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Abstract

The conceptual discourse, contributed to in the main by Western
scholars, on the security and strategic stability of new nuclear weapon
states like India and Pakistan seems alarmist. In reality, however, India
and Pakistan have been mutually deliberating on various aspects of
nuclear confidence-building measures (CBMs). This article is an effort
to identify the issues of nuclear security concerns in two spheres —
academic and policy formulations. The emphasis is more on the nuclear
thinking of the two countries and the diplomatic challenges ahead
particularly on the nuclear CBMs.

*

Nuclear SouthAsaisaredlity today. Assoon as|ndiaand Pakistan conducted
their nuclear weapon testsin May 1998, the debate— predominantly outsidethe
Indian subcontinent —over nuclear security and stability assumed significant
momentum. Many criticshave questioned therationa e behind Indiaand Pakistan
possessing nuclear weagpons. Thestrategic factors, especialy thoserelated tothe
nuclear-deterrence concepts, are being reviewed in the context of new nuclear
weapon states by many diplomats, academicsand strategic plannersall over the
world. With the passage of time, ontheir part, both Indiaand Pakistan have a so
been long ddliberating on the security compul sions behind the devel opment and
possession of nuclear weaponsat variousinternational platforms. They areaso
trying, intheir ownways, to copewith theinternational disarmament discourse
dominated by the P-5 stateswho have refused to accord Indiaand Pakistan de
jurestatusinthedite nuclear club. At the sametime, acknowledging thefact that
nuclear wegponsremain sgnificant to Srategic stability between thetwo countries,
both Indiaand Pakistan have been trying to evolve mechanismsfor ensuring the
long-term nuclear security of theregion. Various nuclear confidence-building
measures (CBMs) are being mutually discussed by the two nuclear neighbours
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withincreasing determination.

Thispaper seeksto highlight theissuesemerging out of available academic
and policy debates concerning the security and stability of nuclear SouthAsia.
Accordingly, itisan effort to broaden the understanding of the challengesbefore
I ndia-Pakistan nuclear diplomacy. The paper isdividedinto four parts. Inthefirst
part, an attempt has been made to understand the Western perceptionson India
and Pakistan as states with nuclear weapons. Theissuesrelated to the risk of
possible (pre-meditated, inadvertent or accidental) use of nuclear weaponsin
South Asiahavea so beenidentified within the conceptual elaborations. Part two
includesareview of somekey policy recommendationsby US-based think-tanks.
Thethird section reviewsthe nuclear postures of Indiaand Pakistan, whilethe
fourth providesan account of theinitiativestaken by Indiaand Pakistan towards
nuclear confidence-building.

Indiaand Pakistan as Stateswith Nuclear Weapons. A T heor etical
Per spective

Maintaining itscommitment towork towardsgloba nudlear disarmament, India
believes. “ The end of the Cold War had provided the opportunity to reducethe
salience of nuclear weaponsbut we saw instead that most of theworld acquiesced
inthe manoeuvresto perpetuate forever theright of ahandful of nationsto retain
their arsenals. ... The search for unilateral advantage hasled to measuresthat
underminetheprincipleof irreversibility of committed reductions. Thereisnomove
towardscollectiverenouncing of ‘firs-use’ . Instead there are prospectsof advocacy
of pre-emptiveuse and amovetowardsdevel oping new typesof arsendsjustified
by new rationale.”?

Nuclear wegponshave been acentra eement of the security discourseamong
American and Western scholars and policy-makers since the beginning of the
Cold War. Possession of nuclear weapons by a state beyond the P-5 club is
commonly described in Western academic and strategic communities
interchangeably as‘ spread’ or * proliferation’ of nuclear weaponsandthey call it
‘new nuclear weapon state’ . By theend of the Cold War, inthe course of thelast
five decades, acomplex theology hasevolved about the extent to which nuclear
deterrence preserves or endangersworld peace and security. Despitelacking
universal acceptance at policy-making levels, “the debate over nuclear
proliferation”2intheWestern worldisingructivefor itsmultipleintellectua inputs.
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However, thereappear two significant limitationsin the prevailing debate. First, a
lack of universal appeal isapparent in theinherent criticism by each group of
scholars. They differ mainly over mutually contested assumptionsand gpplications
of each theory. Second, academic formulations on non-proliferation do not
adequately advance the comprehensive nuclear disarmament approach. They fal
to acknowledge the existing di scriminating non-proliferation regimes. Instead, by
and largewhilediscussing ‘ deterrence’ in the context of * new nuclear weapons
states’, most of the academic writing legitimisesthe nuclear wesponsof P-5 states
andremain suspiciousof therationdeof others. And, “thereislittleintheliterature
to tell us how a country should plan to use its nuclear weapons to deter its
adversarieswhile denying the possession of thesewegpons.”?

Therearetwo main sreamsof theorisation on nuclear proliferation, namely,
Optimist and Pessimist. Onemore competing theory isalso found inthewritings
of internationa relations— Political Relativist. Some prominent Realist scholars,
classified under * Proliferation Optimists 4, have argued that thereisvirtualy no
risk that nuclear weaponswill actualy beused if more countriesobtain them. They
believethat proliferation would result inlesser number of warsand greater peace
and stability. A few of them (Optimist scholars) believethat except from adight
riseinthe probability of nuclear accidents, theincreased deterrent effectsof nuclear
proliferation lower thelikelihood of war among nuclear-armed states.® Rooted in
the assumption that states behavein a self-interested and rational manner, the
pioneer among Proliferation Optimists, Kenneth Waltz, argues. “More May be
Better”®. He suggeststhefollowing six assumptionsto prove hisargument:

* International politicsisasdf-help system.

» Baanceof terrorisindestructible.

* ‘Uncertainty’ about controlling escaation isat the heart of deterrence
» Deterrence providesaguarantee against accidents.

*  Nucear wegponry makesmiscal culation difficult dueto grester awareness
of possible damage and sensitivity tothe cost of war.

*  New nuclear stateswill feel the congtraintsof old nuclear states(meaning
new nuclear stateswill learnlessonsfrom the maintenance of deterrence
during the Cold War).

Related to theissue of nuclear weaponsand regional stability, however, for
the states sharing common borders, Waltz says. “Where states are bitter enemies
onemay fear that they will beunableto resist using their nuclear weagponsagainst
each other. Thisisaworry about thefuture that the past doesnot disclose.” ’ But,
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heindicatesthat nuclear wegpons caused Chinaand Soviet Uniontoded cautioudly.

