape that In9ia's nuclear posture is likely to take.· 

_. . Depending on the above is South Asia poised on the brink of an arms race? 

_. Is South Asia a nuclear flash point? 
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The First Factor: What really deters ? 

. There are two aspects to this question. The first aspect is the deterrence 

options available to nuclearised India. The second aspect is the size and operational 

readiness of the arsenal. Since the size of arsenal would depend on the option 

India is likely to adopt, two variants of the options as enunciated by Varun Sahni 

and Ashley Tellis are listed as under. 

OPTIONS 

Optionl Option2 Option3 

. Non-weaponised Minimal Triad 

(Source: 'Going Nuclear' by Varun Sahni in 'India and the Bomb' eds. D. Cortright And A. 
Mattoo, pp. 91-93). 

Denuclearisation Alternatives Nuclearisation 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative. 4 Alternative 5 

I I 
Renounce Regional Maintain Recessed Ready 
Nudear Nuclear Nuclear Deterrent Arsenal 
Option Free Zone Option with-

·out Operationalising 

(Source: Ashley Tellis,' India's emerging nuclear posture', pp. 119). 

Option 1 of Varun Sahni and Alternative 4 of Ashley Tellis are one and the 

same. The triad, which is Sahni's option 3, corresponds to Ready Arsenal, which 

is Tellis' Alternative 5. Alternatives 1, 2 and 3 spelt out by Tellis will have to be 

discarded without serious debate for obvious reasons. The choice for India now 
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lies between a recessed deterrent and a ready arsenal. Once it is established which 

of these two options India is likely to adopt the shape and size of the arsenal can 

be speculated upon. 

Recessed deterrence V s. Ready arsenal: 

According to Late Gen. Sundarji a non-weaponized nuclear capability is 

certainly feasible for India, but the option is viable only if it is adopted in an event 

agreement with Pakistan.2 Gen. Sundarji later while expanding on the theory of 

nuclear deterrence finally opts for minimal deterrence as the best option for India 

in his famous book on nuclear strategy, 'Blind men of Hindoostan'. 

Air Cmdre Jasjit Singh on the aspect of recessed deterrence supports it and 

states, 'While minimum ~eterrence is the capability we would aim f<:>r within a 

limited time frame, the interim posture would also require a credible strategy and 

posture. Our interim needs could be met by a doctrine and strategy of recessed 

deterrence. 3 

Both Sundarji's and Jasjit Singh's stand for a recessed deterrent has one major 

drawback. The China factor has not been taken into account. Any bilateral tie up 

for a recessed deterrence between India and Pakistan will hold no meaning, so 

long as China continues with its nuclear build up and a recessed deterrence posture 

without taking Chinese future nuclear arsenal into consideration will place India 

in a position of serious strategic vulnerability. The Indian nuclear doctrine that 

has spelt out a minimum deterrence also suggests India will m()ve from its present 

2. K, Sundarji, 'Indian Nuclear Doctrine- II', Indian Express, 26 Nov. 1994. 

3. Jasjit Singh, ~Nuclear Strategy for India', 'Nuclear India' (New Delhi: Knowledge 
World, 1998) 
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position of recessed deterrence towards weaponization. Ashley Tellis has also 

commented ''The desire for minimum deterrence suggests that New Delhi is not 

satisfied with the alternative of a recessed deterrent as an end state".4 

In the words of Rasgotra, former Indian Foreign Secretary, ''What was the 

point of Pokhran II, of unveiling our nuclear muscle, if we are to now submit to 

the indignity of reversion to a non-nuclear weapon state status? There are bound 

to follow even stronger pressures on us to sign the NPT and to desist from testing, 

developing and deploying missiles, without which there can be no credible nuclear 

deterrent. Surely, all this is recipe for making India a nuclear eunuch". 5 

From the above argum<;!nt it is clear that nuclear policy analysts' views, public 

opinion and security concerns dictate that India will definitely move beyond it · 

present recessed deterrence towards minimal credible deterrence. The next step 

is to analyse in terms of numbers what 'minimal' could mean in probable size of 

India's nuclear arsenal. 

Probable size of India's Nuclear Arsenal : 

Since the number of weapons fielded would be subject to constant change 

depending on a number of factors, the probable size of India's arsenal by 2010 

with_the existing politico strategic scenario will be calculated. Again since there 

have been no official declarations by the government, a comparison of a number 

of serious studies on the subject and views of acknowledged experts will have to 

be taken into account to arrive at a reasonable figure. 

