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conducted a series of nuclearbecause the treaty “is not conceivedclearly triggered by India’s, the re-

tests. Not only did this jolt the as a measure towards universalcent round of testing in South Asia
nonproliferation regime, the tests nuclear disarmament ... [India] can- might have been prevented if India
also broke a global moratorium on not subscribe to it in its present could have been persuaded to sign
nuclear testing that had been in ex-form.”?2 On September 10, 1996, the CTBT earlier. This article exam-
istence since July 1996, a morato-when the CTBT was adopted at theines India’s approach to the CTBT
rium that had been reinforced by the United Nations, India stated that it in 1994-96, exploring why it re-
adoption of the Comprehensive Testwould “never sign this unequal versed its initial support for the
Ban Treaty (CTBT) in September Treaty, not now, nor latef.” treaty by 1996.

1996.' qu India, the.tests were the |, hindsight, if India’s initial en- Analysts of international relations
_culmlr_lat|on of a major turnz_aro_und thusiasm had been sustained over theften dispute whether domestic or
in policy. When the hegotiations ., ,se of the negotiations, so that In-international factors better explain
that led to th_e CTBT_ commenced in gia had in fact signed the CTBT, then dramatic changes in policy. This ar-
1.994’ India in fact displayed enthu- India’s 1998 nuclear tests might not ticle will demonstrate that neither of
slasm for the_treaty. Howeve_r by the pove taken place. Although no treaty these “levels of analysis” is by itself
time negotiations concluded in 19%:' provides an ironclad guarantee, theadequate to explain Indian policy.
India had emerged as the treaty Sdiplomatic consequences of violat- India’s CTBT policy between 1994
strongest_ opponent. _On Ju_ng 20'ing a treaty obligation would have and 1996 was influenced not solely
1996, India declared its unwilling- raised the inhibitions against testing by domestic factors nor solely by

I n May 1998, India and Pakistan ness to sign the CTBT, stating that by India. Since Pakistan’s tests were
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external factors, but rather by a com-Putnam’s concept of “two-level the mobilization of Indian lobbies
bination of both. International fac- games” notes that international ne-againstthe CTBT. This mobilization
tors such as the perception of agotiations go beyond the bargaining then constrained the maneuvering
security threat from China are im- between states, to involve a secondroom that Indian governments en-
portant considerations in Indian level of bargaining between national joyed on the treaty, particularly be-
nuclear decisionmaking. But an ex- leaders and domestic constituentscause these developments took place
clusive focus on external threats whose support may be required forduring a time of domestic political
would suggest that India would have a country’s acquiescence to an in-uncertainty in the period around
continued the policy of nuclear re- ternational agreemefitAnother India’s May 1996 elections. India’s
straint in place since its 1974 nuclearbody of literature notes how inter- rejection of the CTBT ultimately had
explosion, because Sino-Indian re-national events can influence do- wider ramifications—it kept open
lations had been improving. China mestic support for national policies. the opportunity for the BJP govern-
and India signed bilateral confi- For example, Jack Snyder and oth-ment to authorize India’'s May 1998
dence-building accords in 1993 and ers have shown that threatening in-nuclear tests, an action that has
1996, and China began distancingternational events can undermineshaken the nonproliferation regime.
its_elf_ from Pakistz_aln’s nuc_lear and _domes_tic support for accommode_lt- This article begins with a discus-
mlssm_a programs in the mld-l_Q?Os, ing or liberal sgcurlty and economic sion of the significance of the CTBT.
especially aft(_ar 199‘7.Yet India’'s  policies, anq m_stead _promote thelt then traces New Delhi's diplo-
_nucle:?lr rest_ralntdl_d notdgeper_w dur-cause _of mhtans_t_, nationalist, and |-+ shift from a pro-CTBT posi-
mg_thls perlgd of improving S|r.101- pr_otecﬂomst coalition$.Because o_f tion before the NPT Review and
Indian rela_tlons. Inst_ead, _Indl_a S _thls, ou_tS|de pressure can _paCkf're'Extension Conference (NPTREC) to
nuclear policy moyed in e}dlrectlc_)n increasing dqmesﬂc_z opposition to aopposition to the treaty thereafter.
contrary to trends in India’s security government’s pollc_y, a Process Tha article next examines how in-
environment. Putnam calls “negative reverbera-

T ) o - “ ternational factors were related to
tion.” Finally, domestic political cir-

Do domestic politics then account _ domestic politics in influencing
for Indian nuclear decisionmaking? cur_n_stances such as electlon_ Y€alindia’s stand on the CTBT. It con-
Domestic political explanations pollths and th_e_z stability or fraglhty cludes by summarizing the key find-
would suggest that India’'s 1998 of ruling (_:oaI|t|o_ns can also influ- ings and their policy implications,
nuclear tests were inevitable once®"¢€ foreign policy. especially concerning India’s abil-
the Bharatiya Janata Party (BJP), a In this article, | use these ideas ity to sustain its apparent return to a
long-standing proponent of about how domestic and interna- pro-CTBT position, in declarations
nuclearization, held the reins of gov- tional factors interact to help under- it made at the United Nations in Sep-
ernment. Yet the same line of expla- stand a region (South Asia) and topictember 1998. In general, | conclude,
nation cannot account for the fact (proliferation) that are not typically before applying pressure tactics on
that India first started to oppose the explained from this perspective. A a negotiating partner, countries need
CTBT in 1995-96, when the Con- number of international events influ- to consider how their actions will af-
gress party and then the United Frontenced Indian CTBT policy. The fect domestic politics in that state.
coalition, both of whose leaders had most significant were the indefinite
long supported the CTBT, were in extension of the Treaty on the Non- THE SIGNIFICANCE OF THE
power. Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons CTBT

d (NPlT) T I\t/_layb19§r?_, sub(sjquuent The attainment of the CTBT in
nuclear testing by &-hina an rance’1996 marked the culmination of four

and the entry-into-force clause . .o of effort on behalf of such a
adopted in the CTBT negotiations on :
treaty. Calls for a test ban were first

ways in which these factors interact Jgne 28, 1996. Ma_ny ofthese eve.n_tsmade in 1954 by Indian Prime Min-
has emerged as an important themdlid not appear to increase the mili-

Larv threats facing Indi it tister Jawaharlal Nehru and other
in some recent international relations 'Y thréats facing india, so it1s no

. _ prominent world leaders, following
literature. For example, Robert qbvmus that they called for a harq a U.S. thermonuclear test on March
line response—yet they resulted in