Political relativists, who give primacy to the character (political structures,
ideology, culture, system of governance, etc.) of the possessor state over the
technicalitiesinvolved intheexistence of arsenals, chalengethe optimistic view.
Political relativismisan approach that stressesmore on theinternal structure of
states, rather than theinternational political environment inwhich the statesact.
Political relativists believethat deterrence can fail when required the most, and
that nuclear weapons are not securein the hands of “bad states’ .8 Criticising the
rationality factor inWaltz' sargument, Robert Jervis, oneof the* palitical rdaivigs
argues. “ Proliferation among strongly di ssatisfied countrieswould not necessarily
recapitul atethe Soviet-American patternsof stability.”° Whilesuggesting that mere
possihility of nuclear usecausesextremecautional around theworld, Waltz believes
that preventive attacksare more unlikely to take place. Instead of creating large
arsenals, based on the Cold War experience, for better survivabhility, Kenneth
Waltz says. “ Though large and complex nuclear arsenalsare hard to control, the
relatively small and ssmpleforcesof new nuclear statesarenot.”1°

In contrast to Proliferation Optimists, the Pess mistsbelievethat the spread of
nuclear wegponsto other statesbeyond P-5will make theworld more dangerous.
Oppositeto Waltz' stheory of ‘ MoreMay BeBetter’, Scott D. Sagan, also known
asa’ conditiona pessmigt’ !, believesthat ‘ MoreWill BeWorse’ 2 Againgt Watz's
rational theory, pessimistic assessments of Sagan are based on the organisation
theory. The organisation theory impliesthat whereasthe government (civilian)
leaders may behaverationally, thefinal implementation of policy decisionsis
influenced by powerful groups/forces within the country. Since the military
organisation of any country isfinally respons blefor operational requirements of
nuclear weapons, Sagan assumesthat it determinesthe behaviour of the state. He
argues. “ professiond military organi sations—because of common biases, inflexible
routines, and parochid interests—digplay organisational behavioursthat arelikely
tolead to deterrencefailuresand deliberate or accidental war.”*

While elaborating on how the United States and the former Soviet Union
faced difficultiesinhandlingissueslike deterrence, deployment, safety and security
of nuclear weapons, Sagan raises doubts as to how the new nuclear weapon
stateswill follow the necessary precautionsto avoid escalation, preventivewars
or accidental hazards. Saganin histhesis*More Will BeWorse' providesthe
following pessmigticassumptions.

»  Spread of nuclear weaponsto new stateswill maketheworld more
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dangerous. Deterrencefailuresaremorelikely inthe new nuclear states;

* Military biasescanleadtolarger arsend sbut not necessarily moresurvivable
Weapons,

»  Opagque (covert) natureof nuclear proliferation exacerbates nuclear
weapons safety problems;

» Poorly designed operating procedures can undermine survivable nuclear
forces,

» Lackof organisationa and financial resourcescan result ininadequate
mechanica safety devices,

»  Accident-pronenuclear operationswill bemore prevaent in stateswith
volatilecivil-military relations;
*  Themost worrisomecasein point isPakistan;

» Effortsshould be madeto assist thenew nuclear statesin making their
nuclear forces safe, secureand survivable.

Describing the nature of the nuclear problem in South Asia, Sagan arguesthat
thegreater danger istherisk of nuclear war arising through deliberate escalation of
aconventional war started over Kashmir. And, in addition, thereistherisk of an
accidenta nuclear war, caused by anuclear weaponsaccident, i.e., the unauthorised
use of anuclear weapon, or afalsewarning of an attack.™

Among the Pessmists, theAboalitionistshold theview that al nuclear powers
should dismantletheir nuclear arsenalsand put their stockpilesof military and
civilianfisslematerial sunder the control of aninternationa agency.™> Developing
the argument that the United Nations would not indulge in nuclear weapons
production, others have proposed an operational nuclear force or static nuclear
stockpile under the command of aninternationa body like UN.¢ And some, who
believethat wisdom derived from therevulsion of war liesonly with European and
the North American societies, hold the notion that the possible use of nuclear
weaponsexistsonly in other partsof theworld. They believethat “ weapons of
mass destruction could yet become aturning point, indeed afina point, of human
history in acatastrophe beyond imagination.”*’

Both Waltz and Sagan have provided apersuasiveframework to academics
in terms of policy-making of states. The policy prescriptions reflect on the
responsibility of states, which nuclear weapon states may acquire, by virtue of
possessing such arsends. However, no andysscan be said to be compl ete because
of their selectiveinterpretation of factsand events. Each hasinterpreted theevents
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of the Cold War period tojustify anindividud theoreticd formulation: “ Thedrategic
armsrace after both the United States and the Soviet Union secured second-
grikecapahilitiesisamystery to nuclear optimists.” 8 Sagan’ stheoretical emphasis
ispointed moretowardsweapons seekers (so-called nuclear proliferation) andis
lesscritical about thelack of disarmament efforts.

Peter R. Lavoy has brought out 12 specific concerns about nuclear
proliferation:*

*  Incompletenuclear weapons systemsinvite preventive military attack;

* Vulnerablenuclear forcesinvite pre-emptivemilitary attack;

*  Primitivecommand and control raisestherisk of nuclear accidents;

*  Unstablecommand and control risksthelossof control over nuclear forces,
raising the possi bility of unauthorised nuclear useor nuclear terrorism;

* Nuclear amsracingisinevitableand raisestherisk of war;

* Nuclear proliferation couldincreasethelikelihood of conventiond military
conflict;

» Conventiona conflict could escalateto nuclear war;

* Nuclear forcesmight be used for coercion and aggression,

*  New nuclear satesmight assist proliferation elsewhere;

*  Successful nuclear proliferation couldinducefurther nuclear proliferation;

* Nuclear proliferationraisestherisk of cataclysmic nuclear war; and,

*  New nuclear statescould limit the political and military influence of mgjor
powers.

A preventivestrikerefersto an attack onthe adversary toforestall acquisition
of nuclear weaponsfacilities, implying waging awar beforethe adversary acquires
weapons capability. Israel’ sattack that destroyed the Osirak reactor inlragin
1981 can be cited as an example of such preventive strike. The possibility of
preventive military strikeshaslittle or no relevancefor Indiaand Pakistan after
both nations signed an agreement in 1988 on the ‘ Prohibition of Attack against
Nuclear Installationsand Facilities of each other.

Pre-emption includes military action when an attack by an adversary is
imminent. Thisattack may includetargeting of the opponent’ sstrategic arsenasor
decapitate its command channels to prevent the adversary from launching a
retaliatory strike. Indiaand Pakistan have already established nuclear command
authorities. However, dueto lack of adegquateinformation currently availablein
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the public domain, there remains some scope for analysts outside the official
establishment to debate on the operational issues of command and control and
communications.® Thewillingness shown by both Indiaand Pakistan towards
nuclear confidence-buildingisindicativeof their concernfor mutua understanding
to minimisethreatsthat go with possession of nuclear weapons.

