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    ABSTRACT 

The India-Pakistani perennial conflicts over the past seven decades, in the struggle to 

possess Kashmir, have been posing serious problems to the region of South Asia and also 

to international community. This anomaly in their relations has raised some crucial 

questions by this study such as: Why the continuing dispute between India and Pakistan, 

over Kashmir, carry the risk of nuclear war?  And, what can be the hazards if the nuclear 

war occurs between India and Pakistan. Furthermore, would the resolution of the India-

Pakistani border dispute create the opportunity for the settlement of other boundary 

problems in Asia? In this context, this study was undertaken to determine whether the 

continuing dispute between India and Pakistan, over Kashmir, carries the risk of nuclear 

war. And also what could be the hazards of eruption of the nuclear war between these 

two countries. It will also establish if the resolution of the India-Pakistani border dispute 

would create an opportunity for the settlement of other boundary problems in Asia. A 

literature review of books and articles in respect of the various wars were used to unveil 

the critical facts. To achieve this, the qualitative method of data collection and analysis 

was used. Afterwards, the study found out that religious fundamentalism had eroded 

peaceful relations between India and Pakistan. In a bid to describe the tenets of the study, 

the balance of power theory was employed as analytical framework. Finally, the study 

recommended that under a multilateral declaration, the withdrawn sovereignty and 

independence of the princely state of Jammu and Kashmir be restored by the UN, forcing 

India and Pakistan to withdraw their controls. Alternatively, the UN should permanently 
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station their peace-keeping forces in the Line of Control to check the incessant 

infiltrations and resultant conflicts between them. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

1 INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 Background of the Study       

The hope that the end of the cold war will lead to the creation of a new world order in the 

form of global peace and security and economies will be grow in many parts of the world 

that have not been achieved as a result of ongoing and insoluble conflicts that seem to 

have become a lasting feature of international relations before this new millennium. The 

conflict of Pakistan and India over the issue of Kashmir takes us far back as seven 

decades before which clearly reflects the signs of heightening disintegration of security 

and peace in the worldwide view (Ghani, 2018). This unrest in affecting, in particular, the 

South-Asian continent and in general the world. In the wars fought between these two 

countries and skirmishes have taken many lives. From the beginning of the contentions 

and especially the Kargil issues raised in 1999 hazardously features the shut off the locale 

possibly could be an atomic war. This could pulverize for the two nations in particular 

and for the whole region in general. The standardization of the relations between these 

two countries in the light of this debate and in addition to it the human diminishing and 

money related expenses are required in an emergency (Zeb, 2018).  

This demanding situation requires a supportable and quick answer to the skirmishes end 

and a peaceful resolution of the Issue of Kashmir to end the strife and unrest in the region 

of South Asia. For the conceivable determination and to analyze the effects of these 
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contentions in Asia methodologies were adopted for the imaginable determinations 

(Kelman, 2018).  

From the historical perspective, the confused connection existed between Pakistan and 

India. When the British rule was wounded badly the continent was divided into two 

countries later in 1971 it faced a further subdivision that along with India and Pakistan 

another country Bangladesh came into being. All the territories comprising of 75% of 

Muslims became an integral part of Pakistan and the rest of the terrain was named as 

India. The game plan of division and partition excluded the states and Kashmir was one 

of those states neither allocated to India nor to Pakistan (Rasul, 2018). They were given 

an opportunity to decide their own future whether to join any of the countries or live as a 

sovereign country and main their individuality. Hari Singh Dogra was the Maharaja, ruler 

of the state of the Kashmir chose to live on their own as an individual state. The first and 

war of Kashmir broke out between India and Pakistan after its end having fought for one 

month conceded for freedom and at a guarantee of Pakistan for the emissaries to ask from 

the Kashmiri’s about their choice of independence (Barry, 2018).  

At the principle point of this happening India was not ready to trust Pakistan and India 

had a suspicion that Pakistan could possibly deploy its troops in the state of Kashmir to 

help and safeguard the state of Kashmir. Later the claim of India over Pakistan was 

unwarranted and proved wrong. This principal war left 37% of the Kashmir as an integral 

part of Pakistan while the rest ass Indian Occupied Kashmir after the interference of the 

United Nations (UN) (Jha, 2018). 