4. Ashley Tellis, Ibid. p. 249. 

5. Rasgotra, 'Making India a Nuclear Eunuch', The Pioneer, 01 Apr 1999. 
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Vijay Nair's .Study: 

. ' 

The most comprehensive study of a triad nuclear capability for India is by 

Brig V K Nair. 6 He suggests of force consisting of 132 nuclear warheads of four 

differentyields: 1 megaton, 200-500 kilotons, 20-50 kilotons and 15 kilotons. The 

sea, air and land leg of the triad would be organized as under: 

Sea leg: 

Five SSBN s. Three for deterrence requirements against China, two on patrol, 

one in reserve and two against Pakistan; one in patrol and one reserve. Each of 

the SSBNs would carry 16 SLBMs and the entire SLBM inventory including reserves 

would consist of 80 missiles. 

Larid based systelll:: 

These would comprise of 12 Prithvi SRBMs and 36 Agni MRBMs, all aiffied 

· at counter force targets. 

Air leg: 

This would consist of combat aircraft already in the Indian inventory and 

· would have an exclusively counter value role. 

Gen. Sundarji's assessment: 

"For minimum deterrence it can be said that in case of the adversary being 

a small country even up to 1 MT (megotonnage) say (50x20 kiloton weapons 

· might do). Even for deterring a large country one is most unlikely to require 

more than 4 MT". After factoring in reliability parameters and possible losses 

6. Nair, 'Nuclear India' (New Delhi: 
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Sundarji concluded that a low estimate of 90 weapons and upper estimate of i 35 

weapons would be reasonable". 7 

K. Subrahmanyam's assessment: 

K. Subrahmanyam advocated an unclear force consisting of 60 standard 

125-kiloton warheads. He suggested that 20 of these warheads could be mounted 

on aircraft combined with 20Prithvi SRBMs and 20 Agni IRBMs. He makes no 

mention of the sea leg or the triad concept. 8 

Raja Menon's assessment : 

Rear admiral Raja Menon's assessment is based on the triad concept. 

Sea leg: 

The SIMB force would consist of six nuclear submarines with twelve missiles 

per submarine. Raja Menon advocates MIR Ving of the missiles to increase number 

of warheads reaching the target. 

Land based: 

. Raja Menon argues for nuclear weapons based on IRBMs and ICBMs and 

24 nuclear tipped cruise missiles. 9 

Bharat Karnad's assessment : 

Karnad's has been the most outlandish assessment. He argues that India 

requires the ability to interdict 60 primary targets in China and Pakistan, there by 

7. Sundarji, 'Blind Men of Hindoostan' (New Delhi: UBS, 1993), p. 67. 

8. K Subrahmanyam, 'Nuclear Force Design and Minimum Deterrence Strategy for India' 
(New Delhi: Viking, 1994). pp. 179-195.Lancer, 1992), pp. 171-172. 

9. Raja Menon, 'A Nuclear Strategy for India', (New Delhi: Sage, 2000). pp. 

228-230 
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necessitating a nuclear force of well over 300 weapons, most of which must be 

high yield thermo nuclear devices. 10 The break down given by Karnad is as under 

.. 4x SSBNs with 12 SLBMs each . .. 25ICBMs . .. 40IRBMs . .. 70 Manual aircraft . .. 70 air to surface missiles . .. 25 atomic demolition munitions . 

Air Commodore Jasjit Singh's assessment : 

· 'It is difficult to visualize an arsenal with anything more than a double digit 

quantum of warheads over the next few years and it may be prudent to even plan 

on the basis of a lower end figure of say 2 to 3 dozen nuclear warheads by the end 

of 10 to 15 years. 11 

The common factor, which has been the basis for calculation for the size of 

the arsenal, has been the number of counter-force and counter value targets aimed 

at China and Pakistan. Except for Karnad who has gone in for and all horizons 

capability andJasjit Singh who has not speculated beyond recessed deterrence, 

the other specialists have assumed that targeting a total of about 20 conurbations 

involving 20 to 25 nuclear engagements is what will be required for India to have 

a minimum credible deterrence. 