Thepossihility of conventiona conflict escaaingtotheleve of nudear exchange
may remain aconcernfor al till Pakistan comesout with adeclaratory * nuclear
doctrine . Indiaisaready committed to no-first-use (NFU) initsdefined nuclear
doctrine. It could beapoint of discuss onamong strategic andystsastowhy India
and Pakistan would not follow the Cold War-like deterrence postures and why
oneshould not worry that Indiaand Pakistan too would refrain from using nuclear
weapons. Both Indiaand Pakistan have adequately expressed in respectivethreat
concernsthat impelled them to go for the nuclear choice. Pakistan’s security
formulationsare India-centric, whereas | ndiahasamore comprehensive nationa
security outlook that isnot country specific.? Yet, in asignificant assertion both
the countries have recognised “ that the nuclear capabilities of each other, which
arebased ontheir nationa security imperatives, congtituteafactor for stability.” %

Thehistory of the devel opment of nuclear weaponsislinkedwithMAD —i.e,
mutual ly assured destruction, aconcept evolved during the Cold War. According
to the MAD concept, the use of nuclear weapons by one against the other is
apprehended in final destruction of both the attacker and the defender. The
inducement aspect of proliferation, that successful nuclear proliferation couldinduce
further nuclear proliferation, asaverred by Western scholars, may beplaced within
thelarger debatein answering two pertinent queries. First, why doesacountry
seek nuclear weapon capability? And second, why isit so difficult to relinquish
possess on of nuclear weapons? Answersto these two questionsremain contested
inthelight of progresstowardsglobal nuclear disarmament.

TheNuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) includesaprovisonunder Article
V1: " Each of the Partiesto the Treaty undertakesto pursue negotiationsin good
faith on effectivemeasuresrelating to cessation of thenuclear armsraceat anearly
date and to nuclear disarmament, and on atreaty on general and complete
disarmament under gtrict and effectiveinternationa control.” Thisprovisonhowever
doesnot provideany timeframefor achieving the disarmament objective. At the
sametime, P-5 statesal so lack any seriouscommitment towardsmaking theworld
freefrom nuclear weapons. The US abrogation of the 1972 Anti-BallisticMissile
Treaty (ABM), itspursuit for Nationa Missle Defenseand Nuclear Posture Review,
none of theseindicate reduction in stock of missilesand elimination of nuclear
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weaponsinthenear future. Potential US nuclear policy strategiesseemto beat
oddswith itscommitment tothe NPT.

Thenew “Nuclear Posture Review” of December 2004 of the US Department
of Defense envisages establishment of a‘New Triad' of defence including —
offensive strike system (both nuclear and non-nucl ear), defences (both activeand
passive) and arevitalised defenceinfrastructure. Russadtill holdsahuge stockpile
of nuclear weapons. China sdrivefor modernising itsforce capabilities may
serioudy undermineitsroleinnucear dissemament. Like Ching, theUnited Kingdom
and France have shown littleinterest injoining any international armsreduction
didogue. Whether thenew nuclear gatescanlimit thepoliticad and military influence
of the major powersisan issuethat hasnot yet been tested in theinternational
Security environment.

Ever sincethetwo countries conducted nuclear testsin May 1998, Indiaand
Pakistan are being seen in the Western world astwo potential usersof nuclear
weaponsin any war-like situation. From the geo-political perspective, Indiais
located between two-front nuclear capable states— Chinaand Pakistan. Sucha
two-front security challenge did not concern the two Superpowersin the Cold
War.Z But do the debates over nuclear weapon states and associated concerns
for sability addressthecomprehensive security reditiesintheregion?Mogt literature
on nuclear proliferation draws ideas from the Cold War experience. It either
describes the protracted nuclear peace in the past or shows concern about a
scary nuclear future. Western theoristshavelargdly tested the assumptionsagainst
Cold War binary oppositionslike the Warsaw Pact and the North Atlantic Treaty
Organisation (NATO), balance of terror or mutual assured destruction and an
uneasy peace. Except the underlying disquiet about possi ble unauthorised use of
nuclear weapons or accidental hazards, that are partially valid for any nuclear
weapon state, most of the theoretical prescriptions are overstated in terms of
‘new nuclear weapon states .

Sincethe beginning of the 1990s, Indiaand Pakistan have showninterestin
bilatera diplomatic communication to build upon the momentum of mutual concern
for evolving aframework of mutual confidence and nuclear and missilethreat
reduction between the two nuclear weapon states. Relevant to the discussion on
nuclear stability and security in South Asia, let us examine how reputed think-
tanksview thefuture of nuclear peace and stability in SouthAsia.
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Case Sudieson Nuclear Threat Reduction in South Asia

The Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (CEIP) published adraft
report, ‘ Universal Compliance: A Strategy for Nuclear Security’ ,2* in June 2004.
Thereport proposesadtrategic blueprint for US|eadership to rethink international
nuclear non-proliferation and global nuclear security. In this report, the
recommended measuresfor nuclear risk reduction between Indiaand Pakistan
indude:

e Establishment of national risk reduction centresin both countriesto
administer agreed upon confidence-building measures.

» A commitment not to devel op, produce, and use‘tactical’ nuclear wegpons.
*  Agreement not toflight-test missilesinthedirection of the other country.
* Agreement toflight-test missilesonly from designated test ranges.

*  Provison of advancenotification of themovement of misslesfor training
purposes.

TheHenry L. Stimson Center’sreport, * Reducing Nuclear Dangersin South
Asid ,® arguesthat: “ Thestability-instability paradox that wasformulated in the
West to characterisethe dangersof nuclear deterrenceisaiveand well in South
Asia Thisparadox holdsthat, while offsetting nuclear capabilities might indeed
prevent afull-blown conventional or nuclear war, the presence of thesefearsome
wegponscould al so encouragetheuse of violenceat lower levelsintheexpectation
that escalation would be contained by a mutual desire to avoid the nuclear
threshold.” Andthat, “ Kashmir hasbeen inflamed sincethe advent of covert nuclear
capabilities on the subcontinent, and tensi ons have grown even more pronounced
with the demonstration of overt nuclear capabilitiesin 1998. Theregionisnow
experiencing criseswith greater frequency and severity.”

Thereport includes extens ve ddliberations during two workshops, November
14-18, 2002, and May 20-23, 2003, with participantsfrom the US, Indiaand
Pakistan, convened by the Stimson Center to discuss escal ation control and
scenarios that could lead to crossing of the nuclear threshold. It providesthe
following ‘doable’ stepsinthenear term:

» Establishment of nationa risk reduction centresto serveasfocal points
for theadministration of confidence-building measures.