 From that point forward, different sort of wars and clashes have been fought between 

Pakistan and India since the time of partition, this act of war and fight has created an air 
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of disagreement and strain among the neighboring nations of both countries and in Asia. 

If for the argument we just take the example of China the rising economy of the world, 

Nepal, Bangladesh (Some time ago it was a part of Pakistan before the war of 1971). In 

these neighboring, we see already war affected Afghanistan and Sri Lanka (Brecher, 

2018). The need of the analysis raises after the war of 1965, 1971 and 1999: it requires a 

deep and analytical study of every war in separate to disclose the major and root cause of 

the trouble. All the techniques and tries have flopped and the things have not changed 

much, these enduring clashes are blamed by both sides on each other but it is India who 

claims that he plans and needs a soothing relation with Pakistan but they are different 

when we see in their own country the state of minorities is not satisfying (Chapman, 

2018).  

These wars are the flash point towards any unforeseen situation in the near future that 

may cause a big trouble in this continent. There is a possibility that if the things persist 

the same than nations dread from the more decimating wars that may follow in the 

coming days not only on the hot issue of Kashmir but other issues like the hydra issue of 

both countries. It may also be figured out that the two nations plainly wound up the 

autonomous from Britain in the year of 1947 amid the splitting up of India into two 

countries. In the way things are piling up the common contention among Pakistan and 

India is profoundly accepted with the current of the religious backdrop (Sundaram, 

2018).  

The people of Pakistan are transcending Muslims and the most of the population of India 

believe in Hinduism. Both the religions, it is widely accepted and acknowledged that 

contrary to each other and at some point both the religions negate the preachings of each 
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other. The Two Nations Theory explains and demonstrates the same cause of diversity 

and pole apartness of both religions. For the Muslims, the primary is the teachings of One 

and Only Allah and the Prophet Muhammad (May Peace Be Upon Him) as the last 

messenger of the Allah, whereas the Holy Quran as the last prophetic and divine 

sculpture bestowed to the last religion followers as Muslims. The Hindus are very 

different in their religious practice and believe existed in past, the Hinduism doctrines are 

not endorsed and never considered divine. For instance, the Hinduism doctrines are not 

sacred as well, instead of being endorsed they pay numerous divine beings constancy 

(Carranza, 2018).  

Both the frameworks of Hindus and Muslims are completely different in all aspects and 

ways. It feeds well the penetrated social web and the political mindset observes that the 

two nations are incited to war due to the matchless quality of doctrines and way of life. 

The same peculiarity has long waited and the global consideration in this regard, 

however, stayed unabated. Records reflect the growth rate of birth and the population of 

the Muslims in the area has reached up to a total of 120 million, the population of the 

Muslims in India is more than the population of Pakistani Muslims living in the country 

of Pakistan. Contrary to this the number of non-Muslims has dropped in Pakistan for 

multiple reasons like migration and slow birth rate of the non-Muslims. In Pakistan the 

population statistics are as under: 

Muslims Hindus and Others 

 

96.4% of the total 

 

3.6% of the total 
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The zone of Jammu and Kashmir is further subdivided into twenty-two little states. If we 

analyze these states in the shade of religion than 16 out of 22 are Hindu and remaining 6 

are Muslim states. A cut of the region is under the control of the King of Afghanistan and 

in conjunction with the other nearby rulers, they were also alluded as “Punjab Hill 

States” (Michael, 2018). These little states are administratively managed by the ruler of 

Rajput Kingdom these were also free areas of the empire under amid rule of Mughal 

Emperor King Akbar. Kangra and Gorkha the two other areas faced intrusions after the 

decay of the Mughal Empire and the free vessels fell in the lap of Sikh rulers prominent 

among them is Raja Ranjeet Singh. Anglo-Sikh war broke out in the year of 1845-46 

among the Sikh rulers and it affirmed the sway over the area of Kashmir and the 

organization of Eastern India (R. Ali, 2018).  