10. Karnad, ~Thermonuclear deterrent', p 146. 

11. J asjit Singh, Ibid, p 315 
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To quote Deepa M Oilapally "In the avid debate regarding the level of 

weaponisation two levels most often discussed are either in the low range of 60-

130 weapons or in the high range of 300-400. The triadic survivable nuclear force 

mentioned in the draft doctrine suggests that the lowest numbers mentioned are 

likely to he surpassed. The issue now appears to have shifted to whether a low 

thr~e digit number would be better than higherthree digit number»t2
• 

Statements by India's Prime Minister Vajpayee, national security advisor 

Brajesh Mishra and strategic analyst J asjit Singh suggest that India would not seek 

more than a minimum but credible nuclear deterrent, as a minimum deterrence 

implies a defensive orientation for India's nuclear forces and a commitment to 

avoid a nuclear arms race and even in the worst-case scenario13
. Hence the 

maximum capability that India would ever need is of minimum deterrence and 

therefore there is no riskof an open-ended arms ~ace in the subcontinent. This 

implies, firstly India would settle for a modest arsenal o/ 150 nuclear weapons with small 

. yields o/ about 20 kt and second!y, an arms race in the sub-continent can be virtuai!J ruled out. 

Now that it has been concluded that India needs to move beyond recessed 

deterrence to a modest arsenal, the second factor of costs, which also impinges 

on it nuclear, posture is discussed. 

The Second Factory: Economic Aspects : 

· R_aja Chellaney has summed up India's dilemma us, 

"The glaring mismatch India has to tackle is between its economic capacity 

and security needs. Without economic power, India can have no security even 

with nuclear weapons"14
• 

12. Ollapally, 'India's Strategic Doctrine and Practice', India's Nuclear Security (New Delhi; 
Vistaar; 2000) p 79. 

13. Ashley Tellis, ibid, p. 375 

14. Raja Chellaney,' India's Trial by Atom', Hindustan Times, 4 Nov 1998 
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There have been two more coherent and plausible estimates of a 

weaponisation programme, both prepared by retired defence personnel. One ' 

was a hroad.:.brush calculation made by the former Chief of Army Staff Gen. 

Sundarji and the other by Brig. Vijai K. Nair in 1992. 

Gen. Sundarji's notion of a minimum deterrent was an arsenal of 150 bombs 

that could be delivered by aircraft and missiles. His cost estimate was a very 

affordable 2,760 crore rupees at 1996 prices. With the required aircraft already 
. . 

with the IAF, the only expenses to be incurred were the costs of the bombs and 

the missiles. 

For an arsenal of roughly the same size, Brig. Nair in 1992 projected a total 

cost of Rs.6835 crore over a 10-year period. While Gen. Sundarji made no 

provision for C31 on the implausible ground that such costs are common to 

conventional force requirements and are not to be taken as incremental costs, 

Brig. Nair's estimate included about Rs.3, 500 crore for C31 testing and 

maintenance. 

In the three tnonths since the Pokhran tests a number of independent 

estimates have been made of the total costs of an Indian weaponisation 

programme. These range from Rs.5, 000 crore to Rs.20, 000 crore ovei: the next 

decade. But none of them has any meaning since they have either been arrived at 

·by inflating past estimates to present day prices or are the sum total of the cost of 

a list of components that has been arbitrarily drawn up without reference to any 

nudeat doctrine or to the likely composition of an Indian nuclear arsenal. 
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In 1985 a committee of senior defence personnel and representatives from 

defence and nuclear energy research establishments prepared an estimate of a 

weapons programme. 

The group is supposed to have projected that a minimum deterrent 

comprising of aircraft, Agni and Prithvi missiles and a nuclear arsenal in the low 

three digit figures would come fO Rs. 7, 000 crore at 1985 priCes. 

Significantly this group does not appear to have included nuclear powered 

submarines in its plan for an Indian minimum deterrent nor did it make any 

provision for a C31 system. The estimate was also apparently drawn up in over 

just a fortnight. 

In keeping with the earlier assessment of India's requirement of a second 

strike capability comprising of a triad delivery of 150 bombs, an accurate estimate 

of costs involved are presented in tabulated from with explanatory notes following 

later. 

.INVESTMENT COST OF NUCLEAR WEAPONISATION 

Rs. (in millions) 

1. One reactor to produce plutonium 7,000 

2. One missile production facility 5,000 

3. Cost of a 150 bomb arsenal 6,000 

4. Cost of missiles 40,250 

55 Prithvis 3,850 

30Agnis 15,000 
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25Agni-IIs 15,000 

16 Sagarikas 6,400 

5. Cost of fitting one IAF squadron 600 - . 

6. Cost of 3 n-s,ubmarines 1,20,000 

7. Cost ofC31 35,250+ 

8. Cost of two satellites 20,000 

9. Cost of radar, missiles etc. to protect airbases/launch sites 50,000 

Total 2,80,000 

{Source: C. Rammanohar Reddy, 'The Wages of Armageddon', 'Out of the Nuclear Shadow' 

(Delhi: Rainbow, 2001). pp. 147-153 

It is assumed that weaponisation will be carried out over a decade. All costs 

are at current prices. No account is taken of sunk costs since the attempt is only 

to estimate the future costs of nuclearisation. 