* Misslereated measuresto formaliseand properly implement the
agreement concerning prior notification of missilelaunches; toformalise
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and extend thetime-linefor such notifications; toforego missileflight tests
inthedirection of theother country; toflight test missilesonly from
desgnated test ranges; and to provide advancenatification of themovement
of missilesfor training purposes.

» Clarifyingterminology or devel oping common terminol ogy on nuclear-
related programmes, deployment, and doctrine could reduce
misunderstanding and increasecrissstability.

* Leadership declarationsaffirming responsible nuclear ssewardship could
hel p defuse nuclear dangersand facilitatean improvement in bilateral
relations.

* Increased awarenessof nuclear dangers, particularly with regard tothe
possibleacquisition of nuclear materialsby terrorist groups, would be
advisable,

Inthe Stimson Center’ sreport, the proposal s collected in theworkshopson
escalaion control aregroupedinfivecategories improving bilaterd relations; nuclear
risk reduction and strategi c restraint; safety and security measures, and, improving
intelligencethrough communication.

Boththereports, by CEIPand the Stimson Center, havethis presumption that
‘ deterrence’ may not work between Indiaand Pakistan assimilar to the Cold War
experience. Such assumptionsarenot completely invalid for thetwo countriesdid
resort to nuclear rhetoric during the 1999 Kargil conflict and indulgedin ‘ nuclear
signalling’2® during the period of crisisin 2001-2. In addition, the absence of a
doctrinewithout no-first-use policy and repeated callsfrom the Pakistani sideto
lower thethreshold could haveacertain bearing onthethinking of Westernanadysts.
Already, the strategic debate had reached adightly higher level thanwasnormally
preva ent inthe subcontinent whenthe Indian Army Chief stated that alimited war
with Pakistan ispossible.?” Thereon, esca ation control cameinto the purview of
discussioninamorefocused way.

For any futurewar inthe subcontinent, thetwo most likely scenariosdiscussed
in the Cooperative Monitoring Center Occasional Paper of Sandia National
L aboratories,® are: abreakdown a ong the common border in Kashmir, andfailure
of nuclear policy. The authors propose an alternative approach through which
Indiaand Pakistan can begin to cooperatein managing their common border to
prevent abreakdown. The ultimate concernin thereport about the existence of
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nuclear wegponsisthe possibility of their useinatimeof conflict.

Thefollowing arethe enumerationsin the Cooperative Monitoring Center
Occasiona Paper that focuses on the monitoring of nuclear safety, security, and

dability:

Theability to assessthe current operational and deployment status of
nuclear weaponsis perhapsthe most critical factor in near-termcrisis
prevention.

Devel oping measuresto prevent escal ation.

National decisionstoincludeboth technical and procedural mechanisms
to restrict use of weaponsand delivery systemswill permit moretimeto
attempit diplomatic sol utionsto conflict beforeinitiating wegponsuse.

Another e ement of nuclear stability isdetermining thereadinessof launch
systems. Theremay beanumber of indicatorsassociated with launcher
dert gaus Theseindude: Flight parametersloaded, other software updates
(if appropriate); Vehidefudled (missleor arcraft); Crewsreadied; Ddivery
vehicleinlaunchlocation (moved to launch point); Transporter systemin
ready position (e.g., trangporter erector launcher [TEL] inraised launch
position); Weapon armed. While most of theseindicatorsof launch
preparation aredifficult to monitor, some, suchasmissilefuellingand
launcher movements, might be monitored through el ectronic sensors.

Thereisthepossibility of usethrough misca culation or misinterpretation.

Sharinginformation on any of theconcernsfor safety, security or accident
will requireaninfrastructure of capabilitiesand procedures. Theseinclude
methodsfor providing timely, reliable, secure, accurate, and authenticated
communications

Ensuring safety of nuclear weaponsand materialswill primarily beastate
respons bility because of the highly classified nature of most safety issues.
Theseissuesinvolvedetalled design, aswell asmaterid and handling details.
An expanded mission for hotlines between the Directors-General of
Military Operationsand between the Heads of State might be established
to addressthiscritical issue.

Acknowledging thefact that only the Indian and Pakistani governments
can decidewhether and onwhat basis, to establish new risk reduction
measures, the* Working Group Report of the Center for Strategic and
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Internationa Studies(CSl S)’'? recommendsthefollowing stepsfor nuclear
risk reduction:

¢ A new communications mechanism—nuclear risk reduction centres
(NRRCs) inIndiaand Pakistan —shoul d be established to complement
exiging bilaterd channdls.

» Themainfunctionsof the NRRCswould beto provide each party a
dedicated, securemeansof: (&) notifying the other sdeabout activitiesor
eventsonitsterritory that might bewrongly perceived or misinterpreted
that could lead to conflict, (b) sharing information that thetwo countries
areobliged to exchangeunder existing security agreements, and (€) seeking
and recelving clarificationsabout ambiguouseventsontheother’ sterritory.
Other functionscould include the conduct of joint exercisesof certain
NRRC notification procedures, technical back-up during crises, and
support for consultationson theimplementation of existing confidence-
building measures(CBMs).

* Adequateinfrastructureaready existsin South Asiato support awide
rangeof secure communication options, including data, voice, video, or a
combination of these. The approximate cost for adedi cated cable permitting
tel ety pe and voi ce communi cation would be US$10,000-50,000 annualy.
For adedicated satdllite channel permitting teletype, voice, and video, the
annual cost would be roughly US$560,000.

»  Thecentreswould operate on acontinuous, round-the-clock basis. Written
messages using agreed formatswoul d bethe norm, athough voiceand
video capability would also bedesirable. It would be the prerogative of
each government to decidewhereit wouldingtitutionally houseitsNRRC
and to determine how itsNRRC would rel ate to other government
organisations. TheIndian and Pakistani solutionsto these questionsneed
not be symmetrical.

TheWorking Group Report concluded, that “the circumstancesin SouthAsia
today arevery different fromthecircumstances surrounding thecurrent US-Russian
relationship and the rel ationship that existed when the US-Soviet Centreswere
brought into being. To tailor anew communications mechanism to the needs of
South Asia, themechanism could appropriately take on awider rangeof functions
than theUSand Russian Centres.”*

Rodney W. Jonesassumesthat thereliesintense palitica conflict over Kashmir
and that the escalation in South Asiahasthe potential of becoming anuclear war.
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Inoneof the papers presented during thefourth nuclear stability roundtableduring
March 12-13, 2002, in Washington on ‘ Military Asymmetry and Instability in
Emerging Nudear States: Indiaand Pakistan, 3! hesuggeststhefollowing conditions
of nuclear stability intheregion:

*  Highnuclear threshold (strong conventiona defence)

»  Securesecond strike capabilities (robust C4l)

* Rough parity in Sizeand defence space

* Neitherfaling behind the other’sfirst strike edge (good early warning?)