Ultimately, a nation’s foreign an
security policies may be best under-
stood by examining both interna-
tional and domestic factors. The
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1 that exposed a Japanese fishingConference, support for the NPT’s also held by Argentina, Brazil,
trawler and more than 200 Marshall indefinite extension increased be- France, and China, which therefore
Islanders to radioactive fallout. A cause of commitments made by thedid not sign the treaty until the
Partial Test Ban Treaty in 1963 out- NWS to a set of “Principles and 1990s). India’s remaining outside
lawed testing in all environments Objectives for Nuclear Non-Prolif- the NPT also enabled it to maintain
except underground (thus ending theeration and Disarmament.” These a nuclear option to counter security
problem of fallout), but, despite re- called for the attainment of the threats from China, which were
curring efforts, a comprehensive testCTBT “no later than 1996,” to be greater in the 1960s and 1970s, in
ban treaty remained elusive and thefollowed by negotiations on a fissile the aftermath of a 1962 border war,
nuclear weapon states (NWS) con-material cut-off treaty (FMCT), but diminished in the 1990s.
tinued nuclear testing durir_lg _the positive and negative security guar- New Delhi was particularly active
Cold War. Succes_sful negotlatlens antees for NNWS, apd further in promoting a test ban during the
to draft a CTBT finally began in nucleer force_red_uctlon%.The 1950s and early 1960s under Prime
Ja_lnuary 1994 at the Conference onCTBT’s adoption in September Minister Nehru's leadership. New
Disarmament (CD) in Geneva. The 1996 and eventual entry into force Delhi’s enthusiasm for a CTBT was
negotiating mandate for the CTBT (EIF) (if this occurs) are particularly again strongly manifest in the mid-
noted that treaty should contribute significant because they would mark
t_)oth _to “the prevention of prolifera- t_he begin_ning_of the“se_ries_ of initia- treaty as part of a six-nation initia-
tion in all its aspecte, [and] to the tlves optlmed in the “Principles ar_ld tive on nuclear arms control (begun
process of nuclear disarmament.” Objectives.” They are thus crucial in May 1984 by the leaders of Ar-
The CTBT contributes to the © advance the global nuclear arms
hcontrol agenda.

and late 1980s, when it promoted the

gentina, Greece, India, Mexico,
above goals because, althoug Sweden, and Tanzania). In 1985, the
nuclear testing is not absolutely re- six countries called upon the NWS
quired for the development or mod- INDIA AND THE CTBT to “conclude at an early date a treaty
ernization of nuclear weapons, these [ndia’s interest in a test ban was on a nuclear test ban ... [which]
activities become harder if states first outlined in an April 1954 speech would be a major step towards end-
cannot test and have confidence into the Indian Parliament, when ing the continuous modernization of
their nuclear weapon designs. Thus,Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru huclear weaponst® New Delhi’s
under a CTBT, non-nuclear weapon called for an end to nuclear testing support for the CTBT continued to
states (NNWS) are restrained from as a stepping stone towards nucleabe reflected in the early 1990s. In
advancing their nuclear aspirations, disarmament. Nehru stated that,1993, New Delhi co-sponsored U.N.
while NWS are constrained from “Pending progress towards some General Assembly resolution 48/70
significantly modernizing their pro- solution, full or partial, in respect of seeking a test ban (New Delhi’s
grams. This potential to restrict mod- the prohibition and elimination of sponsorship only partly reflected
ernization caused the CTBT to these weapons of mass destructionactual enthusiasm for a CTBT—it
assume particular prominence in thethe Government of India would con- was also undertaken to ease U.S.
context of NPT Article VI, which sider, some sort of what may be pressure on India to join a five-na-
commits the nuclear weapon statescalled [a] standstill agreement” on tion conference to discuss the
to pursue “effective measures relat-ending nuclear testirfgin the fol-  nuclear situation in South Asi#).
ing to the cessation of the nuclearlowing decades, New Delhi re- In 1994, when negotiations on the
arms race at an early date and tomained enthusiastic about a CTBT. CTBT began at the CD in Geneva,
nuclear disarmament.” At the NPT But it simultaneously opposed the New Delhi continued to express sup-
Review Conferences of 1975, 1980, NPT for ideological and security port for the CTBT.

1985, and 1990, NNWS made it reasons. On ideological grounds,

clear they expected this disarma-New Delhi objected to the NPT for New Delhi’s CTBT Stand Prior
ment process to begin through abeing based on “discriminatory” to the NPT’s Extension

CTBT. principles that “legitimized the di- o Delhi's CTBT-related state-

At the May 1995 NPT Extension Vision of the world into nuclear o4 of 1993-94 focused on early
haves and have nots” (this view was
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issues on the CD agenda—those ofsub-critical testing, nor did it became the most contentious, is best
the treaty’s duration, verification, strongly insist on the closing of test indicated in its September 1994

and scope. India’s opening positionssites. These were provisions thatstatement at the CD:

on these issues differed from thoseother non-aligned countries such as
of the NWS, but not in ways that Indonesia, Iran, and Nigeria sought
precluded possible agreement, be-to include in the CTBT®

cause India gnd other states did not \yhije maintaining that disarma-
wish to derail progress on a CTBT.
In fact, the first stages of the nego-
tiations in 1994 were described as
taking place in “a cozy atmosphere,
reflecting the necessity in the first
stage of negotiations for all states to
listen to each other’s concerns and
take them into account?®

ment was an important issue, New
Delhi did not initially make its ac-
ceptance of the CTBT conditional
upon P-5 commitments to disarma-
ment. New Delhi instead empha-
sized how a CTBT fit into its own
earlier suggestions for how to make
progress towards disarmament. A
New Delhi’s primary initial con- June 1994 Indian statement thus
cerns were that the CTBT should benoted that the CTBT “has a very im-
indefinite, covering “all States in- portant place in the context of

Different views have been
expressed for EIF, from a
limited requirement of rati-
fication by the five declared
nuclear weapon states to the
expanded membership of
the CD. Our view has been
that while the former is too
limited, the latter would un-
necessarily delay the EIF of
a CTBT. Certain other
countries which are key to
the success of a universal
and nondiscriminatory
CTBT must be included at
the outset. We therefore be-
lieve that EIF should be
based on ratification by a
reasonable and representa-
tive group of countrie¥®.

cluding the five nuclear weapon- nuclear disarmament. It finds a place The above EIF proposal—calling for

states

... for all time,” with a in the first stage of India’s [1988] Key countries to be included in the

verification system that was “non- Action Plan for achieving the goal EIF—would have clearly bound In-

discriminatory in charactef® On

the issue of the CTBT's scope, New violent world order.*” This state-

of a nuclear weapon free and non-dia to the CTBT, suggesting that,

1994, New Delhi would have been

Delhi sought a treaty that would be ment also recognized the fact thatWilling to sign the CTBT
“comprehensive and not establishsignificant strides had been made in  As |ate as April 1995, just before
thresholds,™meaning “there should the Strategic Arms Reduction Talks the NPTREC, a statement made by
be no exceptions for carrying out (START) treaties, and therefore New Delhi in its capacity as a coor-
nuclear tests under any circum-“many of the targets of the Indian dinator for the G-21 (a group of 21
stances.” These positions were Action Plan envisaged during the non-aligned or neutral states) con-
similar to those of most non-aligned first phase ... have been achieved."cluded with the hope that “the pace
states and indeed simply reiteratedAs a further sign that India did not of negotiations will be accelerated
language already in use in the disar-require a disarmament commitment, by an exhibition of political will by
mament community. They were New Delhi noted that negative se- || States, in particular the Nuclear
aimed at changing the existing curity assurances could serve as ayeapon States, especially on the
stands of the five nuclear weapon short-term alternative in the run-up [treaty’s] Scope, so thata CTBT can
states (also referred to as the P-5, i.e.to disarmament. It recognized that: pe concluded in 1995 Thereaf-

