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ing course. Russia has embraced capitalism arabntrol and disarmament, is substantially reduced by

democracy, China has thrown open its doors téndia’s immobility. In particular, India has attained—by
foreign investors, and previously white-ruled South Af-being identified in the text of the CTBT approved by the
rica has abandoned apartheid. While such events dtmited Nations as one of the countries that must join—

There have been many recent cases of states revamsnproliferation regime, and for making progress on arms

always unexpected, after historians an effective veto over the treaty’s
have done their work, it become;s entry into force.
clear that each was the result of p VIEWPOINT: Finding the pathway out of the

gradual destabilization of the pre labyrinth is therefore one of the

vailing orthodoxy. Their timing |ND|A’S NUCLEAR most important tasks that India

was usually determined by contex and the international community

s miogeek LABYRINTH | i st i
“the situation is no longer toler- by William Walker * notjust ofindia’s making: it also

connects, especially through

China, into a much larger laby-
Equally, there are circumstances rinth, comprising the policies of

in which policies remain frozen (such as in contempothe nuclear weapon states (NWS) and their approaches

rary Iraq) or when change occurs only after long delayo nonproliferation and disarmament, and indeed the

(the Soviet Union under Brezhnev). Policies may be dysvhole edifice of the nonproliferation regime. There is

functional from most vantage points, but ruling elitespreference for treating the “Indian problem” as a local

cannot or will not embark on radical change. The natioissue. Itis more than that: itis a systemic issue and may

state then becomes trapped for reasons having to do wlik incapable of resolution without systemic movement.

a complex interplay of domestic and external factors. In

some cases, broad political support for $tetus quo THE INDIAN NUCLEAR PARADIGM 2

may become more rather than less entrenched, especially

if there is heavy foreign pressure to abandon it. India’s nuclear weapon policies took shape between
the late 1950s and early 1970s, partly in response to a

This perspective is helpful in analyzing India’s cur-gqiag of shocks—the 1962 border war with China, the
rent policy on nuclear weapons. For 30 years, its policygg, chinese nuclear explosion, and the 1965 and 1971
has been remarkably consistent. But over the past dgz, s \yith Pakistah. The Gandhian conception of in-
cade India’s stance in this area has become '”Creas'r_‘qg/rnational society, and of India’s role within it, gave

dysfunctional. Post-Cold War arms reductions, more V'gJ\/ay to a harder approach based upon realpolitik. Secu-
orous nonproliferation policies, and negotiations towardﬁty had to rest on power, and power on capabilities. A

a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) are causingisinctive nuclear paradigm evolved in these and sub-

India to suffer a serious loss of positional advantage i8eyent years, entailing a set of attitudes and judgments
the international nuclear arena. Furthermore, its “Iatergnd a set of prescriptions

power” is under siege as the CTBT threatens to limit its

freedom to develop and exploit its nuclear capabilities. The attitudes and judgments can be summarized as
At the same time, geopolitical changes and developmerf@”ows;

in relations with and the capabilities of neighboring states * India is on its own India had to be able to look after
are raising awkward questions about the relevance of itself as alliances with foreign powers were either un-

non-alignment during the Cold War, but it went deeper.

able.”

Current conditions, therefore, favor radical change.

But India seems trapped. For reasons internal and ewjilliam Walker is professor of international relations
ternal to the country, India is experiencing extreme difat the University of St. Andrews in Scotland. He is the

ficulty in finding a pathway out of the labyrinth that it co-author with David Albright and Frans Berkhout of
has ventured into. It seems unable to advance or retregipR|'s Plutonium and Highly Enriched Uranium:

And because India is trapped, the international commuy/orld Inventories, Capabilities and Policies
nity is also trapped. The scope for universalizing thgforthcoming, 1996).
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India’s history suggested that foreign powers were onlyivate it, thereby protecting their budgets and avoiding
interested in subjugation, were little prepared to grandifficult and unnecessary responsibilities. Furthermore,
India its rightful place in the international order, andit allowed India to pursue nuclear weapons while still
would only come to India’s assistance out of narrowelaiming the moral high ground.

self-interest. One early conclusion was that other pow- - .
, The second prescription was that India should become
ers’ nuclear umbrellas could not be trusted. . . . .
. self-reliant in the technologies pertaining to nuclear
*Nuclear weapons confer status, security, and lever-

age This was evident from the prominent positionsweapons. India should gradually accumulate, mainly

attained by the five NWS since 1945, reinforced b through indigenous effort, the range of capabilities that

: S - would allow it to assemble an effective nuclear deter-
their permanent membership in the U.N. Security . . . .
. - - . rent against potential enemies and that would render it
Council. India’s association of nuclear weapons with .
. L Immune to foreign controls on technology transfer. It
statuswas heightened by China’s increased recogni- .
. , . should concentrate mainly on research, development, and
tion as a great power after 1964, wiacurity by

Pakistan’s quest for nuclear weapons after 1971, a ddemonstratlon, avmghng until abgolutely necessary the
) . Igh cost of production runs. This technology strategy
with leverageby the perception that a non-nuclear

India would remain prone to being pushed around bwould be inherently dual-use, serving India’s desire to

the United States and other nuclear powers (the d ain both economic and military advantage.

ployment of theJSS Enterprisén the Bay of Bengal The third prescription was that capacities to produce
in 1971 being the totemic event). weapon-grade material should be established outside in-
« The NPT is primarily an instrument of great powerternational safeguards. Those capacities would allow In-
politics, and only secondarily an instrument of col-dia to supply its weapon program without scrutiny and
lective security According to this view, the NPT and Without breaching international undertakings.

associated trade controls have been develagailst  Oyer the years, this set of beliefs attained consider-
the developing world and against India in particulargpje intellectual and operational coherence. It gained
The NPT confers power on a small minority of stateg|igity from the nascent Pakistani nuclear weapon pro-
while denying it to the large majority. There shouldyram, from shared interests with other countries in the
be no compromise with this legalized discrimination.non_a”gned movement (such as Argentina, Brazil,

* Nuclear weapons are immoraln the last two years \jexico, and Yugoslavia), and from the punishment that
of his life, Mahatma Gandhi spoke frequently of th&yas meted out to India, particularly in the form of tech-

immorality of nuclear weapons. Their developmentyology denials. This punishment and the perceived dis-
was “deadening the finest feeling that has sustainegimination against India by states parties to the NPT,
mankind for ages™ This strain of thinking survived  ensured broad political support for the nuclear weapon
in India’s persistent calls for complete nuclear d'sa"‘program, despite the disinterest, skepticism, or hostility

mament. Even after the events of the 1960s, Indiaith which many Indians regarded nuclear weapons
attitudes towards nuclear weapons were deeply anhemselves.

bivalent: they were admired and abhorred in equal

measure. THE CHANGING ENVIRONMENT: FROM
India’s nuclear paradigm became associated with threeOMFORT TO DISCOMFORT

prescriptions. Firstly, that India should develop the op- _ _ _
tion to deploy nuclear weapons. Unless and until its BY the 1990s, India found itself having to respond to

security was gravely threatened, India’s nuclear weapdﬁ‘ajor changes in the international environment which,

policy should remain open-ended and ambiguous, offe'ft not completely destabilizing its nuclear policies, cer-

ing both the lure of disarmament and the threat of arm&2/N!y unsettled them. They included: the geopolitical
ment. This position satisfied the popular desire that Indighanges ensuing from the end of the Cold War and from

would one day become a great powemus inter pares shifts in the locations of economic dynamism; the matu-
while allowing it to limit costs to the domestic economy'ation of Pakistan's nuclear weapon program and deep-

and to its foreign relations. It also gave India latent mili€MNYG Of the conilict over Kashmir; international

tary power without committing the Armed Forces to ac_olevelopments in arms reduction and nonproliferation

policies; and the negotiation and conclusion of the CTBT.
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Political-Military Relations with China and Pakistan and Southeast Asia, and in giving India as little cause as

_ . _ possible for developing a closer relationship with the
Since Pakistan launched its nuclear weapon prograriynited States. India’s interest has lain in limiting Chi-

India has been engaged in a pair of asymmetrical stralase interference in the politics of the sub-continent's

gic relationships, entailing inferiority versus China and,;thern regions (including Kashmir), and in trying to
superiority versus Pakistan. Negating the inferiority ang},asken the Chinese link to Pakistan. Both have wished
maintaining the superiority have motivated its nucleag, yoqyce the costs of policing long mountainous bor-
and missile development policies. ders. Both have wished to benefit from the other’s eco-
China’s superiority stems partly from geographical adnomic development.

vantage, and partly from technological leadership. New g said, India remains wary of China’s long-term
Delhi and the main population centers in northern Indid tantions. It has not come to terms with China’s occu-
lie within 300 miles of the Chinese border in Tibet,,aiqn of Tibet, even if it has learned to keep quiet over
whereas Beijing and Shanghai are 2,000 miles from 1t 4oes not accept that China has a higher claim than
India’s border with China. If it chose, China could al-jise|f t be called a great power, and resents the haughty

ways threaten India with nuclear weapons (or advanceglsregard with which China often treats India. It abhors
conventional weapons) more cheaply and to greater g