Supposing that “ nuclear deterrence might providethe security that allowsa
genera improvement in security relations’* in South Asia, the UNIDR (United
Nations|Ingtitutefor Disarmament Research) research paper depictsvariousaspects
of nuclear confidence-building measures between I ndiaand Pakistan. Commenting
on the current conflict situation between the two countries, the authors of the
paper subscribe to devel oping CBMsin connection with the ‘ central issue—
Kashmir’. Aninterim suggestionismadetowork onthe possibilitiesof addressing
the ' central sore—cross-border terror raids' from Pakistan.

With regard to nuclear CBMs, according to the UNIDR paper, Indiaand
Pakistan should share the devel opment of respective nuclear doctrinesand security
conceptsto haveclarity over ‘red lines ; devel op mechanismson notification of
ballistic and cruise missiletests; create nuclear risk reduction centreswith robust
safety systemsto deal with theissuesof accidenta or unauthorised use; andingtall
asecureand dedicated line of communication including safe command and control
systems between the national authorities (the nature or constitution of national
authority remains undefined). The paper categorically putsthe‘ Kashmir issue
to bediscussed asin thefina stages of CBM s between thetwo countries.

The UNIDR study concludes that the two countries should seize theripe
moment (that has begun sincethetwo countries agreed to peace talks during the
sddlinesof the SAARC summit in January 2004) in the context of possibility of
conflict. “ Any futureterrorist incident might provoke Indiainto punitive action,
whichintheworst case might lead to uncontrolled or accidental responses, al the
way to anuclear exchange. Thissuggeststhat, although the nuclear aspectswill
have to be part of the general discussions on security, it might also be worth
considering whether they can be made separabl e, in casethe moment passestoo
quickly.”=

Theaspect of geographical proximity of thetwo countriesisaso discussedin
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oneof thereportsdealing with nuclear threat reduction measures. Based on some
hypothetica South Asianlaunch point-target combinations, themissiletravel time
between Indiaand Pakistanisestimated between 8to 13 minutes.* Taking account
of the danger of fal se alarmsand miscal cul ations,* the Pugwash Discussi on Paper
of 2002 suggeststhat aposture of De-alert (most basic measureswould beto
keep the weapons de-mated from delivery systems; use of locking devices), and
indalation of best avail able safety measuresinto theweapons, likeuseof Insengtive
High Explosive (IHE) and fire-resistant pitswould significantly reducetherisk of
inadvertent or unauthorised use of weapons.

From the above discussed strategic policy recommendations, thereemerge
two setsof proposalsthat could draw attention of the diplomatsand strategic
plannersof Indiaand Pakistan. Inthefirst set, one canidentify mechanismsfor
escal ation control and nuclear force management within each state. The second
set includes possible measures of nuclear CBM s by thetwo countriesto work
towardslonglasting stability intheregion.

I ssues Related to Escalation Control and Nuclear Force Management
» Leadership declarationsaffirming responsible nuclear sewardship
(avoidanceof shrill rhetoric).

» Devedoping strategiesto avoid esca ation of conventional confrontationto
nuclear exchangeleve.

* Avoiding sengitivetargetsin the event of aconventiona war.

» Rasingthelevd of nuclear threshold (strong conventional defences).

»  Securing second strike capabilities.

* Review of decison-makingto develop, produce, and use‘tacticd’ nuclear
Weapons.

» Regular assessment of each other’scurrent operational and deployment

gatusof nuclear wegpons (missilefud ling and launcher movementsmight
be monitored through e ectronic sensors).

»  Determining thereadinessof launch systems.
* Improvementsinintelligenceto avoid miscal culation or misinterpretation.

» Acquigtionof technology to help provide prompt and accurateinformation
concerning missilelaunchesand nuclear detonations.

*  Advancement in respective command and control mechanismsincluding
establishment of effectiveearly warning systems.
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* Refrainingfromgiving pre-del egation of authority to usenuclear weapons.
» Effectivephysca safety of nuclear materidsand ingtdlations.
»  Ensuring safety and security of nuclear weaponsand materias.

Seps Required for Nuclear CBMs

* Improving bilaterd relationship.

»  Sharing knowledge of decision-making processes.

»  Agreement on advancenatification of missletestingand movements.
* Flight test missilesonly from designated test ranges.

* Provison of advancenatification of themovement of misslesfor training
purposes.

* Review of policy decisionsrelated to tactical nuclear weapons(including
development, production, or use).

»  Egablishment of multi-layered, reliable, secure, accurate, and authenticated
communication mechanisms.

» Establishment of Nuclear Risk Reduction Centres (NRRCs).

Most of the above-mentioned studies on South Asiasuggest that problems
related to Kashmir may bethe spark to trigger anuclear exchange between India
and Pakistan. Linking of the Kashmir issuewith Indo-Pak nuclear strategy isquite
complex. Infact, such an assumption indirectly endorses (and isborn out of)
Pakistan’snuclear blackmailing. Inredity, itisthe Pakistani military that hascrossed
theLineof Control (LoC) inthe past to provoke Indian defence. Pakistan does
not adhereto no-first-use (NFU) and keeps making frequent callsto lower the
nuclear threshold in the apprehension of Indiataking reprisal measuresto stop
Pakistan-sponsored terrorismin Indian territory.

Pakigtaningstson Kashmir beingthe’ core’ issueof stability/ingtability between
Indiaand Pakistan. Indiamaintainsthat the scourge of ‘terrorism’ in SouthAsia
hasadverseimplicationsfor both regional and international security. In between
thetwo exclusive views, remains a pertinent question unanswered —who isto
guaranteethat if theissuesrelated to Kashmir remainsresolved, towardswhich
Indiahasd ready been making significant efforts, Pakistan’ smilitary-1SI sponsored
terrorist activitiesin other partsof Indiawould end? In such acomplex security
environment, bilateral confidence-building measures alone would keep the
escal ation under manageablelimits.
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Pakistan’sNuclear Posture

Pakistan isconsidered to have as many as 50 nuclear weapons and enough
highly enriched uranium (HEU) stock for 50 more, including theadditiona capacity
to produce five to ten bombs a year.* According to a more recent estimate,
Pakistanissaid to possess 55-90 weapons of highly enriched uranium and 20-60
plutoniumbombs.®” No definitiveinformation at officid levelsisavailableon such
specul ative assessments. The possibledelivery systemsfor weaponsare aircraft
andmissles