the five permanent members of the
U.N. Security Council). Thus, the
call for a treaty of indefinite dura-
tion was directed at Washington'’s
early preference for a CTBT limited
to a 10-year duration. The call for a
zero-yield treaty was aimed at NWS
interest in provisions for a small
number of tests having very low
yields or conducted for safety pur-
poses. In 1994, New Delhi did not

complete nuclear disarma-
ment is a complex issue.
Therefore, pending the
elimination of nuclear
weapons, itis for the nuclear
weapon states to provide all
security assurances to non-
nuclear weapon states
against the use or threat of
use of nuclear weapons in
an internationally and le-
gally binding form, i.e.
without any qualification or
discriminationt®

ter, speaking on behalf of India
alone, the Indian delegate reiterated
India’s earlier position that “com-
plete nuclear disarmament is a com-
plex issue ... [and] pending the
complete elimination of nuclear
weapons, it is imperative that the
nuclear weapon states provide un-
conditional security assurances to all
non-nuclear weapon statéd.Thus,
until April 1995, India did not make

seek more than a zero-yield treaty New Delhi’s opening position on jts acceptance of the CTBT condi-

and did not insist on prohibition of entry into force, the issue that later

28
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tional upon strong P-5 commitments New Delhi announced its desire about negotiations on the CTBT,

to disarmament. for a stronger link between the otherwise India would have with-
CTBT and disarmament in the fall drawn from the negotiations in late

New Delhi’'s Change of Position of 1995. In an October 1995 state- 19952

after the NPT Review and ment at the United Nations, New i January 1996 CD statement,

Extension Conference Delhi declared that indefinite exten- New Delhi emphasized that, “to be

S_ion,PLthdePT “Iegfit:]mizedlz;o_r all meaningful, the Treaty should be se-
time” the “division of the wor |.1r,1to_ curely anchored in the global disar-
nuclear haves and have nots; th'smament context and be linked

was thherefors a (jSGI‘IQUS develop”- through treaty language to the elimi-
ment that Is bound to impact on all 5461 of all nuclear weapons in a

disarmament negotiations, unlesstime-bound framework? In March

r‘me nucllear Wefapcr)]n states Comml'[1996, New Delhi noted that the ob-
err:jse vhe S tol_ urther meanUI’ﬁS ,to'jective for the CD was not “the mere
wards the elimination of thelr \yechanical task of completing a

nuclear weapons within a time- [
: treaty] text but the need to place the
bound phased progrant”That CTBT ... in its proper context of

same month, ata non-aligned Sum'[eliminating] nuclear weapons

New Delhi’s position on the CTBT mit, _Indian Prime Minister inin a time-bound framework”
Narasimha Rao deplored the fact

began to shift. New Delhi took the .
stagnd that. because the NPT Exten.Nt the extension of the NPT was  Eventually, the preamble of the
<ion Conference had not adequatelNdertaken “without even obtaining Cha”; draft treaty of May 28,
ddressed the di . d tﬁ/an expression of intent to eventually 19967 incorporated some of the
?:Té?’sse € 'SarT"’(‘erEn 'Ssije’ dgbonsh all nuclear weapons” and ndian concerns on disarmament, but
now represented the next, an . : - :
n | present ity 2dded that, while the goals of achiev-NOt the time-bound aspects. This
]E)er aps only remaining, opg_or UMY ing a CTBT and FMCT were “laud- draft declared that “the cessation of
or extracting a stronger disarma- o\ » oo treaties were also “an@ll nuclear weapon test explosions
ment commitment.

opportunity to obtain a commitment and all other nuclear explosions, by
A second change in India’s CTBT to universal and comprehensive constraining the development and

position also emerged in 1995-96. nyclear disarmament®’In addition,  dualitative improvement of nuclear
India now sought a broader scope,in a statement at the CD, New Delhi Weapons and ending the develop-
going beyond the zero-yield treaty noted that “the Preamble of the ment of advanced new types of
that New Delhi had called for in [CTB] treaty will have to clearly Nuclear weapons, constitutes an ef-
1993-94, to include a (difficult to define the linkage of the CTBT to fective measure of nuclear disarma-
verify) prohibition on laboratory the overall framework of nuclear Ment and nonproliferation in all its
testing and computer simulations. disarmament2* aspects.®® This language was re-
New Delhi’s calls for a ban on all tained in the final CTBT.

nuclear-weapon-related testing and In January 1996, because I|tt_le On June 20. 1996. New Delhi fi-
for a commitment to time-bound dis- Pre97ess had been made on placing ’ '

armament were both aimed at com.tN€_disarmament issue into thenally rejected the existing chair's
prehensively halting the further CTBT text under negotiation, New Araft and stepped away from the
development of the nuclear arsenaISDeIhi brought its concerns more di- CTBT- because the tre{aty did not

f the P-5 therebv enhancina the F€CY into consideration at the CD. contain more concrete disarmament
process of their elimination. New . . ) it was:

Delhi ultimately explained these that, if the CTBT did not contain a concerned that any attempt

. : time-bound commitment to nuclear Y P

shifts on its approach to the CTBT

di * then it d st ‘ to introduce substantive dis-
in terms of both national security ©—armament, then it would stay out — armament provisions in the
concerns and the way the CD

of the treaty or oppose it altogether.  treaty have been blocked b
handled the treaty’s EIF provisions.

The indefinite extension of the
NPT in May 1995 was accompanied
by a set of “Principles and Objec-
tives for Nuclear Non-Proliferation
and Disarmament.” This document
did not contain as strong a commit-
ment to disarmament as had bee
desired by many NNWS—not just
the non-aligned, but also Western
states such as Canada, Sweden
Switzerland, and New Zealand. For
this reason, following the NPTREC,

. - i some delegations. Wea
Indian officials plarlfleq, howe\(er, and woefully inadequate
that New Delhi remained serious