, | the role that China has played in helping Pakistan to ac-
fect than India could threaten Chlna. After 30 Yearsy ire nuclear weapon technologies, and the freedom
experience as a nuclear power, China’s technological a

: _ : anted to China to develop and deploy its own nuclear
operational advantages over India are extensive and wj eaponry in contrast to the persistent foreign interven-

become still more extensive as its nuclear modernizay,n in India’s own programs. In the mid-1990s, India
tion programs are completed.  India now possesses thgs watched with trepidation the reform and re-equip-
capability to deliver payloads well into Chinese terri-pment of China’s armed forces, its precipitous economic
tory, as demonstrated by the successful testing of the,ansion, its aggressive behavior towards Taiwan, Hong
Agnirocket. Butitis still a considerable way from hav-iong and territories in the South China Sea, its devel-
ing the ability to deliver nuclear payloads, letalone moung, nent of port facilities in Myanmar, and its continuing
a credible minimum deterrent against China, with theyitical repression in Tibet and Xinjiang. India’s de-
requisite second-strike capability. sire to provide itself with a long-term nuclear option has
Since India’s military conflict with China in the early not diminished as a result.
1960s, the rationale fadeployingnuclear weapons i js worth noting that there is no evidence that China
against China has steadily weakened. Soon after if§s 4t any time expressed concern about the Indian
nuclear test, China adopted a policy that limited its Cay,clear weapon programNor has the Chinese govern-
pability to that of a minimum deterrent against Sovietnant tried to exert pressure on India to désibt.addi-
and U.S. deployments in eastern and northern Asia. Afig, china has appeared unconcerned that its assistance

China did its best, by committing itself to a "no-first- , payistan in the 1980s and 1990s might, by provoking
use” strategy and by keeping nuclear weapons away oz to double its efforts, weaken its own strategic po-

frontiers with Asian neighbors, so as not to provoke resition.  One can only conclude that China has not felt
taliatory nuclear weapon programs. In subsequentyeas, o threatened by India’s nuclear weapon program,
and especially since Rajiv Gandhi’s visit to Beijing ingegpite India’s repeated identification of China as one
1988, India’s relations with China have stead!ly iM-of the program’s main objects. On the contrary, China
proved: There has been progress towards settling bof,y have found the program helpful to its interests (al-
der disputes and commercial relations are developingqgh this attitude may now be changing): it has caused
rapidly, including the first tentative steps towards enyision between the Indian and U.S. governments; it
gaging in civil nuclear trade. has provided a nuclear-armed China with shelter within
These developments stem from mutual interests in cdre non-aligned movement; and the nuclear rivalry be-
operation and in discouraging either side’s deeper ifween India and Pakistan has turned Pakistan into a cli-
volvement in the other’s sphere of influence. Thusent state of China while absorbing India’s scarce
China’s interest has lain in keeping India docile on Titesources. From a Chinese vantage point, India has prob-
bet, in discouraging Indian political intervention in Eastably been weakened more than strengthened by its
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nuclear activities. parently possessSome Indian analysts argue thatea

Whereas China has maintained its nuclear superiori cto arms cqntrol Process Is n plac_e, W'th.the I_ndlan
over India, India has been less successful in regard d Pakistani governments moderating their actions to
, . o : . i
Pakistan, which has established an impressive nucleﬁvOICI confron_tatloﬁ. This claim deS(_e_rves some re
capability over the past two decades. Pakistan is no ect, but parity does not ensure stability, and recessed

believed to have the ability to assemble and test nucle pterrence is not, especially in military minds, the same

warheads and to deliver them over the comparativel s deterrence. With little transparency or trust on either
gide, there is plenty of scope for misinterpretation, and

short distances to New Delhi. Pakistan lacks the r " o L
sources to win an arms race with India, but it has beeflqr the political and institutional exploitation of worst-
rather successful in the “capability race” that it has Wagea'slse analyses.

instead. Indeed, by acting like the proverbial thieving Unfortunately, the Indian and Pakistani governments
magpie, it may have achieved superiority in some aredmve so far failed to build stability into the situation
of technology. Where warheads are concerned, its difarough arms control agreements, partly because Kash-
advantage now appears to stem more from its companatir has so upset their relations. In 1990-91, a few con-
tive shortage of fissile materials, although its supphfidence-building measures were negotiated, including an
problems may diminish when the unsafeguarded reactanportant agreement not to attack one another’s nuclear
at Khushab begins to operate. installations, but that has been all. Instead, an attempt

As a consequence, a rough equivalence in capabilhas been made by other powers to exercise arms control

ties, and thus a state of mutual deterrence, appearsf'EBm the outside,_ through bilateral and multilateral mea-
have been established between India and Pakistan. P4’ €S (e.g., de”'?" of access to_ technology, safegpards
kistan may already have used the threat of nuclear r&N huclear materials) and especially through U.S. diplo-

taliation to discourage an Indian conventional attack jnatic Iev_erage and legal c_:or_lst_ram_t. By a mlx_ture of
1990. Its threats in the mid-1990s to match India’s deSntreaty, inducement, and intimidation, successive U.S.

ployment of Prithvi, or any explosion of nuclear devicesdovernments have tried to quench the fires. But this has

may have been similarly effective especially since the?een a poor substitute for restraint achieved through dia-

11
invited a strong U.S. response to any Indian action. gue:
In regard to both China and Pakistan, India’s attach-

In truth, full deployment is probably the only means | heref _ i th
by which India could re-establish its nuclear superiority.ment to nuclear V\{eaponst erefore remains strong |n_t €
ew political environment. Nevertheless, the security

Pakistan might still have the capabilities to assemble £

minimum deterrent, but its resources would hardly bgenefits that I_ndia gains from them seem increasingly
sufficient to mount an effective second-strike capabil-Open to question. Nuclear weapons may have psycho-

ity. Deployment might therefore restore lost strategiéOglcal vglue for India as it co_n_templates_ China’s devel-
pment in years ahead, but it is becoming harder to see

advantage and stretch the Pakistani economy to its limt di d h infl Chi behavi
This is reminiscent of the Reagan administration’s poli: ow India cou _uset em to Influence Lhinése benavior
in any substantial way. And in the context of relations

cies towards the Soviet Union in the early 1980s. . ; : !
ith Pakistan, nuclear weapons have, if anything, blunted

Tempted though India may be to pursue such a cours\% ) :
there are powerful disincentives. Deployment woul e advantage that India undoubtedly possesses in the
eld of conventional warfare. As such, it would be sur-

jeopardize its foreign relations, risk increasing Chinese™ ™ = - - .
and U.S. political and military support for Pakistan, and"SINg if hard-nosed military strategists were not ask-

place new burdens on its own economy when public rdng searching questions about their present and future

sources are scarce. Furthermore, is it in India’s interegf'l'ty' 12

to put an increasingly fragile and volatile Pakistan un-

der such pressure? The consequences would be higHije Nuclear Test Ban
unpredictable.

A threshold country acquires “latent power” by assem-
It therefore seems unlikely that India can escape frorbling nuclear weapon capabilities outside international

a rough strategic parity with Pakistan, in the form of thesafeguards. This power only has value to its holder if

“recessed” or “non-weaponized” deterrents that both aghere is a real prospect that the capabilities might eventu-
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ally be used to deploy an effective nuclear force. Theest ban would inflict a substantial loss of latent power
possibility of translating latency into actuality thereforeon India, not least because it would be barred from the
has to exist, and to be recognized as existing both bytede in simulation and other technologies that the NWS
state’s armed forces and by its potential adversaries, liave been indulging in during the CTBT's negotiations.
the capability is to be taken seriously at home and abroa@hrticle | of the NPT forbids such transfers to all coun-

Moving from latency to actuality does not only, or tries apart from the NWS.)

necessarily, involve the explosion of nuclear devices. The A test ban would probably have little effect on India’s
recent debates around the CTBT have revealed the vaaibility to deploy a credible nuclear deterrent against Pa-
ety and complexity of processes by which the effectivekistan, in which context sophistication and miniaturiza-
ness of nuclear weapon designs may be assured. Fdi@n are not at a premium. Its true significance lies
threshold state, as for a NWS, there are three principalsewhere. The ability to develop an effective nuclear
ways of gaining confidence: 1) through external assidorce that might one day be deployed against China would
tance, including access to test data, or best of all to thme substantially impaireld.A test ban would underline
blueprints of tested warheads; 2) by exploding completéhe permanence of India’s secondary or even tertiary sta-
nuclear devices and monitoring the consequences; or Bjs as a nuclear power by limiting the capabilities that it
by testing warhead components and assemblies usioguld credibly deploy.

non-fissile materials, by hydronuclear and hydrodynamic India’s de jureor de factocompliance with a test ban

tgsting, and by using dynamic modelling techni_ques Qould have another effect. It can plausibly be argued
simulate the assembly and disassembly phases in nucltaz,crlt India has never known where it has been going with

explosions (these last techniques are rendered less 8L uclear weapon prograth The program has been
fective if they cannot be calibrated by explosive teStIooser directed towards various “fuzzy futures,” involv-

ing). ing images and fantasies of both external threats and na-
Outside the inner walls of India’s government andional aggrandizement. Put bluntly, an effective test ban

nuclear institutions, it is not known how far India haswould explode those fantasies. Those funding India’s

gone towards verifying the effectiveness of its nucleanuclear weapon programs would probably demand a

weapon designs since the single nuclear explosion mmarder definition of costs and benefits than has so far