Pakistan President Pervez Musharraf has gone on record to say that the
weaponsareina“ disassembled state.” *® Few other termshave a so been used to
project the deployment status of Pakistan’ snuclear wegponssuch as* operationdly
deployed”* or “in the component form.” 4 While the term component form has
not been spelt out, it seemsthat “ the Situation in Pakistan may be murky and may
infact best bedescribed as partia deployment.”# Replying to the question of an
interviewer, “ Canyou say, are the nuclear weaponsready to go asthey are, or are
they, as| have heard, in different parts, haveto be assembled first?’, Musharraf
sad: “Yes, youareright. They arenot mated (inaudible). And thereisgeographica
- they are geographically apart. They cannot be - they are not ready to befired.
Soredly, it’snot the concept that NATO has been having (inaudible) United
States system, where your finger hasto be on abutton and then finally can be
pushed. That’snot the condition there.” 42

Asfar asthedoctrinal aspect isconcerned, Pakistan has not announced any
comprehensive doctrine document. However, two basic elementsthat emerge
from statementsby the country’sleadersare: “ aregection of the NFU policy, and
theroleof nuclear weaponsas minimum credibledeterrent.”* Realising the gap
between the military strengthin conventional terms, thereisaview prevalentin
Pakistan that an NFU posture of Pakistan could provide Indiatheleverage of
conventional attack. In the backdrop of such military planning, by asking for a
‘no-aggression-pact’ Pakistan seemsto preclude even an Indianreprisal for its
misadventuresliketheonein Kargil in 1999 and support to cross-border terrorism
against India. Also, another factor of security complicationsfor Indiavis-a-vis
Pakistanisthat “ country’schief patrons, principally the USand China, are bound
totry and [set] right theinherent imbal ancein power by assistingitinwaysinimica
to Indianinterests.”* Theimplication for Pakistan being designated a‘ major non-
NATOdly’ of the United Statesisbeing seenin IndiaasmoreAmerican military
assistanceto Pakistan.®
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Pakistan’sAmbassador to United Nations hasargued: “Wehavetorely on
our own meansto deter | ndian aggression. We have that meansand wewill not
neutralizeit by any doctrine of nofirst use.”# Pakistan’s doctrinal declaratory
policy iskept deliberately ambiguous.*” And, intermsof ability to ensuresurvivd,
Pakistan wantsto have sufficient number and types of assetsto create‘ reasonable
doubt’ .8

Relevant tothe current discussionisthe bottom linefor use of nuclear weapons
by Pakistan. Thishasbeen spelt out by Gen. Khalid Kidwai, Head of Strategic
Planning Division (SPD) under the National Command Authority (NCA), toa
delegation of Italian Scientists. To quote him: “Nuclear weaponsareamed solely
at India. In casethat deterrencefails, they will beused if Indiaattacks Pakistan
and conquersalarge part of itsterritory (spacethreshold); Indiadestroysalarge
partether of itsland or air force (military threshold); Indiaproceedsto theeconomic
srangling of Pakistan (economic strangling); or Indiapushes Pakistaninto political
destabilization or createsalarge scaleinternal subversionin Pakistan (domestic
destabilization).”* In other words, without defining any limits Pakistanintendsto
useitsnuclear wegponsto counter even aprimarily conventiona conflict Situation
if it feel sthreatened with military, political or economic defest.

However, thereisafeeling in Pakistan that a nuclear response cannot be
involved to deal with local contingenciesand the nuclear threshold should be
maintained at ahigh level .*° A former foreign minister of Pakistan has opined that
the destruction of even asingle city would be an unacceptabl e risk for another
country that contemplatesapre-emptivestrike.>! Inaninterview to CNN on June
1, 2002, Pakigtani President Pervez Musharraf tried to dlay thegrowing internationa
fear of any nuclear war in the subcontinent by saying that, “| would evengotothe
extent of saying oneshouldn’t even bediscussing these (nuclear war) things, because
any saneindividua cannot eventhink of goinginto thisunconventiona war, whatever
the pressure.” >

Afew monthsearlier, whilechairing themeeting of theNCA in October 2001,
Pervez Musharraf reaffirmed the Pakistani strategic assets asthe cornerstone of
country’snational security and that therewill be no compromise on the nuclear
programme* Thestatement had comeinthelight of increesinginternationa concern
about improving security and installing new saf eguards on Pakistan’s nuclear
weapons after 9/11. Musharraf assured the world that the country’s strategic
capability wasfully safeguarded.>
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Such assertions need further examination, especially when Pakistan is
considered asapotential sourcefor terroriststo get accessto technology and
materials.® A. Q. Khan'stelevised confessional statement in February 2004 of
beinginvolvedininternationa nuclear black-marketing drew unprecedented media
attention. However, “ A.Q. Khan got off lightly, sending disturbing messages about
USand Pakigtani attitudestoward proliferation.”* And, “themaost troubling question
of all remains how and to what extent Pakistan's free-market approach to
proliferation hasalowedterrorist groupslikeAl Qaidato acquirenuclear materids
andtechnology.”>’

India’sNuclear Posture

Judging by the official pronouncementsin thewake of the May 1998 tests,
Indiaappearsset for apragmatic courseof action, including threebas c components
—congtruction of minimum deterrent withaNFU policy, participationinapossible
FissleMaterid Cutoff Treaty (FM CT) negotiationsand the pursuit of armscontrol
rather than disarmament.>® The Cabinet Committee on Security headed by the
PrimeMinister whilegpproving the establishment of Nuclear Command Authority
and ' dternatechainsof commandfor retaiatory nuclear strikesindl eventudlities ,
onJanuary 4, 2003, summarised thenuclear doctrineas. (i) buildingand maintaining
acredibleminimum deterrent; (ii) aposture of NFU and nuclear weaponsto be
used only inretaliation against anuclear attack on Indian territory or on Indian
forcesanywhere; (iii) nuclear retaliation to be massive and designed to inflict
unacceptabledamage; (iv) authorisation of retdiatory attack restswith the politica
leadership through the Nationd Command Authority; (V) non-useof nuclear wegpon
against non-nuclear weapon states; (vi) inthe event of amajor attack against
India, or Indian forcesanywhere, by biological or chemica weapons, Indiawill
retain theoption of retaliating with nuclear weapons; (vii) acontinuance of strict
control on export of nuclear and missile-related materials and technol ogies,
participationinthe Fissile Material Cutoff Treaty negotiations, and continued
observance of the moratorium on nuclear tests; and (viii) continued commitment
tothegoal of anuclear weapon-freeworld through global, verifiable and non-
discriminatory nuclear disarmament.>

Asearly asin 1994, Indiahad proposed that I ndiaand Pakistan should jointly
undertake not to bethefirst to usetheir nuclear capability against each other.®
Even after conducting the nuclear testsIndiaexpressed itsreadiness”....to discuss
a‘' no-firg-use’ agreement with that country, asasowith other countrieshbilateraly,
orinacollectiveforum.”® However, Gen. Musharraf thinksotherwise. Interviewed
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on NBC television in Washington on January 23, 2002, General Musharraf was
asked to explain Pakistan'sreluctanceto follow Indiain adopting apolicy of no-
first-use of nuclear weapons. Hereplied: “When youtak of no-first-use, Pakistan
has been offering denucl earisation of SouthAsia...sowearegoing far, far beyond
them. Itisnot anissueof no-first-use, but far beyond that... WWewant to denuclearise
SouthAsia. Wewant to signaNo War Pact with them. |sn’t that better?1 think
theworld community shouldinsist on that. Pakistan is offering amuch bigger
dedl.”®