The Sikhs were compelled to surrender the important areas of Sutlej and Beas Rivers in 

addition to the payment of 1.2 million rupees in the bargain of Lahore enacted in the year 

of 1846. The Sikhs were not in a state to pay the amount Dogra rulers were permitted by 

the East-India organization to blow the principle Maharaja from the state of Kashmir. 

This act was enacted by the Dogra ruler Gulab Singh and he took over the rule of the 

state of Jammu and Kashmir. This was the second largest principality of the British Raj 

until India became the autonomous controller of the state of Jammu and Kashmir 

partially under the control of Pakistan after the boundary settlement with the interference 

of United Nations (UN) (Estrada, 2018). 

Historically, it is learned that Brahmin Hindus were the first occupants of the valley of 

Kashmir, the teachers of Buddhist arrived in Kashmir in 247 BC. The Kashmir was 

controlled by the dynasties of Hindus and the arrival of the Muslims started in 1001 AD, 
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by the late sixteenth century, the number of Muslims reached a certain level that they 

overruled the Hindus and became the rulers of the Kashmir. Before the colonization of 

the United Kingdom, Kashmir in the year of 1846 characterized the Kashmiri’s to defend 

their position between the Commonwealth of India, Chinese and Russian realms (R. 

Basrur, 2018). The outskirts of Kashmir were rough terrain and it was hard to mark and 

rule them due to less population and remoteness. When British Raj decided for the 

partition of the continent in 1947 the populous districts of Muslims chose to join Pakistan 

and they shaped their own country, Kashmir was left as a non-partitioned state but 

Pakistan was confident enough due to the population of the Muslims that it would come 

under the direct control of Pakistan after the partition. The state of Kashmir then was 

overwhelmingly Muslim. The administrator of the Kashmir put India as the 

administrative controller of Kashmir (R. Ali, 2018). 

Kashmir possesses the Himalayan Mountains covered with snow tops and the series of 

these mountains is expanded to the western part of the Kashmir. The global 

environmental changes the icy elevated masses of the mountains are withdrawing water 

at a rapid rate, the security of the huge number of dwellers is at the risk of watershed and 

floods. The Himalaya is feeling the change in the global weather this undeniable rate of 

flow of icy masses is a common and permanent persistent threat to the region. The 

previously occasional floods are now reoccurring and damaging the areas and their 

inhabitants. This rift of water is changing the weather conditions exceptionally, the rainy 

season including the four kinds of weather is destroying the natural circle. The ice sheets 

of the Himalaya are now viewed as the priceless assists to both the countries and they had 

sporadic talks over the issue of Kashmir but the strain is even deep on the imperative 
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declaration of assists. The 75% of the agriculture of Pakistan depends on the water 

reserve of River Sindh which has its main source in Indian Controlled Glacier of Siachin 

(Karrar, 2018).  

The intensely populated province of Pakistan is Punjab and it also holds the capital of the 

country that is Islamabad Capital Territory. This province signifies by its name as the 

land of five rivers being fed by the water of five streams. Among these five waterways, 

three are having their source in the Indian occupied Kashmir. Amongst the five rivers as 

already mentioned cultivating the 75% land of Pakistan also flows down from the 

glaciers of Kashmir. The control of India over the legitimate water assets Pakistan stands 

upright in its argument and debate, this core issue risks the security of South Asia. 

Pakistan is in try to expand in essence the control over Kashmir in a concrete shape. 

Pakistan has already extended the right of its nationality to the Northern Areas of its 

territory from 1981 onwards (Pavan Kumar, 2018).  

The blame of settlement of Mujahidin in the area of Kashmir is put on Pakistan from 

1980 onwards by India in order to improve and balance the power in the disputed 

Northern Areas. These measures have been taken in order to cope any military adventure 

raised or initiated from the other side of the border and to make the control of the area 

even strong. Presently, the battle of control over the waters of Himalaya is just between 

the two countries of Asia that is India and Pakistan. But this considerable water reserve is 

much obscure wellspring as the waterway of the region and Asia to cultivate many in the 

locale. For the control and utilization of water, it is a possibility that other neighboring 

nation likes Bhutan, Bangladesh, and Nepal may end up in the quest to claim their share 
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as by all accounts they also need to water their agriculture and horticulture to be in peril 

(Ranjan, 2018).  