1974. Nor is there reliable evidence of the types of wabeen provided.

head that it has tried to develop. Unlike Israel and Paki-

stan (allegedly), India has not gained or sought extern@he NPT and India’s Status

assistancé& It undoubtedly has the expertise to manu-

facture a moderately sophisticated fission weapon, us- There is widespread Indian perception that the NPT

ing plutonium as the fissile material, and could dep|o}¢nshrines the denial of great power status to India and

such a device without needing to t¥stA test ban’s its conferral on a small group of nations, including China,

main effect on India would be to impede a program othat has no greater right to possess it. Antagonism to-

miniaturization and to obstruct India’s development ofvard the treaty, and towards its associated instruments

thermonuclear weapons. Given the analytical tools avaiftf nonproliferation policy, has long provided the “bind-

able to Indian laboratories, and the extensive informdl'd energy” that unites the body politic behind India’s

tion in open literature, only a relatively primitive OWN attainment of nuclear weapon capabilities. In peri-

thermonuclear design might be assemBled. ods when the regime has been undergoing strong devel-
) _opment, India’s attachment to nuclear weapons has
A ban on nuclear testing would thus greatly compliyenqeq to increase rather than decrease, irrespective of
cate, and probably rule out, certain kinds of nuclear misy,qjr contemporary relevance to India’s security. Espe-
sile deployment (notably cruise missiles, multiplegjq)y in the 1990s, the intensification of international

warheads, and even submarine-launched ballistic Mig;q,4reggainstuclear weapons has paradoxically led
siles). It would require India to deploy larger rockets,  iha intensification of political suppofor nuclear
and to use larger and less efficient warheads. Mountir\ﬁeapons within India

an effective nuclear deterrent that entailed delivering _ _ _ _
nuclear warheads over long distances would become es-n the years just before and after India achieved its
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ers enunciated a vision of an international society that Hence there is a real sense in which the NPT, as much
would be just and egalitarian, and in which sociahbs India’s regional adversaries, has become the energizer,
progress and international harmony would be achieve@drget, and justifier of India’s nuclear weapon program.
through non-violent and democratic means. This visioin the Indian case, the NPT has ironically become an
grew out of India’s particular historical experience ofincitemento proliferate. This is manifested in the com-
foreign domination and colonialism, the success of Mamon but paradoxical attitude found among Indians who
hatma Gandhi’s non-violent rebellion against the Britare against nuclear weapons, but even more strongly
ish Raj, and the blending of Indian and European idealisigainst the NPT. Thus, they favor actions that defy the
traditions (many of the early leaders received EuropeadPT and, hence, support the Indian nuclear weapon pro-
educations). It was also consonant with the Congreggam. Fury at the NPT has therefore widened the con-
Party’s advocacy of socialism and secularism as the bestituency in favor of a nuclear India and created a
foundations for a stable and prosperous Indian statepnsensus where no consensus might otherwise exist.
faced with the hierarchical and multicultural nature of .o ~TBT has added insult to injury. A common In-

Indian society. dian viewpoint is that the CTBT is being used to enforce

As many observers of India have noted, this politicathuclear apartheid,” and to complete the NWS’ project
philosophy coexisted with an opposite tf&itVherever to achieve a perpetual and exclusive monopoly sanc-
India’s own status was in question, it refused to be contioned by the NPT Indian critics of the CTBT point
tent with equality and was keen to assert its superiorityput, accurately, that the NWS’ ability to deploy warheads
This was evident from the outset in the Indianto existing designs will not be affected by the treaty, and
government’s handling of relations with Pakistan and inhat they will be able to continue developing some as-
its quest for leadership of the non-aligned movenfent. pects of warhead technologlyThey also note that the

In India’s longstanding advocacy of nuclear disarma!-\lWS have been sharing simulation technology and build-

ment, and in its critique of the NPT, one finds traces opg new d_iagnostic facilities in order to sustain their ar-
India’s early vision of a world free of injustice, hierar- senals_(wnness the new ag_reement_ betwe?f‘ Fran_ce and
chy, and violence. But there is also an acute, and maﬁ@e United States to share information). Critics point as
would say anachronistic, awareness of the political advell to the fact that gOﬁernmgntdoffl_czlalj n tf;]e Unllged
vantage that comes with the possession of nuclear we tates, France, and the United Kingdom have been

ons, and the disadvantage that accompanies their deni [Renly courting domestic and ministerial support for the
CTBT by portraying it as serving nonproliferation pur-

India’s grievances have been deepened by a populgpses above all others. Again, the view from New Delhi

perception that it is, and always has been, the regimegs that India is being singled out for persecution.
(and the United States’) main target. The evidence is _ _ _ _
India’s anguish has been heightened by its

compelling in Indian eyes. Unlike Britain, France, an _ _ o
J _ngstandlng advocacy of the CTBT. Prime Minister

China, India was punished for carrying out a nuclear te h he fi ban in 19 q
Whereas every opportunity has been seized upon to opehru Was_t e first to propose a test an in 1 54 andan
end to testing has been a constant theme in India’s nuclear

struct India’s missile program, China’s much more ex-". | , 994, i dth
tensive program has been unencumbered. The first ste(EJQ omacy eversince. In 1994, it evsan cOo-Sponsore the
.N. resolution calling for the treaty’s negotiation. Re-

to establish multilateral technology controls, in the shapg . L N _

of the Nuclear Suppliers Group guidelines and the MisJ-eCt'or_' of the CTBT pla_ces Ir_1d|as credibility on the In-
sile Technology Control Regime, were partly taken ir;ernatlor_m’l stage at serious risk, an_d encourages thg view
response to Indian actions (the 1974 explosion, the Iaungﬂat India’s position on nuclear disarmament is disin-
of the SLV-3 rocket in 1979 and of the Indian Guidedd®nt0Us:

Missile Development Program in 1983), and the con- .

trols have been used ever since to constrain India'§dia’s Isolation

nuclear and space programs. There are further com-yyje |ndia's antagonism towards the NPT has been
plaints that India has been demonized in the U.S. preggcoasing, many other countries have made their peace
and by U.S. non-governmental organizations, whereggy, e treaty and now share its ambitions. Criticisms

Israel's nuclear activities are seldom mentioned by themy; v« NWS for their failure to honor disarmament
let alone criticized.
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pledges have not abated, but the NPT has increasinglyIndia therefore finds itself pitched against a formidable
come to be regarded as the common property of natiorexray of nations. Furthermore, they have now enunci-
and a truly collective instrument of international secuated in the “Principles and Objectives for Nuclear Non-
rity. Beyond the expansion in NPT membership, théroliferation and Disarmament” a set of ambitions that
common purpose of preventing nuclear proliferation hasun directly counter to India’s perceived interést3.hose
been reflected in the roles played by the U.N. Securitgmbitions include the attainment of universal adherence
Council in the attempted disarmament of Irag and Nortko the NPT as an urgent objective which is to be pursued
Korea. It has also been evident in the growing propomy all states parties to the treaty; the negotiation and
tion of the globe that is being covered, at the instigatiomplementation of a CTBT and fissile material cut-off
of the non-nuclear weapon states (NNWS), by nucleatreaty (FMCT); the achievement of further nuclear-
weapon-free zones. weapon-free zones, especially in “regions of tension”; and

Over the past 15 years, India has therefore becon’i@e linkage of nuclear trade to acceptance of full-scope

increasingly isolated in its antagonism to the NPT anaafeguards and legally binding commitments not to ac-

associated instruments of nonproliferation policy. Th&Y!'® nuclear_ weapons. I“nd|_a IS faced with the “_”COT'
fortable reality that the “Principles and Objectives

changing structure of the international nuclear “order’ ; o ] e
is evident in the NPT's membership. Whereas India wa ommit the great majority of nation states to achieving
e nuclear disarmament of the remaining non-NPT

one of 48 non-NPT states in 1981, in September 19961 hold hether it likes i he cl
was one of only eight. And whereas there were six threshold states. Whether it likes it or not, the clauses

non-NPT threshold states with nuclear weapon progranféich émbody this commitment are more precise and

in 1981 (Argentina, Brazil, India, Israel, Pakistan, anoemphaticthan those addressing the behavior of the NWS

South Africa), today there are only three. Apart fromand the achievement of complete nuclear disarmament.

this “hard core” and Brazil (which is, however, bound By excluding itself from the CTBT, and by unsuccess-
by its commitments under the Treaty of Tlatelolco), therdully trying to thwart the treaty’s opening for signature in
are no geopolitically significant countries left outsidethe United Nations, India has confirmed both its isolation
the NPT. and the weakness of its position. Although indeterminate,

The agreements reached in May 1995 by NPT partiége costs to India could be considerable, and might not be
onfined to the nuclear and security domain. It risks de-

to extend the treaty indefinitely and to enhance the prc?_ | of i 4 other f ¢ ) |

cess whereby the treaty is reviewed, were setbacks fg|! of economic an other forms of cooperation, a 0SS