Thelndian PrimeMinister rgjected Pakistan’ ssuggestion for amutud rollback
of their nuclear programmeas| ndia snuclear programmeisnot Pakistan-specific.®
Infact, “therationa efor Pakistan’ snuclear weapons programme continuously
harped onisthat Pakistan has aways been quantitatively and technologically
weaker than Indiain military terms. India s counter-argument isthat, intermsof
theratio between defencerespons bilitiesand the s ze of thearmed forces, especidly
intermsof territoria defencefrom externd aggression, thisargumentisnot vdid.”

Asearly asin 1974, Pakistan submitted aresol ution at the 29" session of the
UN General Assembly, which sought to endorse in principle the concept of a
nuclear weapon-free zonein South Asia.% At that point of time, Pakistan was
aready running the nuclear wegpon programme. It isworth remembering that then
Presdent Zulfikar Ali Bhutto had called ameeting of Pakistani scientistsin Multan
inJanuary 1972 and had expressed hiswillingnessto acquire nuclear weapon for
Pakistan. But inthewake of India'sMay 1974 tests, Pakistan tried to gain an
imageof veiled peacemaker though lacking any sincerity.

Indiaitsalf had proposed aresolution inthe same 29" session of the General
Assembly inwhichit recognised that, “in appropriate regionsand by agreement
among the states concerned, the creation of nuclear-weapon-free zones could
promote the cause of general and complete disarmament under effective
international control.”® Indiaalso considered in that proposal that “theinitiative
for the creation of anuclear-weapon-free zonein the appropriateregion of Asa
should comefromthe States of theregion concerned, taking into account itsspecid
featuresand geographical extent.”®” Inredlity, South Asiacould not betreatedin
isolation for the purpose of creating anuclear weapon-free zone, asitisonly a
sub-regionand anintegra part of the Southern Asian region. Hence, it isnecessary
to takeinto account the security of theregioninitsentirety.

Unlike Pakistan, India sadherenceto aNFU policy anditsstrategic assets
arenot country- specific. Therefore, any effort towardscreatingaminimumcredible
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nuclear triad, including qualitative improvement in missile systems or other
technol ogical advancements, seemsrelated to India snationa security perspectives
beyond, butindusive, of Pakistan. Thelndian perspectiveisboth globa andregiona
innature. Indiabelievesthat: “ Aslong asnuclear weaponsexist, thethreat of use
of nuclear weapons, accidentally or inadvertently, will remain. Only global and
completenud ear dissrmament, withinatime-bound framework, cantotaly diminate
the danger of anuclear war. Thiswasthe cornerstone of India’'sAction Planfor
theeimination of nuclear wegponsunveiled by late PrimeMinister Rgjiv Gandhi in
1988 at the Specia Session of the General Assembly...While pursuing thegoa of
nuclear disarmament, it isdesirableto takeimmediate stepsfor reducing nuclear
danger. These could include measuresto de-al ert and de-target nuclear weapons,
legally binding commitments on no-first-use of nuclear weapons and non-use of
nuclear weapons against Non-Nuclear Weapon States.”

India-Pakistan Nuclear CBM s

Recently, Indian External AffairsMinister Natwar Singh stated that: “ A new
dimens on hasbeen added s nce 1998 when both countriesbecamenuclear powers.
And now itisabsolutely essentid that we have best of relations. And the Manmohan
Singh government hasaready madeit clear that welook forward to continuing the
process, wewill takeit forward and it will be multi-faceted. And the differences
wehavewill beironed out through negotiations, friendly talksand cooperation.”
And at theend of themeeting of Foreign Ministersof Indiaand Pakistanin New
Dehi on September 5and 6, 2004, to review the status of the Composite Did ogue,
theduo agreed to takefurther theexpert level meetingson conventiona and nuclear
CBMs, inter alia, to discussthedraft agreement on advancenatification of missile
tests.”

In 1988, Indiaand Pakistan agreed to “ refrain from undertaking, encouraging
or participatingin, directly or indirectly, any actionaimed at causing thedestruction
of, or damageto, any nuclear installation or facility inthe other country.” * The
term‘nuclear ingalation or facility’ includesnuclear power and researchreactors,
fud fabrication, uranium enrichment, i sotopes separation and reprocessing facilities,
aswell asany other ingtallationswith fresh or irradiated nuclear fuel and materids
inany form and establishmentsstoring Sgnificant quantitiesof radioactivematerids.
And thetwo countriesal so agreed toinform on January 1 of each calendar year,
of thelatitudeand longitude of itsnuclear ingtalationsand facilitiesand whenever
thereisany change. Thispracticeisinregular useever sinceit cameintoforce
from January 1, 1991, and the practice did not stop even during the crisis period
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of 2002. However, “ each side has questioned the compl eteness of the other’s
ligt.” "

Subsequently, aforward movement in nuclear CBM swaswitnessed during
the Indian Prime Minister’s visit to Lahore in 1999.” The memorandum of
understanding (MoU) signed by the foreign secretaries of the two countriesat
Lahorein 1999 mentioned that “ Thetwo Sdesshdl engageinbilatera consultations
on security concepts, and nuclear doctrines, with aview to devel oping measures
for confidence-building inthe nuclear and conventiond fields, aimed at avoidance
of conflict.” The two countries agreed to provide each other with advance
notification in respect of ballistic missileflight tests, and envisaged abilateral
agreement inthisregard.

Indiaand Pakistan at L ahore al so committed to continueto abide by their
respective unilateral moratoriumson conducting further nuclear test explosions.
With aview to reaching bilateral agreementsbased on mutual deliberationsand
technical consultations, thetwo countriesunder the Lahore M oU included many
significant issues such as national measuresto reducetherisksof accidental or
unauthorised use of nuclear weapons, notificationintheevent of any accidental,
unauthorised or unexplained incident, prevention of incidentsat seain order to
ensure safety of navigation by naval vesselsand aircraft belonging to thetwo
sides, review of the existing communication links (e.g., between the respective
Directors-General of Military Operations), and periodic review of existing
confidence-building measures. The two sideswould also engage in bilateral
consultationson security, disarmament and non-proliferationissueswithinthecontext
of negotiationson theseissuesin multilateral fora. Theexpert level talks, led by
Sheel Kant Sharma, and his Pakistani counterpart, Tariqg Osman Hyder, during
June 19-20, 2004, culminated in ajoint statement™ on nuclear CBMswith some
repetition of important issuesunder theLahoreMoU. Thejoint statement recognises
“the nuclear capabilitiesof each other, which arebased ontheir national security
imperatives, congtitute afactor of stability.” Thisimpliesthat thetwo countries
have moved beyond the earlier differing ambitsof threat perceptions, for holding
nuclear weaponsin the respective states. Instead of questioning therationality of
possess ng huclear wegpons, thetwo countriesnow acknowledge nucl ear wegpons
asafactor of sability intheregion.