The same issue of water is present in India and China for their outskirts, as this water is 

available in their common areas and both the sides claim their share and control over the 

water flows. China in the resolve of its own agricultural issues controlled the most of the 

water flowing to the India and Pakistan through its ventures of water reservoirs. China 

and India have a benevolent relationship at present because both countries are the rising 

economies depending and exchanging much with one another. The association of India 

with the United States of America is not acceptable for China and there may be a 

transition of relationships due to the concern of China over the USA relationship with 

India. On the other hand, the relationship of China with Pakistan is worth mentioning in 

all regards (Mehta, 2018). 

Both the countries in true letter and spirit direly desire to gain control over the disputed 

land of Jammu and Kashmir District. This issue initially started with a fringe debate but 

as history proves that every Kingdom needs land to develop its locale, same is the case 

with these two countries over the issue of Kashmir and the circumstances have turned 

even drier and complex. The global environmental changes risk the water reservoirs; 

these water reservoirs are the security for the generation to come to water their land in 

order to grow livelihood (R. Ali, 2018). This region is overwhelmingly dependent on the 

growth of crops and agriculture if the main source of earnings totally dependent on the 

water flows and irrigation. The major river of Indus starts its flow from Kashmir 

presently in the reign of India, this sole issue proves India hole over the foe for the 
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benevolence as the availability of the water determines and decides the security of the 

nations and the inhabitants (Polk, 2018). 

 

1.2 Statement of the Problem  

In the present era of globalization, the states are cooperating with each other in different 

platforms but the two neighboring countries Pakistan and India after seventy years are 

not willing to stop fighting with each other and to compromise on their issues. And due 

to these continuous conflicts and persistent cleavages the peaceful relations between 

these two countries and in the sub-continent is deteriorated. The blame of wars and fights 

is put on one another by both the parties and no one accepts the other as an entity. The 

conceivable threat of Nuclear War is persistent and if the problem is not settled between 

both these countries this may occur sooner or later. The ground realities reflect that in the 

year of 1999, Pakistan warned India at the end of 1999 war that she can deploy its 

nuclear weapons to safeguards its sovereignty.  

The state of Pakistan is fear based oppression as the country is small and short in 

resources to India and is unable to fight a war for a long time so the weapons of mass 

destruction are the only option for the country to deploy in order to balance the power 

with the foe. The Mujahidin are a genuine threat to India besides the fear-based oppressor 

assault of Pakistan anytime (Hamzić, 2018). These form an alliance that may harm the 

United States of America's interest in the region of South Asia. The assault of the 

psychologically oppressed militant’s wings is probably going to trigger the trade of 
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atomic arsenal amongst Pakistan and India in the account of strike and counterstrike 

strategy (Sengupta, 2018).  

During the British India war Muslims and Hindus died and slaughtered in millions and it 

killed a valuable number of the continent's population. The epic migrations were taking 

place between the newly partitioned countries Muslims, Sikhs and Hindus living in India 

and Pakistan moved across the border. Both the nations again blamed each other for not 

protecting the minorities and zones occurred in their regions were unsafe and killed many 

in the process of migration. The recently conceived national got their first notion of 

enmity and the fight just began during the course of migration of the migrants from one 

side to the other blaming each other for the massacre. A total number of 680 regal states 

of British India were permitted to choose whether to join Pakistan or India if not then 

claim their individuality (Pardesi, 2018). The vast majority of the states consented to join 

Pakistan during the course of partition except for a few states including Kashmir. Where 

the Muslims were in majority joined Pakistan and where the situation favored the Hindus 

they joined India as their future country. This choice of regal states whether to join India 

or Pakistan defined the future paradigm of the relationship of Pakistan and India. 