The Nonproliferation Review/Fall 1998 29



Dinshaw Mistry

preambular references to
nuclear disarmament ...
[such as those] in other trea-

P-5 had not committed to eliminat- nuclear-capable states (defined as
ing their nuclear weapons, and there-states participating in the CD hav-
fore:

ties have been treated with
complete disregard. How

can we escape the conclu-
sion that the nuclear weapon
states are determined to
continue to relg on nuclear

weapons for their security

and visualize the CTBT not

as a serious disarmament
measure but merely as an
instrument against horizon-

tal proliferation®

In a plenary statement at the CD
on August 20, 1996, New Delhi
made clearer the kind of measure it
had desired. “We were not seeking
to prescribe a rigid time frame,
which we realize requires detailed
consideration. What we were seek-
ing was a commitment which could

under such circumstances, it
is natural that our national
security considerations be-
come a key factor in our de-
cision-making.... Countries
around us continue their
weapon programs, either
openly or in a clandestine
manner. In such an environ-
ment, India cannot accept
any restraints on its capabil-
ity If other countries remain
unwilling to accept the ob-
ligation to eliminate their
nuclear weapons.... [The
CTBT] is not conceived as
a measure towards univer-
sal nuclear disarmament
and is not in India’s national
security interest. India,
therefore, cannot subscribe
to it in its present form®

ing nuclear reactors) to ratify the
treaty before it entered into force.
This EIF formula was a follow-up
to one in the May 28 CTBT draft,
which made EIF contingent upon
ratification by the 37 states that
would host facilities for the CTBT’s
International Monitoring System
(IMS). Both EIF provisions were
intended to include all eight nuclear
capable states (the five NPT-defined
NWS and the three threshold states
of India, Israel, and Pakistan) in the
CTBT. Yet, an all-encompassing
EIF that requires particular states to
sign a treaty is generally adopted
only if all the affected parties agree
to the formula. Such a formula has

have acted as a catalyst for multilat- |, symmary, New Delhi cited two the drawback of enabling entry into
eral negotiations for the elimination national security reasons for not force to be held hostage by, or de-
of nuclear weapons within a reason-gjgning the CTBT. First, its neigh- layed, because of the non-signature
able span of time?* bors (a reference to China and Paki-of any particular state whose signa-
stan, although New Delhi did not ture is required. For these reasons, a

The Introduction of National directly specify these countries) con- majority of states in the CD (includ-
Security Concerns tinued their nuclear programs. Sec-ing the United States, most European

In 1995 and early 1996, New ond, the CTBT was not a Union states, Japan, Canada, and
Delhi did not suggest it might have disarmament measure, and it thusmost of the G-21) preferred a flex-
national security reasons to stay outPermitted the declared nuclear pow-ible EIF.

of the CTBT (which by implication €rsto retain and make qualitative im- The 44-state EIF formula was em-
would keep open the option of con- Provements to their nuclear phagically supported by five states
ducting nuclear tests). In March Weapons. This implied that India ,q\yever—the United Kingdom,

1996, New Delhi explicitly stated Ssaw these countries too as a SOUrC& hina, Russia, Egypt, and Pakistan.
that “we do not believe that the ac- Of security concern. On June 20, 1996, New Delhi had
quisition of nuclear weapons is es- announced that it would not sub-
sential for [India’s] national Entry into Force and scribe to the CTBT, and, on June 26,
security” and added that “we are alsoSovereignty New Delhi withdrew its monitoring

convinced that the existence of gia's strongest objections to the Stations from the IMS network.
nuclear weapons diminishes interna-c1gT however, were related to Ar- Based on the May 28 draft, this
tional security.® In June 1996, iicle |V, the EIF clause. New Delhi Would have removed India from the
however, New Delhi specifically poteq that the CTBT “not only ig- list of states whose signature was
linked the issue of disarmament t0 y5res our substantive objections required for EIF. This would allow
its national security concerns, citing [concerning disarmament] but also the treaty to enter into force—which
these as reasons for its decision t0;qntains an article, Article X1V, to  India desired—but would not re-
step away from the CTBT. New \ynich we have thetrongest objec- quire India to sign the CTBT. The
Delhi's CD statement on June 20, jjong' (emphasis added}. In its fi- ~ 44-state EIF formula then appeared

1_996 noted that both within and out- 51 form. this article required 44 in the final chair's draft, a “take it
side the framework of the CTBT, the or leave it” draft on which no fur-
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ther negotiations were to be con-ticle XIV “did not impinge on the go forward at the CD if the EIF pro-
ducted, on June 28. This move ap-sovereign right of any State to take vision, which it perceived as an “at-
peared to force New Delhi back into its own decision about whether or tempt to restrain a voluntary
a treaty which it had clearly indi- not to sign and ratify the treaty” and sovereign right and enforce obliga-
cated (on June 20) that it would not that “Article X1V, paragraph 2, did tions on India without its consertf”
sign, and was therefore viewed as amot refer to United Nations Security had been excluded from the treaty.
unwarranted act of external pressureCouncil measures [such as sanc-

and a violation of Indian sover- tions] in accordance with Chapter PUTTING DIPLOMACY IN

eignty. Spelling out why Article XIV VIl of the United Nations Char- |TS DOMESTIC CONTEXT

: : . . g
xglséeglg? sovereignty, New Delhi ter. The dynamics of the negotiations

after the Indian decision to
not subscribe to the CTBT
draft was announced on
June 20, the article on entry
into force was modified . . .
aPparentI at the insistence
of a small humber of coun-
tries with the clear aim of
imposing obligations on In-
dia and placing it in a posi-
tion in which it did not wish
to be. Such a provision has
no parallel. This procedure
... has been perceived very
negatively in our capital....
It is unprecedented in mul-
tilateral negotiations and
international law that any
sovereign country should be
denied its right of voluntary
consent on adherence to an
international treaty?

Washington also attempted to ad- described in the preceding section
dress Indian concerns. Secretary ofwould appear to provide a convinc-
State Warren Christopher, in an Au- ing explanation of India’s rejection
gust 8 letter to Indian External Af- of the CTBT. But India’s substan-
fairs Minister Inder Guijral, clarified tive objections to the CTBT were not
that the United States “does not in-very different from those of many
terpret Article XIV as providing for other non-aligned and non-nuclear
the possibility of international sanc- states. For example, Colombia ex-
tions against India,” and added thatpressed reservations that “the Pre-
these assurances could be formalizedmble to the treaty seems weak and
through an exchange of not€s. notto reflect the importance attached
Guijral replied that a bilateral assur- by all parties to having a world free
ance (given by the United States toof nuclear weapons,” and that “the
India) could not address New operative part mentions no definite
Delhi’s concerns because the CTBT time-frame to achieving that aim. It
was a multilaterally negotiated is not clear to us whether the treaty
treaty. Gujral also noted that, al- is to form part of a set of interna-

_ though the June 28 CTBT text wastional norms leading to the total
New Delhi proposed an amend- ;nsjgered to be a final draft, it had elimination of these weapons of
mentto Article XIV that "would fol- - ,een modified to accommodate mass destructiort” Canada stated
low the precedent of the Chemical ching's position on the issue of on- that “we strongly believe a more pro-
Weapons Convention,” with EIF gje ingpections, and yet no consid-gressive and dynamic reference to
upon ‘ratification by 65 states,”and grafion was given to modifying the nuclear disarmament and nuclear
stated that if Article XIV were not - cTpT text to meet India’s concerns nonproliferation should have been
modified, New Delhi “would b? '€ on the EIF issue. included in the preamble,” and
luctantly obliged to oppose” the When the CD finally sought to added, “we are even more concerned

adoption of the treaty at the CD. L
BesEjes the position tzatArticIe x|y adopt the treaty in August 1996, over the draft EIF provisions. Those

violated its sovereignty, India also New Delhi blocked the treaty mainly prczjwsm_ns mgylres_u lttlr? atprolop ged
expressed concern that this articlePecause of its opposition to the EIF:’In ! sterllcous fz ay In the treaty’s en-
seemed to suggest the possible us§l@use. The treaty was then for- fy Into foree.