Author's Note: 

The cost estimates have been drawn from what little has been published and 

from discussions with nuclear analysts, security experts, former and serving defence 

personnel. 

The amplification of the tabulated costs is given below: 

Cost of plutonium: 

At-best, India's current stocks of weapons grade plutonium are likely to 

suffice for no more than 50 bombs. To equip an additional1 00 warheads each of 

15 to 20 KT, about 800 Kg. of plutonium has to be produced. Neither the power 

nor the research reactors can yield so much plutonium in a decade. Hence, a new 
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reactor is required. Of course, it will be a different matter if the Fissile Material 

Cut -off Treaty is negotiated over the next few years and India becomes a signatory. 

Capital cost: Rs. 700 crore. 

Cost of a missile production facility: 

A separate establishment has to be set up to produce the 120+ Prithvis, Agnis, 

Agni-Ils and Sag'arikas. Capital cost: Rs.500crore. 

Cost of bombs: 

Estimates of a nuclear bomb of 15-20 KT very from Rs.1 crore to Rs.15 

crore. According to Mr. Stephen Schwartz of the Brookings Institution, a no

frills 15-20 KT bomb should cost between only $1 million and $2million. On the 

assumption that the lower end of this estimate is a more realistic, one, and the 

cost per. bomb will be Rs.4 crore .. 

Delivery systems - aircraft: 

. The IAF'S existing fleet of Mirage 2000s, Jaguars and Sukhoi 30s can be 

used for delivery. However, the aircrafts have to be specially. fitted for carrying 

the nuclear bombs. It is assumed that one squadron of 24 aircraft will be equipped 

for a nuclear strike. The cost of equipping each aircraft is Rs.2 crore to 5 crore. 

Delivery Systems-nuclear submarine: 

The general view is that Iridia needs five nuclear-powered submarines for its 

· nuclear force. However, according to Admiral L. Ramdas, it will be impossible 

to build five submarines in a decade at best three can be built. But how does one 

treat the costs of these submarines? Brig. Nair, in his exercise, assumed that they 
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were in any case going to be acquired by the Navy, so there was no need to cost 

them for a nuclear program. This seems to be a UN realistic assumption. Hence, 

. the cost of three submarines has been taken into account, with another two to be 

built later. The capital cost per submarine is Rs.4, 000 crore. 

Delivery system-missiles: 

If from an arsenal of 150 bombs one IAF squadron is equipped to carry out 
. 

a nuclear strike that will leave 126 missiles to be tipped with warheads. A certain 

hypothetical mix of the missiles is assUlll,ed. TheAgni-II was test flred in 1999 the 

Sagarikais under development; The present indication is that the Sagarikawill be 

a 300-Km distance cruise and not a submarine -launched ballistic missile. Since 

Agni-II will be a longer-range version of theAgni, it has been.assumed that it will 

cost about 20 percent less. Cost of each Prithvi: Rs.7 .crore, cost of each Agni: 

Rs.50 crore, cost of each Agni-II:· Rs.60 crore and cost of each S agarika: Rs.40 

crore. 

The C31 systems: 

The shape of a likely C31 system is not known nor is any informatio:t;I available 

about the cost of individual components. As a flrst approximation it is assumed 

that at the very least the expenditure will be of the magnitude suggested by Brig. 

Nair in 1992. After adjusting for inflation, this comes to about Rs.3, 525 crore. 

However, the actual expenditure will be higher since Brig. Nair assumed that 

much of the c~st required for a reliable C31 system would be borne by the on 

going process of modernization of the defence forces. 
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One additional item that has been coasted here is that of two high-resolution 

satellites to track developments in China and Pakistan. This is a bare minimum. It 

is sometimes argued that such systems are meant to 'win' a nuclear war and are 

not required for an Indian second-strike capability. This may not be a tenable 

assumption since without any kind of monitoring or protection; the chances are 

that the Indian nuclear arsenal will almost be completely destroyed in the flrst 

strike itsel£ Hence, the cost of a C31 system: Rs.3, 525+ crore: the cost of two 

satellites: Rs1, 000 crore each. 

Defence systems : 

It has been argued that the process of modernization is in any case 

strengthening the radar and defence systems. Yet, it does not stand to reason that 

special defences for the nuclear force are unnecessary. Experts such as Lt. Gen. 