India. They confirmed its isolation, lack of influence,Of international respect, and a loss of leverage on the in-
ternational stage except of a negative kind (we shall in-

and failure to grasp the mood of the international coml_ h d | h f d d f
munity. The Indian caricature of the NPT as a tool o¥ ictharms A and B unless the rest of you do X and ). |

the NWS—the means by which they safeguard thei'rndia sticks to its policy of preventing the CTBT'’s entry
nuclear monopoly—still has a powerful grip. But theimo force, it will invite opprobrium as well as isolation.
Indian political elite has seemed unwilling to acknowl-n 1ts current mood, it does not seem to care.

edge that the regime has gained authority from other _ N

sources: the widespread antipathy towards nuclear wedptonomic and Political Change

ons within contemporary international society (demon- Attention should also be drawn briefly to two contex-
strated clearly by reactions to France’s nuclear testing alal changes—in economic policy and in the complex-
Mururoa); an alliance of interests between NWS ang, o the Indian government—that have significant

NNWS parties to .the treaty in preventing the spread gfy,jications for nuclear decisions. Their consequences
nuclear weapons; and the desire of leading NNWS t9, 1,0 1 clear weapon program are both unpredictable
use the NPT and its procedures to push the NWS dovxé[hd ambiguou¥. How the economy performs and is
the path towards further arms control and reduction meﬂﬁanaged (and to whose advantageYfaegssues in In-

sures (and towards eventual nuclear disarmament). |y, hojitics, as was evident in the recent general elec-
essence, the NNWS parties wish to transform the NP, 5 The future of the liberalization program may stil

into an instrument of nonproliferatiamddisarmament, hang in the balance, but a new economic elite is emerg-

implying the restraint of India on both counts. ing that is outward-looking and more concerned with profit
and competitiveness than with India’s abilities to wield
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political and military influence. Furthermore, the Indiandisarmament remains the primary international objective.
economy is increasingly liable to being hurt by the judgHowever, India’s renunciation of nuclear weapons—
ments of foreign investors and capital markets, and iwhile others possess —them is also portrayed as being
passing through a period of vulnerability to internationamorally reprehensible.

financial sanctions. All of this tends to “demote”

o ) nuclear These are the views that one sees expressed in the
weapons and invite restraint.

Indian press and in public statemefithe private as-

Set against this, India’s economic transformation isessments, especially in military and foreign policy
being accompanied, as so often happens, by the riseafcles, may be less flattering to nuclear weapons or to
nationalism and introspection. As was recently eviderindia’'s nuclear weapon policies. In those circles, there
in the manifesto of the Bharatiya Janata Party (BJP), thmay beawareness of the limited utility of nuclear weap-
possession of nuclear weaponry has been invested wibns in the context of relations with both China and Paki-
symbolic importance by the advocates of a proud, assestan and of the costs that India is incurring through its
tive, and self-reliant India. The Indian government's deisolation (but secrecy makes it difficult to tell). Despite
fiance of external pressure to join the NPT and CTBThese doubts, the Indian body politic remains deeply at-
also helps counter charges that it has, through the libegached to the paradigm described above.

alization program, consented to the extension of U.S. Nevertheless, the set pfescriptionsfor giving real-

economic *hegemony” over India. As defiance of €Coyy 14 |ndia's prowess in nuclear weapons looks increas-

nomic forces has become more difficult, so nuclear wea;ﬂzgly threadbare as the grip of post-Cold War arms

onds_ ha_ved acqutljred an aura of the final guarantors ofyction and nonproliferation measures is tightened.
India’s independence. What is the meaning of an “option to go nuclear,” espe-

After the general election in May 1996, the BJP gainedially in regard to deterrence of China, if confidence in
the largest share of the votes but failed to form a viablhe option cannot be demonstrated through testing? Even
government. The presumption is that the coalition whicif India stayed outside the CTBT, would it ever have the
subsequently formed the government will be unable tstomach to test nuclear weapons in defiance of world
act decisively to change India’s stance on nuclear weappinion? Hence the paradox that is central to the “In-
ons, in whichever direction: it will seek to preserve thadian dilemma”: while India’s domestic political and
status quo When the new government announced irpsychological dependence on nuclear weapons has
mid-June that India would not join the CTBT in its thentended to increase, its ability to exercise power to its
current form, it emerged that there was unanimity acrosalvantage through the threatened deployment and use
the political parties—a rare occurrence in Indian poli-of nuclear weapons is diminishing, as is its ability to
tics. gain a higher international standing through their pos-

session.
Strengthening and Weakening of India’s Nuclear
Paradigm THE FOUR CENTRAL QUESTIONS

In summary, recent developments have tended to rein- In trying to find a policy approach that will release
force, if modify, the attitudes and judgments underpinindia (and the international community) from its trap,
ning India’s nuclear paradigm. There is a belief that théhe Indian government and by extension foreign govern-
international community is not sensitive to India’s secuments therefore find themselves having to address four
rity concerns, and is trying to deny India its sovereigrcentral questions:
right to defend itself, while the NWS continue to ex- 1. Can India solve its problems by changing the rest
pound—to domestic audiences and recently before the of the world, and especially the policies of the main
International Court of Justice—the value of nuclear holders of power, either by persuading them that
weapons to their national security. There is also a belief India’s stance on nuclear weapons is justified and in
that the efforts to secure the NPT’s indefinite extension their mutual interest after all, or that the world should
and to conclude a CTBT have been cynical exercises take decisive steps towards complete nuclear disarma-
aimed at achieving eternal “nuclear apartheid.” As in- ment?
struments of mass destruction, however, nuclear weap-
ons are still seen as immoral, and complete nuclear
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2. If (1) is infeasible, can India profit by conducting arather than an asset. The reason is, of course, that the
series of nuclear tests to establish confidence in itsontainment of China is a geopolitical issue, whereas
nuclear weapon designs, possibly prior to acceding timdia’s containment of Pakistan (or Pakistan’s contain-
the CTBT? ment of India) is regarded as a local and “bounded” is-
3. If (1) is infeasible, and (2) is injudicious, can Indiasue, albeit with the capacity to irritate foreign powférs.

adjust its nuclear weapon program, in the face of test So efforts by New Delhi to change foreign attitudes
bans and other multilateral initiatives, so that its baSifowards India’s nuclear weapon policies are unlikely to
g_oals, and the pargdlgm_that undgrplns 'Fhem, can Syfg persuasive. Nor is India’s own initiative on nuclear
vive u_nchanged without jeopardizing its 'ntemat'onaldisarmament likely to fare much better. Establishing a
standlng?_ . L _ “time-bound framework” for nuclear disarmament has
4' If (1) is |nfe§15|b|e, (2)is 'UJUd'C'OUS’ and (3)_'S UN"hecome the centerpiece of India’s nuclear diploni&cy.
likely, can Inqlla’s longstanding nuclear para_dlgm b&t was deployed in the margins of the NPT Extension
e:]pand?n(?)d, mhwhor!e or part, and replr(]age(: W't_h SOM&onference in 1995 and was the main condition attached
thing Zeb Wh at c_dang_es n ap_proaIC Y TOreIgn POWy the Indian government to its accession to the CTBT.
ers, and by the wider international community, arery,q proposal, which builds on ideas contained in Rajiv

required to allow that to happen? Gandhi’s address to the United Nations in 1988, is that
Let us consider each question in turn. all countries should commit themselves to nuclear dis-
armament and should set a timetable for achieving it.

Changing the Rest of the World’s Attitudes and The proposal has clear attractions for India: it would
Policies bring the NWS down to its level, disarm China, and re-

. alize a genuine and long-held Indian ambition. If re-
Partly because foreign governments have been so Ugcted, India might still, it was hoped, stand to gain
successful in influencing Indian behavior, and partly bepjitically. Its rejection would help sow dissension be-
cause the stakes have risen, there has been substan{i@len NWS and NNWS and generate sympathy for
investment in recent years in gaining a better understanggia's position, not least because time-limited disarma-
ing of what drives the Indian progréi.The resulthas  ment has been espoused by some other countries, espe-
been an increase in empathy but not in sympathy or agg)ly in the non-aligned movement.

ceptance. The principal reason for this dichotomy is _ _
that few if any foreign actors find that India’s nuclear Unfortunately for India, this has not been the outcome.

program serves their interests. In foreign ministries, i{1Stéad, India’s disarmament proposal has tended to in-

offends against the widespread desire to achieve univéf:€aSe perceptions, among NWS and NNWS alike, that
sal adherence to the nonproliferation regime, and brind2dia’s stance is disingenuous. What this rejection re-
many complications to relations with India and Pakistarf€a/S above allis India’s lack of influence and leverage
and to relations between those that have chosen to int&? the international stage. ts “structural power” is stil
vene in the sub-continent (notably China and the Unite}feY limited, causing it to have little ability to shape the
States). In defense ministries outside South Asia, India'8térnational agenda or influence responses to it. There

nuclear capabilities are viewed as neither sufficient ngi'€ Many reasons. India’s capabilities, of whichever kind,
sufficiently helpful for there to be common cause,  &re not extensive; its economy, while increasing in im-
portance, has insufficient weight to affect global finan-