of sanctions or other coercive mea-Warded to the United Nations, where  Despite sharing many of the same
sures against states not signing thd! Was adopted on September 10,substantive objections to the CTBT
treaty?’ 1996. India did not seek to disrupt as India, however, most non-aligned
U.N. adoption of the treaty. New and non-nuclear states joined the
> _“Delhi also emphasized in its U.N. treaty. The question therefore is why
suage India’s concerns regardinggiatement that, despite its June 20only India turnedagainst the treaty
sovereignty and sanctions. Their gecisjon not to subscribe to the in response to these shortcomings.

statements reflected themes raiseq : - o
_ reaty, it would have let the treaty To understand this, the negotiatin
by the CD chair, who noted that Ar- Y Y g g

Several states made moves to as
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developments discussed so far mushawkish declarations, often citing dained, but was instead contingent
now be related to domestic political these same press reports. This put®n how international developments

factors, especially the mobilization Indian governments on the defensiveaffected domestic politics. Recent

of domestic lobbies precipitated by and restrains them from making con-ideas about domestic-international

the May 1995 NPT extension. In cessions on nuclear issues. linkage put forward by scholars like

general, mobilization in Indian poli- Internal opposition to the CTBT Putnam and Snyder, as discussed
tics against nuclear arms control in- é';lbove, prove valuable in explaining

volves a pattern of interaction the increased influence of anti-

among four key domestic groups— election year. In the run-up to CTBT forces in India.

the foreign policy bur_eaucracy, a_de- India’s May 1996 elections, the do- _

fense lobby or security community, ,qjic political compulsion not to Nuclear Moderation, 1993-94

the press, and political parti€s. appear weak made it harder for the |n 1993-94, New Delhi was en-
The Indian foreign policy bureau- Indian government to take a concil- thusiastic about the CTBT, was con-
cracy—the Ministry of External Af- iatory stand on the CTBT. Further- sidering attending the NPTREC as
fairs (MEA)—has a long tradition of more, India’s domestic political an observer, and by mid-1994 had
emphasizing issues of principle, situation in mid-1996 was character- halted Agni and Prithvi missile tests.
such as India’s commitment to dis- ized by uncertainty about the natureEach of these three policies of
armament and its related oppositionand duration of governments, uncer-nuclear moderation encountered do-
to the “discriminatory” nature of the tainty resulting from rapid transi- mestic opposition. However, at this
NPT. This bureaucracy, therefore, tions between three governments: atime, India had a stable government
expresses concern about moves thagovernment led by the Congressas the Congress party had a near
may alter or weaken these positions.party before the May 1996 elections, majority in Parliament and elections
India’s remaining outside nuclear a minority BJP government between were two years off. This stability en-
arms control treaties, even ifitis for May 18 and May 31, and then a mi- abled New Delhi to maintain an
disarmament-related reasons, coin-nority United Front (UF) coalition overall moderate policy.
cides with the agenda of a domesticfrom June 1 onward$. The elec-
defense lobby. This lobby consists tion-year vulnerability of the Con-
of the pro-nuclear sections of a se-gress government and the weaknes
curity community—analysts, aca- of the post-election UF government
demics, strategic thinkers—who made both susceptible to domestic
oppose treaty constraints on India’s pressure, and during a time of chang-
nuclear and missile programs, in parting governments the bureaucracy
because of (real and imagined) se-assumed greater prominence in
curity concerns about China. The de-shaping India’s stand against the
fense lobby may also criticize the CTBT.
foreign policy bureaucracy for over-
emphasizing issues of principle at

had a greater impact because th
treaty negotiations coincided with an

The CTBT was actually the least
goliticized of the above three issue
in 1993-94. There was more domes-
tic opposition to the freeze in Indian
missile activity, a freeze that the
press argued had an “adverse effect
on the morale of our defense scien-
tists and created an impression in the
public that our political leadership
could not withstand pressure from

The following discussion traces Western powers® However, the
the expense of practical benefits ort-hese effects of Indian domestic pol- greatest domestic opposition arose

. . : . tics. It begins by examining India’s regarding New Delhi’s plan to attend
natlonal_ security consideratioffs. somewhat accommodating nuclearthe NPTREC as an observer state
The Indian press serves to carry thepolicy of 1993-94, then analyzes the (the larger issue of India’s giving up
voices of the security community, qomeic impact of the NPT’s ex- its nuclear option and joining the
often at the instigation of the bureau-ongjon then reviews the positions NPT was never in the cards). Atten-
cracy, and selectively frames the , 4,010 by the Indian press and po-dance at the NPT Conference was
nuclear debate in order to prote_ct thelitical parties, and concludes with an perceived by domestic groups as
status quo. Thus, any CONCESSION Ofgyamination of the domestic impact granting legitimacy to the NPT,
minor reversal on India's 1ong- 4 yhe CTBT's EIF clause. This which was contrary to India’s long-
standing nuclear policy by the gov- analysis will show that India’s turn standing ideological opposition to

ernment bec‘."."es C”t.'C'Zed in the against the CTBT was not foreor- the treaty. For these reasons, the In-
press, and political parties then make
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dian press carried a large number ofthe NPT remained important be- promoted a consensus on indefinite
articles against the NPT in 1994-95. cause “the NPT is the only hedge extension. This blow in the NPT

This campaign sought, first, to dis- against the spread of nuclear weap-context then caused New Delhi’s
suade the Indian government from ons.’®° long-standing opposition to the NPT
sending observers to the NPTREC, 114 above anti-NPT campaign to be directed towards the CTBT.

and the_n, after the QOV?r”me”t re'put India’s government on the de- Immediately following the
YefS?d |_tself, to prow_de mtellect_ual fensive, prompting it to declare in NPTREC, nuclear tests by China and
J_ustlflcatlon for the policy of abstain- Parliament that it would not make the announcement of renewed test-
ing from the conference. any compromise on nuclear issuesing by France provided India’s se-
Some anti-NPT arguments were under external pressute.The In-  curity community and bureaucracy
based on issues of principle. For ex-dian government eventually backed with the means to recover lost
ample, one commentator argued,down to domestic opponents and didground. On the Chinese test, an edi-
“Let us not spoil our unique record not send official observers to the torial in the Indian press noted that:
of unrelenting opposition to nuclear NPT Extension Conference; how-  The test underlines the hy-
weapons by even giving an iota of ever, _New Delhi still _did not strongly g(r)scr.l.%;rfé]h?eﬂggl?:?éggx\ge
our recognition to the NPT by send- mobilize the non-aligned countries to this country’s oft re-
ing an official observer” Others to oppose the treaty’s indefinite ex- ~ peated stand that the treaty
made the case that the regime wagension. Further, despite going on the }’(‘;?;"d S t?\lgc(rzlirrgllz]r?\-
not worth subscribing to because it defensive on the NPT issue, the In- stances, those who
was ineffective, since it had not dian government maintained its participated at the recent
stopped nuclear programs in Southpolicy of restraint on missile tests, rI\TI]z:'alcgnfere_nce have little
. X ; . uthority to give lec-
Africa, Irag, North Korea, or Paki- and it also continued to supportthe  tures to this country about
stan® A related theme popular in effort to achieve a CTBT. an international imperative

the Indian press was the apparent in- to fall in line with the

In mid- and late 1995, seminars
held in the Indian capital also began
advocating that, in the post-NPT ex-