Raghavan argue that to safe guard the nuclear submarine fleet, 'we shall also need 

a small protective surface naval and aircraft carrier-based capability to ensure the 

survival of (the) submarines. 'No estimates are available of the costs of such a 

fleet. However, account here is taken of phased array radars and anti-missile 

batteries to protect four or flve missile sites and air bases. Cost: Rs.5, 000 crores . 

. The total future costs of weaponisation come to Rs.28, OOO+crore at current 

prices. Going by current figures the annual costs will be equivalent to about 0.5% 

GDP for ten years running. 

A brief look at India's developmental needs and the state of its economic 
\ 

infrastructure post Pokhran II will give an ideal of whether India will be able to 

afford its nuclear arsenal. 
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According to Prem Shankar Jha ''Without cutting down drastically on its 

fiscal deficit needs India will no longer be able to finance its infrastructure 

development. Between 1989-90 and 1994-95 the share of public sector 

development expenditure in GDP fell from 22.1% to 15.7%, expenditure on 

defence dropped from 3.4% to 2.5% of GDP. The Government has transferred 

more than 8% of GDP from investment or defence into consumption. The brunt 

of former cuts has fallen on the infrastructure sector. In 1989 the country spent 

only 3.36% of GDP on education and culture for which India requires a minimum 

of 6% of GDP today. India spent a paltry 1.56% on housing, urban development, 

sanitation and water supply together; the requirement today is a minimum of 5 to 

6% of GDP. 15 

For India to simultaneously balance its developmental needs with its ability 

to develop great power capability by 2015, its eco~omy will have to grow at a 

pace of 7% per annum. If India pursues, relentlessly, its policy of a triadic nuclear 

structure, Western Powers reluctance to support the country's economic 

modernization may cause failure of sustained economic growth. 

In the economic-nuclear equation India has three options 

presently: 

_. . Option l Go ahead for a triad arsenal incorporating full fledged C4 I 2 

systems and hope India's economic progress will be as planned (groWth rate 

of7% per annum). 

15 Prem Shankar Jha, 'Th:e Indian Economy', India's Nuclear Security (New Delhi; Vistaar, 
2000. 
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Option 2 In case of economic slowdown accepts a 'ragged' nuclear capability 

or 'ramshackle deterrence' rendering India nuclearly vulnerable. 

_. Option 3 Postpone the induction of the sea leg of the triad but ensure 

induction -of quality C4 I 2 systems so that security concerns are not 

-compromised. Substantial savings in cost would accrue, as the sea leg of the 

triad,is the most expensive. 

The option that India would choose will in turn depend on the third factor, 

which is India's willingness to accept risks. 

The Third Factor: Acceptance of Risk and Risk manipulation: 

The extent up to which India is willing to accept risks is the third factor that 

will decide the shape and size of India's nuclear arsenal. The military diplomatic 

initiative is all about manipulating risk. Two excellent examples given by Raja 

Menon bring oilt the essence of risk manipulation. 

''When the allies put 12000 soldiers into Berlin, they were not intended to 

stop the Russians militarily, but a Russian invasion of Berlin would have caused 

the death of 12000 allied soldiers, a risk which the allies challenged the Russians 

to take. Risk manipulation is over 2500 years old and goes back to the anecdote 

where Xenophon, the Greek General placed his 10000 strong army with their 

hacks against a precipice when attacked by a marginally superior Persian force, a 

challenge Persians declined to accept". 16 

The recent response to Kargil· and present mobilization of troops on its 

borders suggest that India is not totally averse to risk manipulation. But this is 

only 

. 16 Raja Menon, Ibid. p.34. 
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To remove itself from being placed in a position of disadvantage rather 

than to use risk manipulation for active coercion. 

The next and concluding chapter will sUmmarise in brief, the conclusions 

arrived which have been arrived at. These conclusions have been based on analysis 

of the above three factors as well as the nuclear programmes of India and Pakistan. 

These factors would govern the shape and size of India's nuclear arsenal. It is this 

emerging nuclear posture, which will determine whether South Asia would move 

towards. nuclear stability or away from it. 