Junagadh is a cutting-edge state and situated in the area of Saurashtra is an exemplary 

case for analysis of the debate, it had a further combination of states like Gujarat, 

Manavadar, and Babriabad. Many states were wishing to join Pakistan as their future 

country of choice but their physical isolation did not allow to do so. These states were 

overpopulated with Hindus and the total 80% of the inhabitants formed the total of the 

population with a Muslim ruler named Nawab Mahabat Khan, the ruler of the state 
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agreed to choose Pakistan as the country of future on the very next day Pakistan came 

into being (Haqqani, 2018).  

 This promotion in the addition of states was acknowledged by Pakistan in September 

1947 but India was unwilling and reluctant to affirm this increase as genuine and 

acceptable. India claimed that Junagadh was not coterminous to Pakistan as they claim 

the larger part of it and the population of the area is Hindu in the majority. India direly 

wished the state of Junagadh during the partition process. India also claimed and argued 

that the three sides of the area are physically connected with us and the only side 

coincides with Pakistan. Whereas, the administration of the Junagadh voted in the favor 

of Pakistan and they were granted the permission to join Pakistan in a democratic way. 

The coastal areas of Junagadh were open in the Arabian Sea well connecting to Pakistan 

even when enclave to India from its three sides (T. Ali, 2018).  

The condition was charged with fury when neither of the sides was agreeing to leave the 

state of Junagadh and it added fuel to the future unbalanced and mistrust relationship of 

the neighboring countries. Sardar Patel was of the view that if Pakistan claims the state of 

Junagadh than the agitation will rise in Gujarat and possibly Gujarat may also slip from 

the hands of India. He promoted that it is the time to take Junagadh as an integral part of 

India to counter any viciousness in the state of Gujarat. Indians were very maculate and 

precise to hold the maximum of the land in order to claim its superiority over Pakistan in 

the coming days as now from the map it is evident that India is far bigger than Pakistan, 

additionally (Freeman, 2018), the liberation of Bangladesh was another fruit fell aside 

from Pakistan as a result of wrong demarcation as Pakistan was having no physical touch 

with the Bangladesh or land boundary and resultantly they were first physically apart and 
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then mentally and spiritually. This series of submission of states to one and the other 

country continued and formed the map of Pakistan and India on the globe, few lines were 

added and the partition of Indian Commonwealth took place under the supervision of 

those who never belong here and after the partition left the country forever (Brecher, 

2018).  

The conflicts of Indian troops forced the royal family of Junagadh to migrate to Pakistan, 

Nawab of Junagadh along with his family left India and on 26 October and came to 

Pakistan. This was a result of his willingness to join Pakistan as a future country, 

Junagadh was not in the fate of Pakistan but Nawab was sent to live in Pakistan. The 

Court of Junagadh on 6 November gave the control of the Junagadh state’s organization 

and administration to Indian Government as a result of confronting breakdown. Father of 

Zulfiqar Ali Bhutto, Sir Shah Nawaz Bhutto was the Dewan of Junagadh. He welcomed 

the Indian Government in Junagadh and drafted a letter to the then regional 

Commissioner Mr. Buch in the favor of Government of India. Mr. Buch was the 

Regional Commissioner of Saurashtra at that time (Chatterjee, 2018). This act was 

dissented by the Government of Pakistan. Pakistan’s concerns were dismissed and 

rejected by the Government of India and warmly welcomed the act of Dewan in the favor 

of India. On 9 November 1947 the Indian troops possessed and claimed the regal state of 

Junagadh in the territory of India and in the month of February 1948 the increase in the 

land of India was plebiscite through voting process favoring India as the future country of 

the people of Junagadh (Staniland, 2018). 

It is stated before that the crowded state of Muslims as a majority, Kashmir was 

controlled by the Hindu Lord Hari Singh. When it was being decided that the state can 
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join any of the countries as its future representation the Lord decided to live on their own 

but later things changed. He neither joined the Union of India and nor favored the 

Dominion of Pakistan. He wished that India and Pakistan treat Kashmir as Switzerland in 

its individuality. Maharaja Hari Singh wished to be perceived by both countries as a 

tourism hub in the East. Many of the inhabitants of Kashmir relied on the income of 

tourism, the people residing anywhere can freely visit the land of beauty (Matthew, 

2018). He wished a halt of understanding between the two countries that they should 

accept the sovereignty of the state of Jammu and Kashmir and accept it as a separate state 

openly available for both countries to visit effortlessly and treat as Switzerland. The right 

of freedom to Kashmir as a separate was accepted by the Pakistan side but India negated 

it and claimed the control over Kashmir (R. Ali, 2018). 