) treaty®3
adequacy of safeguards. Comment-The Domestic Impact of NPT
. h The NPTREC had domestic rami-  only a sideshow or at best a
stan, the Indian press noted that “In-
position to and subsequent  France’s] hard decisions
guards” and added that “the fact that
fully justifies India’s deci-
tween China and Pakistan] ... makes
Their assessment in March 1995was  of the NPT but its discrimi-
pretext perpetuates a flawed regime
criminatory disarmament
in the Indian press highlighted the with this reality.®? India’s foreign
by the number of nuclear weapon tension. What was particularly dis- tension situation, India should op-
' P y pose the CTBT and FMCT unless
adventurism, notably Iran and Iraq, a stronger fight and some, such as

ing on April 1995 news reports of Extension A second commentary stated:
) : . ; fications that explain domestic op-  Public relations exercise in
dia has time and again cautioned
politicization of the CTBT in 1995- had already been taken to
the U.S. administration was not un- . . J 1al |
security establishment had assumed  sjon not to participate in the
T India’s opposition is not to
a mockery of the U.S. efforts to end would be vindicated at the NPTREC.
that “fewer and fewer people are natory character. India fa-
through unconditional and indefinite and therefore “[t]he U.S. may settle Sareoraent
merits of the NPT, observing that . ,
policy community was therefore
states being small, seven or elght,Concerting was that India’s '
they were part of a time-bound
not gaining access to dual use fls'post-apartheid South Africa, with subsequent months, three domestic

Chinese nuclear assistance to Paki- The NPT conference was
as much as [China’s and
against the inadequacy of NPT safe-
96. New Delhi's foreign policy and carry on with testing. This
aware of the exchange of atoms [be'that their opposition to the NPT NPT Extension Conference.
the nonproliferation clauses
horizontal proliferation and on that
talking of unconditional extension” vors a time-bound nondis-
e . :
extension.” Only an isolated article ' twenty-five year extension in line
India’s security interests are served stunned by the NPT’s indefinite ex-
and by countries prone to nuclear . :
non-aligned partners did not put u :
g P P pframework for disarmament. In
sion technology,” and that therefore which India had strong ties, actively factors led to a hardening Indian
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stand on the CTBT—hostile press blackmailed and highlighted the fied, at least in their opposition to a
coverage, attacks on the treaty byneed to preserve sovereignty—as intreaty that did not go far enough on
political parties, and unfortunate “CTBT: Can India Resist the Black- the disarmament issii€.Once the
timing in which the issue arose dur- mail?™°® and “Sovereignty Assailed: CTBT became politicized, no party
ing an election year. Moment of Truth for Independent without a firm majority could afford
India.”! Thus, the media empha- to support the treaty. The weak post-
sized the more populist anti-U.S. andelection UF government clearly
into the Indian press. Here, the OnWnational ind.e?p_e_ndence themes,risk_ed poIiticaI_ losses if |t went
arguments pointing out the CTBT's rather than criticizing the actual pro- agalr_lst the grain of prevailing do-
merits were relegated to the fine ponents of the I_EIF clz?luse, such asmestic oppos_mon to the CTBT. Itac-
Russia, the United Kingdom, and tually benefited from public and
China. parliamentary support when it was
seen as opposing an unpopular treaty
and thereby upholding Indian secu-
rity and sovereignty.

First, elite opinion against the
CTBT increasingly found its way

print and editorial pages, while most
articles, and especially article titles
and headlines, emphasized how ex- Second, hostile press coverage
ternal pressure and blackmail threat-against the CTBT was comple-
ened Indian sovereignty. On the mented by attacks on the treaty by
pro-CTBT side, a letter in the Indian Indian political parties. In late 1995,  Third, the timing of the CTBT is-
press stated that New Delhi “must the BJP had tabled a resolution insue is also important in understand-
firmly resist hawkish pressure to Parliament against the CTBT, and ing India’s opposition to the treaty.
move toward exercising the nuclear in the 1996 election campaign, the External events such as the NPT's
option” and that “New Delhi must BJP prominently raised the CTBT extension, Chinese nuclear tests, and
discharge the moral and political re- issue. In its pre-election manifesto external diplomatic pressure had
sponsibility it assumed in 1954 by of April 7, the BJP declared that it “negative reverberation,” in
securing a good CTBT through a supported the Congress govern-Putnam’s terms, on India’s support
constructive, consensual ap-ment's attempts to link the CTBT for a CTBT. This occurred because
proach.® A deeper reading of some with firm and detailed disarmament of how these events aligned in time
articles even suggested that thecommitments. On April 20, BJP with domestic developments inside
CTBT might benefit rather than leader Atal Behari Vajpayee stated India. Specifically, India’s stronger
jeopardize India’s security, by freez- that “the BJP stands committed to astance against the CTBT coincided
ing the nuclear programs of “China, nuclear-free world but it rejects the with the run-up to its May 1996 elec-
Pakistan, Iran, Iraqg, Indonesia, Cen-very concept of nuclear apartheid. tions. New Delhi's CD statements
tral Asian states, and North Ko- In fact, my government will exer- reflecting a tougher stand were
rea.’s’ cise the option to induct nuclear largely focused on the specifics of
weapons as a deterrefit.” the CTBT text. They nevertheless

However, it was the front pages _ _ , :
pag (especially with the introduction of

and headlines that largely framed the  After the election, a short-lived ] _
issue for the broader public and po- BJP government collapsed before itn‘F"t'on""I security concern_s) con-
litical community. These featured could implement this pledge. How- veyed t_he message domestically t_hat
more populist themes that reflected ever, when the United Front took t_he Indlan_ government was stan_dlng
prominent rallying points among over, it showed that it would not be firmly against the CTE’T' And Indlan_
anti-CTBT opinion. Many headlines outdone by the BJP’s rhetoric. The nuclear test preparations, reportediin
suggested that the CTBT was a mea-UF government’s first general policy The l\iew York_ Times Qecember
sure of U.S. pressure on India or astatement, on June 5, 1996, notedlg_958 (the article was itself per-
contest between India and the Unitedthat it would continue to work for ceived as a form of eXtemal pres-
States; examples include the head-universal disarmament, but addedSY"® and caused atoughenmg Indian
lines “U.S. Will Not Allow Indiato  that India had the right to retain the stand_ atthe C'.D) also_3|gnaled to do-
Block Test Ban Treaty?? and “Vic-  nuclear option until that goal is mestic constituencies that New
tory for U.S., Splendid Isolation for achieved® Ultimately, all political Del_h|1 was not conc_edmg ground on
India.™® A further set of article titles parties jumped on the anti-CTBT India’s nuclear option.