114 

Chapter-VH--------------~------------

Conclusion 

While nuclearisation s~ould have brought about stability owing to fear of 

nudearwar.' Pakistan has instead upped the status in brinkmanship. The game of 

brinkmanship requires a mutual withdrawal and this is possible only if there is 

some space to withdraw something one cannot do from a state of passive defence, 

which brings us to the point of Indian willingness to accept risks. The first aspect 

of risk manipulation is that India is not totally averse to risk manipulation. This 

has been explained earlier. The second factor is regarding its nuclear capability. If 

India wants to take no risks at all in ensuring its launch on command capability, it 

will go in for a large nuclear arsenal coupled with an elaborate command and 

control system. But since India has already accepted the risk of a flrst strike, due 

~ to its second strike capability, it is likely to focus on a simple command system, 

which assures a credible retaliatory capability. When this risk taking and risk 

manipulation is translated into real term capability, it again points to a modest 

and affordable arsenal coupled with a simple but effective command and control 

system. 

The analysis of the three factors in the previous chapter and of In~a's and 

Pakistan's nuclear programmes bring out the following conclusions: 

=> India was forced to convert its peaceful nuclear programme into a weapons 

related one due to the change in the strategic environment internationally 

and regionally. The transformation was more due to change in the region 

and was facilitated by India's legacy bequeathed to it by its civilization and 
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culture. The transition, however, is in keeping and attuned to the requirements 

of today's international power politics. 

=> India will move beyond recessed deterrence to weaponisation. 

=> India's nuclear arsenal over the next decade is likely to stabilise at about 120 

weapons with 20 KT yields .. 

=> India's economic compulsions, international opinion and the strong anti bomb 

lobby may not permit full-fledged development of its triadic deterrent 

capability. 

=> India will establish a simple but effective command and control system with 

emphasis on an assured second-strike capability. According to Ashley Tellis 

"India's indigenous nuclear command system has no parallels anywhere in 

the world" Y 

=> India's risk taking and risk manipulation posture and the assessed size and 

shape of its nuclear arsen~l emphasizes its commitment to defensive defence; 

hence the unlikelihood of either an arms race or nuclear confrontation in the 

region. 

Finally, this type of arsenal termed as a 'force in being' by Ashley Tellis has 

a distinguishing characteristic, which is quiescence at the operational level, but 

not inactivity at the strategic level of politics. In fact it bestows the advantage of 

political choice by being act:lve at the grand strategic levels of diplomacy. Its very 

existence as a potentially complete but dormant capability serves as a deterrent 

to possible adventurism by Pakistan. It constantly hovers in an adversary's 

17. Ashley Tellis Ibid. p.471. 



116 

consciousness, commarids its attention, keeps it at bay and makes the adversary 

constantly think of nothing but being on guard against the terrible attack that 

would follow in retaliation against any of its provocations. 18 
. 

India would thus be assured of the effectiveness of its deterrent capability, 

ensuring its security, while at the same time effectively checking.a runaway arms 

race, which would destabilize the region. India and Pakistan will of course have 

to.ttaverse a long way to bridge the nuclear gap caused by secretiveness, ambiguity 

and non-transparency. In the long run, India's nuclear deterrent coupled with 

confidence building measures may well pave the way towards stability and eventual 

peace in the region. 

18. Ashley Tellis, Ibid, p368. 



ANNEXURE-I 

Draft Report of 

National Security Advisory Board 

On 

Indian Nuclear Doctrine 

August 17, 1999 

1. Preamole : 

1.1. The use of nuclear weapons in particular as well as other weapons of mass 

destruction constitutes the gravest threat to humanity and to peace and 

stability in the international system. Unlike the other two categories of 

weapons of mass destruction, biological an~ chemical weapons which have 

. been outlawed by international treaties, nuclear weapons remain instruments 

for national and collective security, the possession of which on a selective 

basis has been sought to be legitimised through permanent extension of 

the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) in May 1995. Nuclear weapon 

states have asserted that they will continue to rely on nuclear weapons with 

some of them adopting policies to use them even in a non-nuclear context. 

These developments amount to virtual abandonment of nuclear 

disarmament This is a serious setback to the struggle of the international 

community to abolish weapons of mass destruction. 

1.2. India's primary objective is to achieve economic, political, social, scientific 

·and technological development within a peaceful and democratic framework. 

This requires an environmen~ of durable peace and insurance against potential 
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risks to peace and stability. It will be India's endeavour to proceed towards 

this overall objective in cooperation with the global democratic trends and 

to play a constructive role in advancing the international system toward a 

just, peaceful and equitable order. 

1.3. Autonomy of decision making in the developmental process and in strategic 

matters is an inalienable democratic right of the Indian people. India will 

strenuously guard this tight in a world where nuclear weapons for a select 

few are sought to be legitimised for an indefinite future and where there is 

growing complexity and frequency in the use of force for political purposes. 