There is a paradox here. If India had already succesg| trends; it is not a member of a close community or
fully established a nuclear deterrent against China, igjliance of states (one of the costs of non-alignment);
particular, strategic analysts in Washington, Moscow, angnd it is not a permanent member of the U.N. Security
other capitals might have regarded it as another usefdlouncil with veto rights. Where international nuclear
part of the strategic balan&e.Precisely because the rg|ations are concerned, Indian is no match for the United
Indian nuclear capability has so far achieved little deterStates, let alone for the United States acting in concert

rent value against China, it is discounted and there is Rgith its allies and with other states, such as China and
possible community of interests. On the other handyssia.

where deterrence of sorts has been established—against ) ) )
Pakistan—it is regarded by foreign powers as a liability India lacks structural influence in another, more di-
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rectly relevant, respect. Despite its nuclear weapon proaovement. In these respects, India may after all have
gram, it is still largely peripheral to the game-play thabeen granted some leverage over the NWS, by the NWS,
defines the form of and movement in global power relaas they prepare to defend their corners in the coming
tions in the late 20th century. This arena mainly involvedebates.

poI_iticaI, economic, _and military relations among the Furthermore, India has gained substantial influence

United States, RPSS'a: Chlna, and the other states . e gecision whether and when to open negotia-
are enmeshed W,'th this triangle (such as Japan and iGns on the EMCT. The formation of a Conference on

European co.untrles). The fgture_course of nl_JcIea_r aAMSisarmament (CD) subcommittee on nuclear disarma-
control and disarmament policy will be determined f|rstl)_/ment is the condition being attached by India to the for-

_by deye!opments in the_se relations, secondly by b‘?‘rga'ﬂiation of a subcommittee that would empower the CD

thirdly by Indian protestations. One could add that th%levice to obstruct another measure that would impede

Indian sub-contlnent Is not even, When the chips fAdia’s nuclear weapon program, the NWS have refused
down, the most vital area of concern in regard to nucleg& give in and there is a risk of stalemate

proliferation. It is surpassed by the Middle East an
East Asia, where the barring of further access to nucle%r

. onducting Nuclear Test Explosions
weapons has become an absolute requirement. One’lis

forced to the conclusion that, in termgedlpolitik, In- One can safely assume that the Indian government,
dia does not matter enough to be able to bend the inteflong with R&D laboratories and other pertinent actors,
national community to its will. has examined closely in recent months the costs and ben-

There is an important caveat to all this, as everyone &fits of conducting nuclear test explosions. Here are

India’s, and 43 other named countries’, ratification be- Firstly, India would gain useful knowledge from such
fore it can enter into force. The dubious insistence byuclear tests. But whether it would gaimoughuseful

the Chinese, Russian, and British governments (the laghowledge is debatable. A handful of tests would in-
in particular) on inserting an entry-into-force clause thagrease confidence in one or two designs whose develop-
would tie India’s hands has given it the ultimate powement was already largely completed (e.g., perhaps a
to obstruct the treaty’s implementation, a power that iboosted weapon design), without necessarily establish-
presently seems determined to exergisén so doing, ing sufficient confidence or allowing refinements to be
India has put itself in the extraordinary position of exermade. A much larger series of test (perhaps 20 to 30)
cising a unilateral veto over the arms control measurgver a long period (say, a decade) would be required to
that it has historically cherished above all others. demonstrate the performance and safety of more ad-

The option has been created to convene a conferen¥@nced designs, notably of thermonuclear warheads. Any
three years after the anniversary of the CTBT’s openingeies of tests conducted by India would be subject to
for signature which will “consider and decide by con-intense internal and external scrutiny. Any failures, par-
sensus what measures consistent with international laif¢ularly in a short series, could therefore damage the
may be undertaken to accelerate the ratification proceBestige of the Indian weapon program and of the insti-
in order to facilitate the early entry into force of thistutions charged with technological development. A pre-
Treaty.® Presumably this conference would be calledrequisite for testing, ironically, is that there should be
if necessary, in the latter part of the year 2000, gi\,eﬁonfidence that the designs would work: this would tend
that the CTBT was opened for signature in Septembé? confine the tests to conservative designs whose test-
1996. As such, its timing would nearly coincide with theé"g may be inessential.
next NPT review conference and the conclusion of the Secondly, India is more likely to “get away with it” if
NPT review process that will precede it. In consequencehe test series is short and time-limited, and if tests are
India will also gain indirect influence over the review conducted before the CTBT gains many ratifications and
process and may gain fresh opportunities for re-estabefore the proposed conference in 2000. India’s an-
lishing the prestige of its disarmament proposals anflouncement of a test series preparatory to joining the
forging new alliances with countries in the non-alignedCTBT would place the international community in a con-
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siderable bind. India could rightly point out that bothmembership and its norms would be fully establighéd
France and China had conducted their final tests witithough their observance could not be properly verified);
out incurring sanctions from the governments of eitheor c) India could stay outside and the treaty might col-
NWS or NNWS. It might also calculate that one or mordapse.

]Ic_ndla_m t?StS Ln'ght dle_zstablllze the CJB;- ' obstructlnghran- The results of the first two possibilities would, in terms
ication in other parliaments. Equally, however, such aCg¢ o vtical restraint, be similar for India. If the interna-

tions by Ind'f"‘ might increase the_z treaty's prestige, a§ona| norms against testing strengthened further, with
occurred during the French tests in 1994-95. or without the CTBT's entry into force, it would be ex-

Thirdly, irrespective of scale and timing, the conseiremely difficult for India to defy them. India would
guences of test explosions for India are beyond calculthen have to ask itself whether a technology strategy
tion. How would Pakistan, China, Japan, the Uniteaould be devised that would offer the prospect of cred-
States, and other countries react, and what would be ti#e deterrence without testing.

Indian public’s reaction to those reactions? Notwith- A credible and durable deterrent could probably be
sta?dln_g ]Ehe Frlench and_ChlneS(_a prect:)ed_ents, WSUId :]Orﬁaintained against Pakistan without testing, but it would
mal or informal economic sanctions be imposed (w Ye much more difficult to establish a credible deterrent

would the history of discrimination against India beagainst China or another foreign power where great dis-

breached in this instance?)? Could the policy of PrePaf3nces were involved, or a high degree of sophistication

ing an “option to go nuclear” be reinstituted after a S€hvere required. In general, the emphasis would probably

ries of tests, or wou_ld th_e tests lead inexorably towarc_ﬁave to shift towards larger rockets and bulkier payloads.
deployment_, espeually !f they were _matched by F)ak'This might in turn require a more extensive rocket test-
stan? In View of India’s I_ongstandlng opposition toing program, which has its financial and political costs,

nuclear testing, how would ielte-faceaffect the man- and larger stocks of fissile material than might have been

ner in which future Indian proposals in this and 0theﬁeeded if miniaturization had been feasl€ome what

fields of international relations were regarded? One C%ay India would be limited to second-best solutions
add many other questions, and none has clear an§wer§Nou|d it be content with this? Would a nuclear weapon

For the above reasons, testing therefore seems injugirogram that was so limited maintain its prestige within
cious by most reckonings. Despite these drawbacks, litdia and therefore justify its expense? It is doubtful.

is still conceivable that, especially if India were pushed If no testing were possible, it is likely that Indian

into a corner and passions were raised, it would throg, e Re D would wither on the vine. It would gradu-
caution to the wind and_ launch a series of tests. Int ly lose prestige and resources, and thus lose momen-
shprt run atleast, an Indian _government would win POPYym. India would probably have to acclimatize itself to
larity from such defiant actions. possessing a capability that would only have utility in
the Indo-Pakistani context. Through this outcome, the
test ban would have an important consequence. By in-

Faced with the CTBT, the most comfortable positior{“ibit_ing nl_JcIear d(_eterrence against China but maintain-
for India might have been to stand its ground, neithef'd it 2dainst Pakistan, the “problem” would tend to be
testing nor renouncing testing, and await the outcome G€cOUPIed from the strategic relations among the estab-
the NPT review process before making any further decliSn€d NWS. Solutions might be easier to find in these
sions. In this way, the traditional stance of maintaining'fcumstances.
its “option to go nuclear” might have been preserved The possibility that India would not join the CTBT
untarnished, at least for a domestic audience. Howevemd that the treaty might collapse is, in some ways, the
the CTBT'’s entry-into-force provision invalidates this best of all outcomes for India. Its options would again
approach. Three possible alternatives remain: a) Indize wide open. It must be tempting for India to try to
could join the CTBT and commit itself after all to the engineer this outcome, by creating conditions in which
renunciation of nuclear explosive testing; b) India couldatification by other states is thrown into doubt, by frus-
stay outside the CTBT, thereby preventing it from entertrating entry into force, and by encouraging dissension
ing into force, but the treaty would attain near-universalithin and among the NWS on issues of substance and

Maintaining the Status Quo

The Nonproliferation Review/Fall 1996 71



William Walker

tactics. However, such an approach would be fraughégitimized access to nuclear technology (due to its test
with danger. Itis seldom advantageous to act in internaf a nuclear device before January 1, 1967)—India has
tional diplomacy as the spoiler at the party, unless theot been able to enjoy such benefits. As such, its task of
spoiler has the authority and prestige, and ultimately thiinding a middle course is much more difficult. As we

allies, to limit the repercussions. Furthermore, is it truhfhave seen, the NPT Extension Conference’s “Principles
in India’s security interests to lift the roof on nuclearand Objectives” appear to provide even less room for
testing, or to see the nonproliferation regime seriouslynaneuver: they bind states parties to the NPT to an un-
undermined as would surely be the consequence? compromising commitment to end the nuclear weapon