Theimportant issuescovered inthejoint statement are: upgradation of existing
hotline between DGM Os; new dedicated and secure hotline between foreign
secretariesto prevent misunderstanding, reducerisksrelevant to nuclear issues; to
conclude an agreement with technical parameterson pre-notification of missile
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flight testing; unilateral moratorium on nuclear testsunlessacountry decidesthat
extraordinary eventshavejeopardised its supremeinterests; bilateral discussions
and further meetingsto work towardstheimplementation of the Lahore MoU of
1999, among others.

Theprovisoninthejoint statement of June 20, 2004, that * both countrieswill
continueto engagein bilateral consultationson security and non-proliferationissues
within the context of negotiationson theseissuesin multilateral fora” seemsto
reflect the shared view of Indiaand Pakistan to work together against theexisting
discriminatory international regimesand policiesof disarmament. Whileagreeing
toreaffirmaunilateral moratorium on further nuclear tests, thejoint statement aso
shows consciousnessfor “their obligationsto their peoplesand theinternationa
community.” It isperhapsindicative of thetwo countriesendorsing internationa
concernsrelated to nuclear security in SouthAsia.

Theforeign secretaries of thetwo sides, Riaz Khokhar and Shyam Saran,
who met in Islamabad during December 27-28, 2004, to review the progress
made during the meetings of the Expertson Nuclear and Conventional CBMs,
stated that they have, “ narrowed further their differences on the draft agreement
on pre-notification of flight testing of ballistic missiles, and agreed to work towards
itsearly finalisation.” ” Itisalso reported that the Pakistani side hasintroduced 20
new proposals, including ‘ The Elements of aStrategic Restraint Regime (SRR)’
comprising conflict resolution through a sustained, result-oriented dialogue;
measuresfor nuclear restraint and conventional balanceto be discussed at the
political and expertsleve ; objectiveof minimum credibledeterrence; maintenance
of nuclear weaponson low-alert status; no operational deployment of nuclear-
capableballistic or any other type of missiles/delivery systems; no acquisition or
deployment of anti-ballistic missile systems; avoidance of anuclear, missile, or
conventional armsrace; continuation of the national nuclear test moratoriums of
both sides, asreaffirmed in the Joint Statement of June 20, 2004.7

But, inthe progressive mode of consultationsand addition of fresh proposals
at every next meeting of expert groups, thereremainslittle hopefor any definitive
conclusion of theagreement soon. Theissuesinvolving thetechnica parametersof
advance notification and deployment strategy, however, aretricky aspects.

Conclusion

Thetheoretical construct of theinternational security environment including
Indiaand Pakistan as states with nuclear weapons, is primarily based on the
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exclusivist assumption onthe behaviour of ‘ thestate’ intimesof crisisand peace.
Theinternational security discourseisdominated by the Cold War experience.
Theexisting theoretical constructs does not acknowledge India' s status at par
with P-5 nuclear weapon states. The prevailing international security discourse of
the West on therational e of possession of nuclear weaponsfor the P-5, seems
hesitant tointegratethe universal application of any changeintheglobal security
balance. Whilethepolicy projectionsof the P-5reflect incluson of itsown security
concernsintheinternational security environment, the* new nuclear wegpon sates

facediplomatic challengesof conceptua contestation. Thedifferencein perceptions
islargely related to strategic stability and security at both the regional and
internationd levels.

Theapprehension of strategic sability being fragileintheregionremainsthe
cause of concernfor many observersof SouthAsiaacrosstheworld. While both
Indiaand Pakistan believein each other’ sdeterrent capability, both of them have
identified security vulnerabilities pertaining to possible accidental or unauthorised
useof nuclear weapons. To assuageinternationa and regional concernsrelatedto
therisk of miscal culationsand misperceptions, thereisneed for evolving mutual ly
agreed frameworksof bilatera confidence-building.

Thetwo countries' difference of perceptionsrelated to nuclear security are
likely to continue as long as Pakistan does not shed ambiguity in doctrinal
formulations. By maintaining ambiguity, Pakitanwantsto keep thenud ear threshold
highintheregion. Any ambiguity inforce preparednessispermissibleto such an
extent that it will not otherwiseimpedethe process of ensuring nuclear confidence-
building between thetwo countries. Mutual consultations on security concepts
and nuclear doctrinesmay help bridgethegap of mutua mistrust. Such consultations
may beveiled under officia secrecy, but they aso accompany mutua assurancein
public. A significant step in thisdirection could be to mutually develop some
postulateson nuclear sgnalling at appropriatelevel sintherespectivegovernments.

However, some bumpson the road ahead may berelated to issuesaffecting
gtability intheregion, like Pakistan’scontrol over cross-border terrorism, itsefforts
to derail the peace process on issuesrelated to Kashmir and its own internal
domestic weaknesses. Against thisbackdrop, thelinking of nuclear confidence-
building to other issues of traditional hostility between Indiaand Pakistan may
dow down the process of nuclear confidence-buildingin SouthAsia. It doesnot,
however, excludethefear of nuclear materia andtechnology falingintothewrong
handsin Pakistan. In essence, theissue of nuclear terrorism can be addressed
effectively a multilatera levelsrather than at thebilaterd level sof Indiaand Pakistan.
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Theearlier CBMssuch asto provide advance notification of ballistic missile
test-flights, maintain aunilateral moratorium on conducting further nuclear testing
till the sovereignty right isnot jeopardised, thejoint declaration of August 1992 on
the prohibition of chemical weapons, and existing communication linksbetween
DGMOsor PrimeMinister’soffices, have shown workable precedentswhich lay
emphasison mutua benefitsin security matters. But areview of the effectiveness
of past measureswould hel p ascertain theauthenticity of prevailing communication
linksto control escalation. Thereremainsan element of uncertainty asto how
Pakistan would react in case of aconventiona military conflict. However, it canbe
sadthat despiterhetoric, neither Sdewantsanuclear conflict. To re-ensurenuclear
gability, therecent diplomaticinitiativesby Indiaand Pakistan towards confidence-
building that have resumed under the composite dia ogue processsince January 6,
2004, are progressing well, but still have along way to go.
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