1.4. India's security is an integral component of its development process. India 

continuously aims at promoting an ever-expanding area of peace and stability 

around it so that developmental priorities can be pursued without 

disruption. 

1.5. However, the very _existence of offensive doctrine pertaining to the :first use 

of nuclear weapons and the insistence of some nuclear weapons states on 

the legitimacy of their use even against non-nuclear weapon countries, 

constitute a threat to peace, stability and sovereignty of states. 

1.6. This document outlines the broad principles for the development, 

deployment and employment of India's nuclear forces. Details of policy 

and strategy concerning force structures, deployment and employment of 

nuclear forces will flow from this framework and will be laid down separately 

and kept under constant review. 
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2. Objectives : 

2.1. In the absence of global nuclear disarmament, India's strategic interests 

require effective, credible nuclear deterrence and adequate retaliatory 

capability, should deterrence fall. This is consistent with the UN. Charter, 

which sanctions the right ofself-defence. 

2;2.. The requirements of deterrence should be carefully weighed in the design 

of Indian nuclear forces and in the strategy to provide for a level of capability 

consistent with maximum credibility, survivability, effectiveness, safety and 

security.· 

2.3. India shall pursue a doctrine of credible minimum nuclear deterrence .. In 

this policy of "retaliation only", the survivability of our arsenal is critical. 

This is a dynamic concept related to the strategic environment, technological 

imperatives and the needs of national security. The actual size, components, 

deployment and employment of nuclear forces will be decided in the light 

of these factors. India's peace-~e posture aims at convincing any potential 

aggressor that: · 

(a) · Any threat of use of nuclear weapons against India shall invoke measures to 

counter the threat;· and 

(a) Any nuclear attack on India and its forces shall result in punitive retaliation 

with nuclear weapons to inflict damage unacceptable to the aggressor. 

2.4. The. fundamental purpo·se of Indian nuclear weapons is to deter the use and 

threat of use ofnuclear weapons by any State or entity against India and its 

forces. India will not be the ftrst to initiate a nuclear strike but will respond 

with punitive retaliation should deterrence fail. 
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2.5. India will not resort to the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons against 

States, which do not possess ·nuclear weapons or are not aligned with nuclear 

weapon powers. 

2.6 Deterrence requires that India maintain : 

(b) Sufficient, survivable and operationally prepared nuclear forces. 

(c) . A robust command and control system. 

(d) Effective intelligence and early warning capabilities. 

(e) Comprehensive planning and training for operations in line with the strategy 

and; 

(f) The will to employ nuclear forces and weapons. 

2.7. Highly effective conventional military capabilities shall be maintained to 

raise the threshold of outbreak both of conventional military conflict as 

well as that of threat or use of nuclear weapons. 

3~ Nuclear Forces: 

3.1. India's nuclear forces will be effective, enduring, diverse, flexible and 

responsive to the requirements in accordance with the concept of credible 

minimum deterrence. These forces will be based on a triad of aircraft, 

mobile, land-based missiles and sea-based assets in keeping with the 

objectives outlined above. Survivability of the forces will be enhanced by a 

combination of multiple redundant systems, mobility, dispersion and 

deception. 
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3.2. The doctrine envisages assured capability to shift from peacetime 

deployment to fully employable forces in the shortest possible time and the 

ability to retaliate effectively even in a case of significant degradation by 

hostile strikes. 

4. Credibility and Survivability: 

The following principles are central to India's nuclear deterrent: 

4.1. Credibility: 

Any adversary must know that India can and will retaliate with sufficient 

nuclearweapons to inflict destruction and punishment that the aggressor 

will find unacceptable if nuclear weapons are used against India and its forces. 

4.2. Effectiveness : 

The efficacy of India's nuclear deterrent be maximised through synergy 

among all elements involving reliability, timeliness, accuracy and weight of 

the attack.. 

4.3 Survivability : 

. India's nuclear forces and their command and control shall be organised for 

very high survivability against surprise attacks and for rapid punitive 

response. They shall be designed and deployed to ensure surv~val against a 

first strike and to endure repetitive attrition attempts with adequate 

retaliatory capabilities for a punishing strike, which would be unacceptable 

to the aggressor. 
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Procedures for the continuity of nuclear command and control shall ensure 

a continuing capability to effectively employ nuclear weapons. 

5. Command and Control : 

5.1. Nuclear weapons shall be tightly controlled and released for use at the highest 

political kvel. The authority to release nuclear weapons for use resides in 

the person of the Prime Minister of India or the designated successor(s). 