The conclusion to be drawn here is that India has sonft09rams in the nor)-NPT_ threshold states and to allow
possibilities for maintaining its “option to go nuclear,” no concessions until that is achieved.
but they are limited. All seem to risk leaving India iso- New paradigms and new solutions tend to emerge
lated, unpopular, and without an impressive nuclear devhen new questions are given ascendancy. Allowing

terrent. those questions to be posed, and granting them priority
over previous questions, are the vital but difficult first
Stretching towards a New Paradigm steps. Furthermore, international perceptions that those

) _ _ ) questionsire being asked with high seriousness, and that

ing—cannot work, one of two things can happen. Eithegeeking alternative solutions, would have a substantial
a state can continuing trying to make it work, inthe hopgffect on the climate of relations with India, opening
that at best it will escape its predicament through its OWggors to compromise and innovation.
ingenuity or some external developments that will act to ) ] )

In India’s case, everything can be boiled down to two

its advantage, or at worst it can put off the day of reckon- " A ; i - i
ing. Alternatively, it can seek new approaches which, evefSIC duestions: how can India gain political, military,

if they do not amount to total departures from previou&nd Psychological security without giving preeminence
positions, entail a significant change in interpretations dP the development of nuclear weaponry?; and how can

the security situation and, especially, in how to addre<d cooperative (rather than an adversarial) relationship
it. This involves a cognitive shift—an openness to nevpe established between India and the nonproliferation

interpretations of security situations, a deliberate seardff9ime’s adherents:
for new ideas and solutions, and a process of learning Four observations provide keys to unlocking the an-
how to apply them in a given context. swers to these questions:

What is striking about India’s nuclear paradigm is, on The first can be stated flatly: India’s renunciation of
the one hand, its allegiance to a hard “realist” view ohuclear weapons is not in the cards in the foreseeable
the international system and, on the other hand, its all&ture. This has to be accepted. Irrespective of its rela-
giance to the vision of an ideal world that is shorn otions with China, or its concerns about “nuclear apart-
nuclear weapons. Given its unhesitating acceptance béid,” its renunciation of nuclear weapons could only
the Chemical Weapons Convention, which aims tdollow success in establishing an effective arms control
achieve the total elimination of chemical weapons, thergrocess with Pakistan. Such a move would probably have
is no reason to doubt the sincerity of its desire for conto go hand-in-hand with the establishment of more “nor-
plete nuclear disarmamefit. However, India has little mal” politico-economic relations between India and Pa-
to offer in between, for its own security or that of otherskistan. All this would take time, and is most unlikely to
and little vision of what might lie in between and how itbe achieved by the end of the cenfiiry.

might manage the in-between. In particular, it has so far The second observation is that India’s relations with

failed_to d(_evelop a sgt' of policies that blends coIIectiveChina’ and China’s own approach to nuclear arms con-
security with the traditional threat of the use of force. trol and disarmament, are fundamental to a resolution
One reason is that the nuclear nonproliferation regimef these problems. The two nations’ approaches to in-
together with India’s non-alignment, have placed obternational security have been rather similar, even if the
stacles in the way of adopting such an approach. Con®andhian idealistic tradition is absent in China’s case.
pared to France—which is involved in NATO and enjoysBoth have placed considerable reliancesatpolitik, and
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in some measure on non-alignment, rather than on cafs and between senior officials. Considerable efforts
lective security. While China continues to lean in theare being made to resolve the border disputes that have
former direction, there has been, however, a definitbedevilled their relations since the late 1950s. There are
movement in the latter direction, especially in the nucleaalso signs that China has become increasingly concerned
arena (as indicated by its support for the NPT and CTB#&bout the consequences of the nuclear competition be-
and by its efforts to establish proper export controls)ween India and Pakistan for its security and foreign re-
Furthermore, China appears to have capped its nucleations. For instance, its assistance to Pakistan has begun
weapon program so that, although its arsenal is unddie cause serious problems in its relations with the United
going modernization, it is not expanding. And moreStates, problems that could become more serious still if
broadly, the growing integration of China into the glo-Pakistan were provoked into using Chinese technology in
bal economy seems likely to create constituencies iits response to Indian test explosions or missile deploy-
China that will favor “softer” approaches to internationalments.

security. Could China and India therefore bring themselves, or

A nuclear test ban would limit India’s ability to mount be enjoined, to develop a much wider understanding,
an effective nuclear deterrent against China. The quegleally enshrined in a treaty, that would provide confi-
tion is whether China can find the resolve to reduce théence on both sides that nuclear weapons would not be
significance of this event for India’s perceptions of itsdeveloped, deployed, or used against one another? One
long-term security. Rather than sitting back and enjoyeould imagine a Sino-Indian treaty embracing pledges
ing the reduction in India’s “latent power,” could it take on deployment, security assurances, transfers to third
this opportunity to establish a relationship with India thaparties, and “no-first-use” together with bilateral confi-
would effectively take nuclear weapons out of the equadence-building measures. Might this be placed high on
tion, or at least consign them to the margins? One cdheir respective agendas in the next three years, so that
express this in more exalted language. Given that bothe new century might open with such an agreement in
India and China are destined to be great powers in thace or at an advanced stage of negotiation? Might that
coming “Asian century,” can a stable security relation4in turn pave the way for India’s acceptance of the CTBT
ship be established between them at the outset that is mothe year 20007?
based on military confrontation in general or the large-

_ _ This may be too much to ask, given the complexity of
scale deployment of nuclear forces in particular?

relations between Beijing and New Delhi. However, the

The choices for China are already evident in the corpoint to stress is that a shift in India’s nuclear policies is
text of the CTBT's entry into force. It has three optionaot easily envisaged without a dialogue between the two
in regard to India. One is to ignore it. Another is tonations and without movement in Chinato lessen India’s
make life as difficult as possible for the Indian governpolitical and security concerns over the uses to which
ment, notably by signing and ratifying the treaty—pos-China’s nuclear capabilities might be put.

sibly using its political mu_scle t‘? bring Pakis_ta_n O The third observation is connected to the first. The
t_)oard—and thereby ensuring India’s _dlplomatlc_ ISOIaNPT is constructed around a binary world of NWS and
_t|or_1 and thuslweaknes.s. A corolle_lry is that India MayINWS, the former category being limited to the five
g\Vlte opprobrllurrﬁnddell\k/)er the Clrl(;neslltar?overnfrfnent; members that conducted nuclear explosions before 1967.
est outcome: the test ban would still have effect, byt uni-directional, in that countries can only join the

multllr_;lteral vhe_rn;llcgt;]qn mg_af_tlires (eseguallyg)n-_snelln:[reaty as NNWS whose nuclear facilities and materials
spection) whic Ina dislikes could not be Imple-, ¢ placed under full International Atomic Energy

me_nted. The third option is that China coulq \_/vork W'thAgency (IAEA) safeguards. As the nonproliferation re-
Ind_|a and cher_ powers to develop th? conqmons_un,d%ﬁme has developed, it has become increasingly intoler-
which India might be prepared to live with Chlnasant of non-parties to the NPT, and especially of countries
nuclear advantage, and thus to accept the CTBT. with unsafeguarded activities that have become the ob-
Despite a brief rift in 1986-87, the Chinese and Injects of institutionalized discrimination. This is evident
dian governments have established an increasingly can the field of nuclear trade. Under the Nuclear Suppli-
dial relationship in the 1980s and 1990s. Regular meetingss Group guidelines, the application of full-scope safe-
are now held between Indian and Chinese political leadyuards to a country’s materials and facilities has become
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a condition for trade, a condition that was endorsed byot just be conditional upon a final state of grace being
the NPT parties in the 1995 “Principles andachieved. Although a formal solution along the lines of
Objectives.”As a result, India is being subjected to @he Korean Peninsula Energy Development Organization
wide-ranging embargo on nuclear transfers. is not applicable in the Indian case, the Agreed Frame-
If India continues on its current path and shows ne‘vork between the United States and North Korea makes

willingness to find new solutions, few concessions catpist this linkage between the avgilability of technology
and should be made in this regard. The international norﬂ{]d movement towards a security gqal. Furthermore,
of full-scope safeguards has been hard won and is Ghe can better gﬁ‘ord to create exceptions to rules when
precious to be deviated from without large security bent-here is near universal adherence to tfiem.

efits. However, what is supposed to happen if India (and If India (and Pakistan) demonstrate through deeds as
Pakistantannotcontemplate renouncing nuclear weap-well as words their intent and determination to find so-
ons or bringing all of its activities under nuclear safedutions, there is therefore a case for supplier nations col-
guards, but nevertheless wishes to take decisive stelestively to reconsider the constraints on trade with them.
towards making “nuclear peace” with its neighbors an@he most sensitive technologies might remain embar-
the international community? That is, what happens ifjoed, but items such as nuclear power reactors and low-
its goal is to bring about a stable and non-threateningnriched uranium might again be made available.

security environment, but one that requires the retention The fourth observation is that the chances of solving

qf a measure of n_on-weaponized deterrence, at least YR “Indian problem,” of bringing the CTBT into force
ul a so_under regional and global fra_lmework for €0M-4nd successfully negotiating the FMCT, and of prevent-
plete disarmament has been established?