 As a result of this halt declaration, the stakeholders from Pakistan were sent to Kashmir 

and these groups were exclusively sponsored by the Parliamentary Powers of Pakistan, 

the tribal belt people Pashtun Mahsud tribes attacked and invaded Kashmir in the month 

of October 1947, they called this operation as Operation Gulmarg. Their mission was to 

cease Kashmir and take the control of the state. This tribe captured Baramulla in the 

month of October during the course of their invasion they were undefended and about 50 

km away from the city of Srinagar they camped in Baramulla for few days. The defense 

of Kashmir was very feeble and proved futile in front of these tribal people. The security 

of the Kashmir was very feeble for the intruders, to battle against Pakistan was out of 

their reach and conscious. When they came to senses and thought that this will add to the 

promotion of Pakistan the Maharaja Hari Singh swung to the side of India and asked for 
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the possible assistance from the troops of India for the safeguard of Kashmir from the 

Mahsud tribal intruders and Pakistani invasion on Kashmir (D’Costa, 2018).  

 Indians were ready to launch their troops on the land of Kashmir. The then Prime 

Minister of India Jawaharlal Nehru was ready and ordered his troops to be deployed in 

India against the troops of Pakistan. The Governor General of India Lord Mountbatten 

who belonged to Burma convinced and promoted the Maharaja Hari Singh that he should 

agree to join India before the deployment of Indian troops on the soil of Kashmir. This 

lead to the first war of Kashmir fought between Pakistan and India and district of Jammu 

and Kashmir was divided into two, the larger portion is now under the control of India 

whereas the remaining is claimed by Pakistan as Azad Jammu and Kashmir. The addition 

of Kashmir promoted the Union of India and this happened on the 26 October 1947 in the 

same year the partition took place (Haque, 2018).  

 Without any doubt of strategic official help except the participation of British Officer the 

tribal Lashkar fighting on the land of Kashmir hurried in Lorries in October 1947 to the 

Srinagar. The will of the tribes reflected that nothing can stop them from taking the 

control of Srinagar, this was the supposition of the Mahsud’s were halted to plunder and 

assault. When the Indian military troops reached the valley of Kashmir they pushed the 

tribal men into the mountains. On the return of their state of mind was savage, blundered 

and lost the assumed plunder of Srinagar that deceived them and made them take control? 

(Gray, 2018)  

The Pakistani troops spread over the plundered state of Baramulla, they were 50 km away 

from the capital of the state, Srinagar on 25 October 1947. Maharaja inclined towards 

India submitted him to the Dominion of Indian the next day. On 25 October, Sheikh 
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Muhammad Abdullah convinced the Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru for the 

deployment of Indian troops in Kashmir to balance the power and hold of Pakistan over 

Kashmir (Constable, 2018).  He further pressurized the Prime Minister that he should 

decide and decide soon and before no time the decision of troop’s deployment should be 

launched and the execution of the order should be completed within no time and Nehru 

immediately ordered the troops for further actions. On 26 October 1947 Mr. V.P. Memon 

visited Delhi again with the news of Indian control over Kashmir. This was officially 

announced on the same day that Kashmir is a part of India but it was acknowledged a day 

later (Kramer, 2017). On the second page of the agreement, Maharaja Hari Singh 

personally signed the accord of submission to India. In this process, the Viscount 

Mountbatten the Governor General of India also signed and endorsed on the next day of 

acknowledgment of Hari Singh. After the endorsement of Maharaja Hari Singh and the 

Governor General of India the regal state of Kashmir came under the administration of 

India and became an integral part of India which is announced in the approved 

Independence Act of India of 1947 by the Parliament of United Kingdom (Constable, 

2018).  