5.2. An effective and survivable command and control system with requisite 

flexibility and responsiveness shall be in place. An integrated operational 

plan or a series of sequential plans, predicated on strategic objectives and a 

target:irlg policy shall form part of the system. 

5.3. For effective employment, the unity of command and control of nuclear 

forces, including dual capable delivery systems, shall be ensured. · 

5.4. The survivability of the nuclear arsenal and effective command, control, 

. communications, computing, intelligence and information (C4F) systems 

shall be assured. 

5.5. The Indian defence forces shall be in a position to execute operations in an 

NBC environment with minimal degradation. 

5.6. Space based and other assets shall be created to provide early warning, 

communications, and damage/ detonation assessment. 

6. Security and Safety : 

6.1. Security : 

Extraordinary precautions shall be taken to ensure that nuclear weapons, 

. their manufacture, transportation and storage are fully guarded against 

possible theft, loss, sabotage, damage or unauthorised access or use. 
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6.2. Safety : 

Safety is an absolute requirement and tamper-proof procedures and systems" 

shall be instituted to ensure that unauthorised or inadvertent activation/use 

. of nuclear weapons does not take place and risks of accident are avoided.· 

6.3. Disaster control : 

India shall develop an appropriate disaster control system capable of handling 

the unique requirements of potential incidents involving nuclear weapons 

· and materials. 

7. Research and Development : 

7 .1. India should step up efforts in research and development to keep up with 

technological advances in this field. 

7 .2. While India is committed to maintain the deployment of a deterrent, which 

is both minimum and credible, it will not accept any restraints on building 

its R&D capability. 

8. · Disarmament and Arms Control : 

8.1. Global, verifiable and non-discriminatory nuclear disarmament is a national 

security objective. India shall continue its efforts to achieve the goal of a 

nude¥ weapon-free world at an early date. 

8.2. Since no-first use of nuclear weapons is India's basic commitment, every 

effort shall be made to persuade other States possessing nuclear weapons 

to join an international treaty banning first use. 
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8.3. Having provided unqualified negative security assurances. India shall work 

for internationally binding unconditional negative security assurances by 

nuclear weapon states to non-nuclear weapon states. 

8.4. Nuclear arms control measures shall be sought as part of national security 

policy to reduce potential threats and to protect our own capability and its 

effectiveness. 

8.5. In view of the very high destructive potential of nuclear weapons, 

appropriate nuclear risk reduction and confidence-building measures shall 
' ' 

be sought; negotiated and instituted. 



AEC 

AEE 

ANCP. 

BJP 

C31 

C412 

CEP 

CENTO 

CSIR 

CfBT 

CHASNUPP 

DAE 

FBR 

GDP 

IAEA 

IAF 

ICBM 

IGDMP 

IX 

ANNEXURE- II 

LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS 

Atomic Energy Commission 

Atomic Energy Establishment . 

Alternate National Command Post 

Bharatiya Janata Party 

Command Control Communication Intelligence 

Command Control Communication Computers 

Information Intelligence 

Circular Error of Probability 

Central Treaty Organisation 

Council of Science and Industrial Research 

Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty 

Chashma Nuclear Power Plant 

Department of Atomic Energy 

Fast Breeder Reactor 

Gross Domestic Product 

International Atomic Energy Agency 

Indian Air Force 

Inter Continental Ballistic Missile 

Integrated Guided Missile Development 

Programme 
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IRBM Intermediate Range Ballistic Missile 

KANNUP Karachi Nuclear Power Plant 

Kg Kilogram 

KT- Kiloton 

.MAD Mutually Assured Destruction 

MEA Ministry of External Affairs 

MIRV Multiple Independent ReEntry Vehicle 

MRBM Medium Range Ballistic Missile 

Mf Megaton 

MW Megawatt 

NCA _National Command Authority 

NCP National Command Post 

NPT Non Proliferation Treaty 

NSAB National Security Advisory Board 

PAEE Pakistan Atomic Energy Establishment 

PARR Pakistan-Atomic Research Reactor 

PIN STECH Pakistan Institute of Science and Technology 

PNE Peaceful Nuclear Explosion 

PSLV Polar Satellite Launch Vehicle 

· PTBT Partial Test Ban Treaty 

SLBM Submarine Launched Ballistic Missile 

SNEP Subterranean Nuclear Explosion Project 
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SRBM Short Range Ballistic Missile 

SSBN Submarine Nuclear Ballistic Missile 

SSM Surface-to-Surface Missile 

UK United Kingdom 

UN United Nations 

USA/US United States of America. 
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