) ) e In regar_d-ﬁ% damage being done to international nuclear relations
India and Pakistan, this is arguably the most sensibig '\ ias defiance, will be greatly diminished if the NWS
and realistic goal that can be entertained at this stagei; pack on their haunches and take no further steps in
In these circumstances, should India be kept indefthe direction of nuclear disarmament. In the past two
nitely in solitary confinement outside the nuclear tradyears, the perception has gained ground that the NWS
ing system? Subject to certain conditions being attachede simply retrenching and modernizing. Granted, they
to trade, the answer is surely no: an indefinite embargeave reduced the numbers of warheads in their invento-
would run against the international community’s, letries, ended explosive testing, and reduced their arsenals’
alone India’s, energy, environmental, and security interreadiness, but in other respects itis “business as usual"—
ests. Firstly, nuclear power presently comprises less théime past decade’s arms reductions have simply led to a
three percent of India’s electricity generating capacity,re-crystallization” of the NWS’ nuclear deterrents.
and its reactors are among the least efficient in the world. This affects the Indian situation in a number of ways.

This capacity will need to be improved and increased i1 .ommon view in India is already that the NNWS

the coming great expansion in electricity production irhave been duped by the NWS into extending the NPT

India is not to be provided mainly by fossil fuels. Sec“mdefinitely and accepting a text of the CTBT that does

ondly, the embargo strengthens the very grievances thﬂ{le to weaken the NWS’ nuclear capabilities. If all the

underpin India’s antagonism to the nonproliferation resvidence supports this view, the Indian government may

glmlea’ Be3||des th% pain of debrl]_'al' Ino(ljlanbs can see t even less prepared to depart from its current nuclear
world’s nuclear traders scrambling to do business With,,;cies and will be encouraged to procrastinate in the

China, even to the extent of selling it centrifuges fo hope that the NPT review process will go badly, bring-
(e:';]r.'Chme’?t _pl)lantls, an_d(;t can Sbe? an mcrglz_;lsrl]n%lthbra g it diplomatic possibilities for recovering lost pres-
Inese civil nuclear industry being established throug ge. Furthermore, those in India who would like to

transfers from foreign technology holders, while India,sundermine the NPT's authority may feel emboldened by

own industry languishes. Where is the justice or logic i, faijure to make progress with nuclear disarmament
is? : : : :
this” and may be led to believe that their actions against the

The point to be stressed here is that decisions dreaty are eventually likely to succeed.
whether or not to trade with a country should be sensi-

, o . - _ My view is that this is just a pause before a new phase
tive to thedirectionin which its policies are moving, and

of arms control and arms reductions begins. This may
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turn out to be wishful thinking, but the shift by greatwill constitute disarmamerdreimportant to the outcome
powers away from using nuclear weapons as instrumer$ this particular drama.

of international politics seems likely to continue. It is

being driveninter alia by momentous developments in CONCLUSIONS

technology, which are changing the nature of economic _ _

and political-military relations, and by the cumulative N Egyptian and Greek history and mythology, a laby-
strengthening of international norms against the thre&tth was a fabulous but ominous building from which
or use of nuclear weapons. Furthermore, the politicdhere was no simple escape. It was full of blind alleys, a
and economic situations in the NWS—including Russia’§nonument to frustrated hopes. Furthermore, the laby-
difficulties in sustaining its nuclear arsenal even at th&nth was constantly being elaborated and extended so
levels envisaged under START I, the election in the conihat escape from it always seemed to be becoming more
ing few months of governments in the United Kingdongifficult.

and United States that may seek new gains in nuclearThis seems an apt metaphor for the situation in which
arms control, and the continuing opening of China tandia, and the international community, now find them-
foreign trade and discourse—may soon allow fresh iniselves. There is no simple route out of the Indian nuclear
tiatives to be taken. In addition, there is a new threahbyrinth, or indeed out of the more extensive labyrinth
that may encourage all states to regard nuclear weaghat other more powerful states have built. But a deter-
onry and the means of their production with an increasnination to escape and a willingness to abandon favor-

ingly jaundiced eye: the possibility that terrorist groupste paths and move in novel directions are the prerequisites
or other sub-state actors might resort to using weapofgr finding an exit?

of mass destruction. This analysis suggests that there is unlikely to be any

Even if this optimism turns out to be justified, thisescape from the labyrinth unless: a) the Indian political
opinion will not be worth much in the difficult few years elite is prepared to accept major changes to the “para-
that lie ahead if the NWS send no convincing signalgiigm” that has dominated Indian thinking on nuclear
that they are committed to taking matters forward. Rathegeapons for three decades; b) a cooperative rather than
than the threshold states, it is now the NWS that argn adversarial nuclear relationship is established between
most guilty of practicing ambiguity. Their lack of clarity India and foreign powers, and between India and the non-
over long-run intentions is arguably the most corrosiveroliferation regime; and c) the NWS engage seriously
factor at play in the current situation. Where India isn developing further arms control and nonproliferation
concerned, their refusal to allow stronger wording omneasures beyond the CTBT and in the pursuit of nuclear
disarmament in the CTBT’s preamble or to permit thelisarmament.

CD to establish a subcommittee on disarmament has left
the government poorly positioned to marshal support for

a diplomatic retreat. But the frustration is not confined” . . .
asse? In my view, it would encompass four achieve-

to India. A dangerous cynicism is developing amon . . ) .
NNWS which the NWS would be foolish to ignore asgfnen'ts, N o partlculgr grder of |mportance (Indian ar!d
Pakistani membership in the NPT is being ruled out in

the NPT review process gets under way. This said, eVric 1 _
eryone has to recognize the very considerable poIiticarI]IS theS-ifr:zTr?gI.ian relations A security treaty would

and instrumental difficulties of achieving nuclear disar- have been negotiated and implemented by the gov-

mament, and to avoid oversimplifying the tasks that lie ernments of China and India. It would provide assur-

ahead and underestimating the time and resources re- .
. ances that nuclear weapons would not in any way be
quired to carry them out.

developed or used (militarily or politically) against
As we have seen, Indian efforts to force the issue, by the other party, together with measures to give confi-
linking its accession to the CTBT to time-limited disar- dence that these assurances were being honored.
mament, are unlikely to be successful, despite its being 2. Indo-Pakistani relationsIndia’s and Pakistan’s
handed greater leverage through the CTBT'’s entry-into- respective nuclear warhead and missile programs

force provisions. However, progress towards disarma- would have been capped, and IAEA safeguards would
ment, and the delineation of the stable “end-state” that pe applied to their enrichment and reprocessing facili-

Imagine that we have moved forward 10 years. What
ould represent a “good outcome” to the current im-
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ties and to fissile materials that were not held in théPrinceton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1986), Ziba Moshsuetear

. Weapons in the Indian Subcontinébondon: MacMillan, 1991), and Chris
Capped mllltary stocks. These steps would have be%’r}ﬂth, SIPRI|ndia’'s Ad Hoc ArsenglOxford: Oxford University Press, 1994).

accompanied by agreements on the readiness of theiie best history of Indian science and technology policies which influenced the

“non-weaponized deterrents," and by transparency arr@clear development program is Baldar Raj Nayelia’s Quest for Techno-
ogical Independence: Policy Foundation and Policy Chatigew Delhi:

confidence-building measures. Lancers Publishers, 1983).
3. Cooperative relations with IndiaTrade flows ¢ Mahatma Gandhi, “Atom Bomb and Ahimsafanju (Poona), July 7,
) +1946. Quoted in Aabha Dixit, “Status Quo: Maintaining Nuclear Ambigu-
and teChnOIOQy transfers between the World_s maj_oi y” in David Cortright and Amitabh Mattoo, eddndia and the Bomb:
space and nuclear power programs and their Indiasubiic Opinion and Nuclear Optior@otre Dame, Indiana: University of

counterparts would have resumed, with denials onl{iotre Dame Press, 1976).

. . . . i For a Chinese perspective, see Wang Hongyu, “Sino-Indian Relations:
bemg maintained in regard to the most sensitive teCl‘ll"'resent and FutureAsian Surveys5 (June 1995), pp. 546-554. An excel-

nologies. A cooperative relationship would also havéent history of the border dispute can be found in XuechengTlhie, Sino-

been establlshed In regard to Varlous aspects of arrﬁg|an Border DISpute and Sino-Indian Relaumnham UniVerSity of
. . . . America Press, 1994).
control, nonpm“feratlonv and disarmament p0||cy- In-s In particular, China has agreed to supply low-enriched uranium for the

dia would be more involved in cooperative securityTarapur reactor, which has been effectively embargoed by U.S. and Euro-

; ; : pean suppliers due to India’s refusal to accept full-scope safeguards.
arrangements than in previous times. 7 Little has been written about Sino-Indian relations. Exceptions are A. Whit-

4. Progress in nuclear arms control and disarma-ing, The Chinese Calculus of Deterrent: India and Indo-Ciitvan Arbor:
ment The CTBT and FMCT would have entered intoUniversity of Michigan Press, 1975); and Gary Klintworth, “Chinese per-

. spectives on India as a Great Power,” in Ross Babbage and Sandy Gordon,
fOFCG, and a pOSt'START Il phase in nuclear arms ree'ds.,lndia’s Strategic FuturgLondon: MacMillan, 1992).

ductions would be well under way. The whole inter= However, China could now be regarded as exerting indirect pressure on

national Community would be engaged in deta”edndia through its advocacy of an entry-into-force clause in the CTBT which
required Indian ratification.

discussions on how to bring_ about nuclear disarr_na'On non-weaponized deterrence, see George Perkovich, “A Nuclear Third
ment and on how to do so in a way that would inWay in South Asia,Foreign Policy91 (Summer 1993), pp. 85-104.