suggested that India was beingbandwagon and thus appeared uni-
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Assessing Domestic Politics also stalled movement on the FMCT worth noting—even these may be
New Delhi had substantive com- &t the CD during 1997 and early perceived negatively and stimulate

plaints about disarmament and EIF1998' a hostile domestic reaction that leads
at the CD talks, but the broader do- Under calmer domestic political toha harder "”elﬁQa'”St arms control.
mestic criticism by the press and po- circumstances, statements by the in-T_ us, Ne\:]v Delhi’s strongest oppho-
litical parties, especially during an ternational community aimed at as- S't'gn to t € .CTBT v¥a:js not on the
election year and a period of transi- suaging Indian fears on the CTBT, EU Star?t've ISsue % |Is§1rmament,
tion between governments, surely which were eventually acknowl- ut rzt er ?]n proce 1ura |ssules sur-
did not allow further flexibility on edged (but only in the fine print) of r(?un Lng the treéltys EIF clause.
these issues. These factors then ledhe Indian pres®, could have car- Adtert_ € S(;ptem er 1992.U,'N'[\]/0te
India to reject the CTBT, rather than ried greater weight. Such positive a optmgl t f? (.:TBT.' I_n las tden
choose to accept the treaty with res-moves may have kept open the pOS_Ext_erIna A dal_rs M|?_|ster In“ er
ervations, as did the other non- sibility for Indian governments to SUJra hSta;[f n P_ar |amer_1t, Vr\]/e
aligned states. show support for the CTBT at a later ave tﬂe |hst|nfjt mpresfsur)]n that

7 et specily I Idin gover 2% 8% 19 ST e o,
might well have ended after it ments had co_untgred nuclear lobbied del i b hat had

.~ on the security issue. Such efforts Many delegations about what ha
stepped away from the CD negotia- ~ . y e really been achieved by the CTBT
fi 3 20. 1996 instead -tmlght have found domestic support . L
ons on ~une <4, - INStead, 1y o cause the security concerns intro-2Nd themanner in which it had been
was compelled to remain engaged in ! . y b ht ab hasis added

: duced in India’s June 20, 1996, CD Proughta out(emphasis added).

the CTBT process due to the intro- : ’
duction of the 44-state EIF clause.
This caused the Indian government
to seek greater domestic support in

India’s encounter with the CTB

statement did not widely resonate Second, the prominence of do-
domestically (it was the sovereignty mestic politics in changing India’s
issue that caused the greatest mobistand on the CTBT highlights the
the face of external pressure by fur_Iizati(_)n). Furthe_r, in 19_98, Indian importance (_)f recognizir_lg Win_d_ows
ther mobilizing public opinion centrist and leftist parties actually o_f opportunity. Domestic political _
against the CTBT In turn, this led noted that there were no threats tocircumstances such as electoral poli-
Indian security that justified India’s tics and the presence of weak gov-
taking firmer root and being largely May 1998 nucl_ear test8. Ulti- ern_ments do not always aIIc_)W
unchallenged throughout 1996 to mately, reassuring statements bynational leaders to make concessions
1998. A typical anti-CTBT editorial, oth_e_r countries, as WeI_I as pro-CTBT on nuclear arms control. The_rel_‘ore,
which actually cautioned against opinion in the flne_z print of the In- Whgr_lever a government is in a
nuclear testing, nevertheless cIaimedd'an press, were S|mply drovv_ned out pc_)smpn to accept (or displays an in-
that “rejecting the NPT, CTBT, by the_torrent c_)f popuhst ann-_treaty cllnatlo_n towards) nuclear accom-
FMCT and any other treaty that fo- rhetoric. By tng_germg a series of modan_on, 'Fhe opportunity for
cuses entirely on nonproliferation in a_ldverse_ domestlc_ reactions, mterna—nonprol_lferanon success _should be
a discriminatory fashion, has coun- tlpn_al diplomacy in 1996 made In- re(:(_)_gm;ed anql consolidated by
trywide support.t” As a result, dia into a stauncher opponent of thepositive international endeavors.

while, by early 1996, India had al- eX|s_t|ng arms control and nonprolif- Third, external initiatives can both
ready indicated it was unlikely to eratlc_)n agendas _than one would ha_vefacilitate support for and create na-
sign the CTBT, the more pervasive pred|cted from its moderate posi- tional opposition to arms control
domestic mobilization during mid- tions of 1993 to 1994. treaties, depending on whether they
1996 further constrained any room help or hurt the cause of domestic
to maneuver that Indian govern- CONCLUSIONS groups that favor adherence to arms
ments may have had on the treaty, This study of domestic-interna- control. In 1996, New Delhi was
both during the final stages of nego- tional influences on India’s approach (and prominently made the case do-
tiations as well as in subsequentto the CTBT raises three issues hav-mestically that it was) subject to dip-
months. New Delhi thus remained ing policy relevance. First, the sig- lomatic isolation and external
adamantly opposed to the CTBT andnificance of procedural issues is pressure through the CTBT’s EIF

to populist anti-CTBT sentiments
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clause. This then caused many do-Test Ban Treaty” and added, “We mitment by New Delhi to enter

mestic groups to “rally around the shall also be happy to participate in firmly into collaborative arms con-

flag”; even some pro-treaty lobbies the negotiations for the conclusion trol.

objected to the EIF clause (and by of a fissile material cut-off treaty?

implication the entire treaty). Thus, In September 1998 at the United Na-

although external pressure may, un-tions, Indian Prime Minister

der certain circumstances, force gov-Vajpayee reiterated this position,

ernments to make concessions,stating that India was prepared to

pressure may also cause the unifi-bring negotiations on India’s join-

cation of all internal factions against ing the CTBT to a “successful con-

external forces and lead to a harderclusion, so that the entry into force

national stand against the nonprolif- of the CTBT is not delayed beyond *The author would like to thank all those who

eration regime. This case supportsSeptember 1999,” and added thatzzi'rfme‘gggst?ﬁezzeg’;g?tt;':hzf;?éz f‘;ici'ﬁA?r';‘;

Jack Snyder’s earlier analysis, whichNew Delhi would participate in  coniol, Disarmament and International Security

found that taking a hard line againstFMCT negotiations “in good (ACDIS)atthe University of llinois and research

aweak, moderate government tendsfaith.”” These positions supportive &N DE-FG03-975F21281. The analysis is the

only to bolster hawks inside the tar- of the CTBT and FMCT are similar zstatement by India on June 20, 1996, at the Con-

get country. to India’s pro-treaty stand of 1994. Ler:eg%iq %?e?]izi;%aemsﬂglgt;teges?tz :x '?izty

In conclusion, this review of Yet India’s er_1thu3|asm. for nuclear (CTBT) 1993-1996New Delhi: Ministry of Ex-
arms control in 1994 did not trans- ternal Affairs, 1996), p. 105.