; 12 More than this, Jasjit Singh has argued that “Any move towards making
crease rather than decrease reglonal and gIObaI Secur{ﬁ%nuclear arms control process explicit and techno-legal (as compared to

Other observers will have their own lists of “best Out_the present political-strategic) would require an overt acceptance and for-
malizing of the nuclear weapon status of the three countries [China, India,

comes.” What is important is that the next few years arg,q Pakistan]. This will tend to remove most of the current restraints, and
not squandered in conflict and recrimination. At presentould prove counterproductive in the long run. Desire for regional arms
there is intransigence on all sides. India is in a deﬁarrl‘.t)ntrol should be tempered with this reality.” See Jasjit Singh, “Arms Race

in the Region: Myths and RealityStrategic Analysi48 (August 1995), pp.
mood, and the NWS do not seem prepared to come fafes-609.

ward with clear policies on nuclear disarmament™ ©On the history of and need for confidence-building measures between In-

E , it is bei . dized dia and Pakistan, see Aabha Dixit, “India-Pakistan: Are Commonly Accepted
VEryones security 1S being jeopardized as a Cons%’onfidence-building Structures Relevan®&curity Dialogue26, No. 2

guence. (1995), pp. 191-203.
L. . . 2Whether they could publicly admit to asking these gquestions in the current
Come the year 2000, it is vital that a sense of direGiimate is another matter.

tion should have been established so that the |ndian, P&Did India receive foreign assistance before 19747 The story has not yet
. . . . been told.

kIStam’ Chlnese' and other governments have Confldem:‘eAssuming that it has produced tritium in its heavy water reactors, India
that the problems discussed here are being overcommay also have sufficient confidence that it could manufacture a reliable
The exit from the labyrinth should be in sight, if still atPeosted fission device, albeit without being certain of the yield.

. Perfecting the design of an optimal yield-to-weight, two-stage thermo-
some distance away. nuclear design for long range missile delivery, with a yield of several hun-
dred kilotons, has in the past required—and some would argue can only be
achieved with—at least partial yield testing of the secondary component.
This is one of the primary technical reasons why the CTB remains an impor-
tant arms control measure.” Thomas Cochran and Christopher Paine, “The
Role of Hydronuclear Tests and other Low-Yield Nuclear Explosions and
* This paper has been made possible by generous grants from The Josémdir Status under a Comprehensive Test Bioglear Weapons Databook
Rowntree Charitable Trust and the W. Alton Jones Foundation. However, tgVashington, D.C.: Natural Resources Defense Council, March 1995), p. 9.
author alone is responsible for the opinions expressed in these pages. The&This assessment has recently been shared by a number of Indian analysts. See,
thor wishes to thank numerous correspondents inside and outside governmefds,nstance, P. R. Chari, “Moment of Trutffhe Hindy January 3, 1996.
in India and elsewhere, for their comments on drafts of this article. This is also partly a consequence of an under-formed policymaking process.
2 For want of a better term, “paradigm” denotes a set of conceptual and immitabh Mattoo observes that “Decision-making on nuclear issues in India is
strumental assumptions held, in this context, by a country’s political, admineomplex and obscure. No agency or department is solely responsible for coordi-
istrative, and scientific elite. nating policy formulation on key security issues, including the nuclear one.”

3 For histories of the Indian nuclear program, see Ashok Dedai's Nuclear See Amitabh Mattoo, “India’s Nuclear Status Qu®&ytvival38 (Autumn 1996),
Option(New York: Praeger, 1976), Raju G. C. Thontiagian Security Policy  p. 43.
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18 See, for instance, Moshaver, Chapter 1. appealing this prospect, it seems implausible that India, Pakistan, or any other
19 As so often in history, an egalitarian ideology which is promoted for serioupowers could arrange such events or agree on their aftermath.

and practical reasons also masks—or can be used to mask—a desire to wiéFhis might make India still more nervous about the pending negotiation of a
power from, or exert power over, the nations, institutions, or individuals whicHissile material cut-off treaty.

are the objects of attention. 35 The universal ban on chemical weapons also shows that India and Paki-
20 Among numerous articles in the Indian press on this theme during thetan can cooperate when they choose. On August 19, 1992, the Indian and
CTBT's negotiation, see Brahma Chellaney, “CTB Plan: will America pull Pakistani governments issued a joint declaration supporting the complete
off a second coup?The Hindy December 20, 1995, and C. Reja Mohan, prohibition of chemical weapons.

“CTBT and nuclear hegemonyThe Hindy January 18, 1996. %6 This does not mean that the eventual goal of a non-nuclear southern and
2! Indian political and military analysts keep a close watch on developmentsentral Asia, and more broadly of a non-nuclear Asia, has to be discarded.
in the policies and activities of the NWS, and especially of the United StatefRather, that it has to be achieved in stages.

See the discussion, for instance, in G. Balachandran, “CTBT and India?" Full-scope safeguards are mandatory for NNWS parties to the NPT and are
Strategic Analysid8 (June 1996), pp. 493-506. This has made them parupheld by INFCIRC/153 agreements with the IAEA. With only eight na-
ticularly alive to the hypocritical stance that is often adopted by the NWS itions remaining outside the NPT, they are approaching universality.

regard to the possession of nuclear weapons (they are good for us and tBu@ne of the author’s correspondents suggested that another way of getting
for international security, and hence we are justified in maintaining weapoout of a labyrinth is to stand still and scream for help, in the hope that there
support programs, but they are bad for you and you must therefore desistsomeone around who knows where the exit is and will guide the lost per-
from such activities). However, this also frequently leads Indian analysts teon towards it. He went on to suggest that this option gave rise to another
pay too much attention to the pronouncements of weapon developers apttategy (a misguided one in his view) for external powers in India’s case:
military strategists in the NWS, and too little attention to the large constitutake steps to make the labyrinth as forbidding and enveloping as possible in
encies which are committed to the development of multilateral instrumentthe hope that India will eventually let out its scream and accept guidance out
of restraint for reasons that go beyond interests in power maximization. laf the labyrinth on almost any terms.

my experience, they also usually ignore the substantial interests and influ-

ence of non-nuclear weapon states in regard to the development of nonpro-

liferation policies.

22]n September 1996, 182 NNWS and five NWS were parties to the NPT. Of

the eight countries outside the NPT, three (Angola, Djibouti, and Oman) are

currently taking steps to join the treaty.

2 The “Principles and Objectives” were enunciated and approved at the

1995 NPT Extension Conference.

2 The best discussion of the interplay between Indian domestic politics and

decision-making in nuclear and other security fields can be found in Shekhar

Gupta,India Redefines its Rqlédelphi Paper No. 293 (London: Interna-

tional Institute for Strategic Studies, 1995).

25 An opinion poll carried out in 1994 found that a small minority (six per-

cent) considered the nuclear issue to be one of the two most important facing

the country. However, only 8.5 percent of those canvassed favored India’s

renunciation of nuclear weapons, while 58 percent were supporters of the

“official policy of ambiguity,” and 33.5 percent favored weapon acquisition.

See Cortright and Mattoo, Appendix A, pp. 109-116.

% There are, however, dissenting voices. See, for instances, Praful Bidwai,

“The case for a CTBT: India must seize the momeRhe Times of India

January 12, 1996; and Achin Vanaik, “Standing on zero groding Hindy

January 15, 1996.

27 This is especially evident in the U.S. government, non-governmental orga-

nizations, and in U.S. foundations that support research on nuclear nonpro-

liferation policy (although the effort or desire to improve understanding has

not been universal).

28 Others would no doubt worry about the difficulties in crisis management

that would be caused by another addition to the ranks of nuclear powers.

2 This said, India’s containment, by various means, has probably been turned

into a higher-order geopolitical issue by its campaigns against the CTBT and

the NPT’s extension.

30 The proposal is explained, for instance, in the statement by Ambassador

Arundhati Ghose to the U.N. Conference on Disarmament, Geneva, Febru-

ary 15, 1996.

3! India has announced that it will not sign the CTBT “in its present form.”

See the statement by Ambassador Arundhati Ghose in the Plenary Meeting of

the Conference on Disarmament, Geneva, June 20, 1996.

32 Article XIV.2, Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, U.N. Conference on Disar-

mament, CD/1427, Geneva, August 22, 1996.

33 One might imagine clever tacticians stage-managing a pair of nuclear tests

apiece in India and Pakistan prior to their accession to the CTBT. They

might thereby quench public opinion in both countries and prepare the ground

for “detente” in Indo-Pakistani nuclear relations, leading to the capping of their

programs and the maintenance thereafter of a permanent state of “recessed de-

terrence,” accompanied by increased transparency and verification. However
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