India’s Shifti_ng attH_:Ude towards the late into participation in the CTBT 3 Statement by India on September 10, 1996, at
CTBT has yielded important lessons the United Nations, iBtatements by Indja. 144

on how the process of arms control because of the way external and in-. The 1993 Sino-India Treaty of Peace and Tran-
. ternal events—such as the NPT Ex-quility notes that, pending an ultimate solution
can accommOdate or alienate SIatest'ension Conference. pressure from®" their disputed boundary, both states will re-
New Delhi had once been an ardent ) ' P spect and observe the line of actual control. A
supporter of disarmament, and mostthe CTBT'’s EIF clause, and elec- follow-up treaty in 1996 reaffirms that both coun-

. s . tion-vear politics—interacted to re- tries will not use or threaten to use force against
Indians would Support international y b i the other or seek unilateral military superiority.
movement in this directiofi. Yet, S_UIt_ In opposition to the CTBT. A These documents can be found on the Stimson
paradoxically, New Delhi's major similar set of events loom on the ho- gre]_nte’r w_eb_lsi:e rghttlp://vsiww.fstimtsog.cl)(l_’gt).

Lo . rlzon: a CTBT Conference In Se - Ina’'s missile tecnhnology transters 10 FPakistan
nuclear policies in recent years have =P appear to have halted after Chinese assurances
been those of nuclear esca|ati0ntember 1999 and an NPT Review on the issue in 1993. In October 1997, China at-

. Conference in the year 2000; CTBT tended a Zangger Committee meeting, acknowl-
rath_er than Cc_mtm_ue_d nuclear re- ratification bv other required states: edged some past nuclear transactions, and gave
straint, as manifest in its tests of May y q = strong assurances on curbing future nuclear trans-
1998. The years 1993-94 thus rep_external pressure on New Delhi to fers.
: . ... curb nuclear and missile activity in °Robert Putnam, “Diplomacy and Domestic Poli-
resent an |mp0rtant lost opportunlty h for the lifti f t-y . tics: The Logic of Two-Level Gameslhterna-
for the consolidation of India’s exc(; t?]nge orthe ]|cngo saf[nctz)llons, tional Organization42 (Summer 1988), pp.
: an e presence of an unstable Coa427-60.
nuclear restraint. AIthou_gh t,he BJP lition government and possibility of 8 These themes are discussed in Jack Snyder, “In-
government entered office in 1998 . . : . ternational Leverage on Soviet Domestic
with a strong commitment to Indian elections in the period 1999- Change,"World Politics42 (October 1989), pp.
nuclearization. it would have faced 2000. These developments may well1-30; Peter Gourevitch, “The Second Image Re-
SO - -~ influence India’s ability to sustain versed: The International Sources of Domestic
greater inhibitions against testing if . _ Politics,” International Organizatio82 (Autumn
its predecessors had been accommoltS revived support for the CTBT and 197s), pp. 881-911; Etel Solingen, “The Politi-
dated and broughtinto a comprehen-FMCT' The international commu- ‘;""' E“-‘t’”f;“ yFOf"Nlugcgl,iar Resf;énggemational
sive test ban treaty. nity needs to acquire a better under-; ggl:mrfleyrenc(eaon Disz):\’rr?%men; Document CD
S standing of the way in which India’s 1238, January 25, 1994.
In May 1998, following its  tyrbulent domestic political situation 8Pr'zfl'l?g:g't?sn’*/’;‘r’]dogli‘g'r‘;fznfg;t'\‘“azif oo
_nu“clear tests, New Delhi nOIed.thatinteraCtS with external events and (http://WWW.acda.gov/decision.htr:n).
It _WOUId be prepared to consider |ndia’s substantive foreign policy °“Statement by the Indian Prime Minister to Par-
be:jng al?‘ adh_erehnt Ct:o Somi of 'Fhecor?cerns if that community wants its 'E')"’:)TSQ:EF:\‘E’Eigdgga'\:;‘iﬂ;i%j&g;;gh;%54
undertakings in the Comprehensive aetions to support a possible com-ton, D.C.: U.S. Department of State, August
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1960), pp. 408-11. India, p. 126 mately 190 seats, the Congress had some 140
10“Delhi Declaration by the Leaders of Six Na- 32 Statement by India on March 21, 1996, at the seats, and the 13-party coalition United Front
tions, January 28, 1985Documents on Disar- Conference on Disarmament, 8tatements by (UF) held 180 seats in a 540-seat legislature.

mament 1985Washington, D.C.: U.S. Arms India, p. 98 India’s president first invited the BJP to form a
Control and Disarmament Agency, 1985), pp. 35- % Statement by India on June 20, 1996, at the government, but this government could not mus-
36. Conference on Disarmament, 8tatements by ter a Parliamentary majority—the combined
1P, R. Chari, “FMCT: issues in contentiofifie India, pp. 104-5 strength of the UF and Congress ensured that the
Hindu, March 4, 1997, p. 12. 34 Statement by India on August 8, 1996, at the UF eventually formed a government which was
12 Rebecca JohnsoAcronym Booklet No. 2: A Conference on Disarmament, 8tatements by supported by the Congress.

Comprehensive Test Ban: Setback for an Early India, p. 121. 46 “After Agni, What?” Patriot, June 1, 1992, p.
Treaty(May 1994). 35 Statement by India on August 20, 1996, at the 4; in FBIS-NES (12 June 1992); “Prithvi in the
13 Statement by India on July 29, 1993, at the Conference on Disarmament, 8tatements by  Fridge?”Indian ExpressMarch 31, 1995, p. 8.
Conference on Disarmament, 8tatements by India, p. 127. 47 K. Subrahmanyam, “India’s No to Observer at
India, p. 3. 36 Statement by India on August 8, 1996, at the NPT Extension ConferenceThe Times of In-

14 Statement by India on June 2, 1994, at the Con-Conference on Disarmament, 8tatements by dia, January 26, 1995; in FBIS-NES (27 January
ference on Disarmament, 8tatements by India  India, pp. 121-22. 1995), p. 56

p. 12 37 Article XIV, para. 2, notes that if the CTBT “® “The Nuclear Arsenal Increases Despite the

15 Statement by India on September 1, 1994, atdoes not enter into force within three years of its NPT,” Navbharat TimesApril 15, 1995, p. 1, in
the Conference on Disarmament,Statements  opening for signature, “a Conference of the StatesFBIS-NES(18 April 1995), p. 61.

by India p. 20. that have already deposited their instruments of “° “Atoms of Hypocrisy,"The PioneerApril 11,

16 Rebecca JohnsoAcronym Booklet No. 3: A ratification” can convene in order to “consider 1995, p. 8; in FBIS-NES (12 April 1995), pp.
Comprehensive Test Ban: Disappointing and decide by consensus what measures consis?4-75. In practice, the NPT regime is not at fault
Progress(September 1994). tent with international law may be undertaken to here because Pakistan’s nuclear facilities are not
17 Statement by India on June 2, 1994, at the Con-accelerate the ratification process in order to fa- subject to international inspection, and these ac-
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