 On 27 October, the Indian army was taken to Kashmir by air and they camped on the 

Airport of Srinagar. Before their further proceedings they cordoned off the premises of 

the Airport ensured the security of the area and then left the place to fight and push back 

the invaders those attacked the land of Kashmir. The weather was very cold and the 

troops managed to evacuate the attackers from the valley, but due to hard weather 

conditions, the majority of the areas were inaccessible to the troops of India. The fight 

lasted for many weeks but without a result, it made both the prime ministers of each side 
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to turn to United Nations for the possible and peaceful resolute of the persistent problem 

of Kashmir (S. Gupta, 2018). In the light of the direction of United Nations, a declaration 

of a ceasefire was promised by both the parties. Sardar Patel was against this process, He 

took Kashmir as a common issue between both the countries and claimed the accession 

of the land of Kashmir by an International Law is not suitable. North Western area of 

Kashmir became the full-fledged part of Pakistan in the year of 1957, it was named after 

the declaration as Azad Kashmir administrated by the government of Pakistan (Estrada, 

2018).  

The process of overthrowing one and claiming the right of land is ongoing and never-

ending as in the year of 1962 China came in action and took control of the area of Aksai 

Chin, which constitutes the northeastern border of Ladakh. As a result of a military 

operation launched by India, India captures the Glacier of Siachin more than 80%, the 

name of the operation was operation Maghdoot. Pakistan now and always raised her 

voice in favor of the referendum in Kashmir allowing the people of Kashmir to choose 

their future in the light and direction of United Nations Declarations. It is the Kashmiri 

people who have the right to choose their future (Samreen Mushtaq, 2018). Only with the 

accord of one Maharaja how a nation can be enslaved to the other nation whereas, the 

will of the people of Kashmir is not so. Becoming of Kashmir as an integral part of India 

was the decision of one Maharaja but the results are bored by the whole Kashmiri nation. 

No one is talking about the basic rights of Kashmiri’s an electoral process held in the 

valley of Kashmir is nothing but an eyewash. The will of the people of Kashmir is not 

well reflected in this consent and the others decision is implemented (S. Gupta, 2018).  
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This is the major dispute and reason behind the wars and tension between Pakistan and 

India. The line of Control divides the Kashmir between the two countries. In the 

declaration and verdict of Shimla Accord, both the countries rebound keep peace and 

ceasefire at the Line of control. Besides the issue of Kashmir Glacier of Siachin and Kori 

Creek are other territorial issues need a permanent and effective resolution and solution 

for the global peace and security. The flow of the rivers from Kashmir and India is 

governed by the Water Treaty of Indus signed by the mutual consent of both countries. 

This treaty is responsible for the fair and just distribution of hydra resources having the 

potential to water the land of Pakistan and India. The next possible cause for the battle 

between both the atomic powers is shadowed as water distribution issue as India is 

building mega ventures of water reservoirs over the routes of water sources of Pakistan. 

The diplomatic way is a possible solution to all the present issues as the example of 

Nimoo Bazgo Project is resolved by the mutual consent of the neighboring country. The 

globalization needs to resolve the issues and fight in the race of economy and technology 

(Dietrich, 2018).  

Annoyed by the attitude and behavior of establishments the Hindus moved in number 

from East Pakistan, presently Bangladesh to the district of West Bengal. The rough 

assessment of the number of migrated Hindus was near 1 million in 1949. These Hindus 

migrated due to the communal viciousness, subjugation, and terrorization of the 

authorities, this reason made them leave East Pakistan and settle in West Bengal. This 

dilemma of the migrated Hindu refugees made the Indian and Hindu nationalists irritated, 

the migrant drained the resources of India and the newly settled government found it 

difficult to rivet. In a war like the situation when two countries were fighting with the 
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circumstances for their survival the issue of refugees was a hard nut to crack (S. Moretti, 

2017). To avoid further damage to the aroused situation the Indian Prime Minister called 

on Liaquat Ali Khan in Delhi for possible negotiations and talks. The talks resulted in the 

form of a mutual agreement between the countries that they should immediately form the 

commission for the minorities and the minorities would be given safe pockets for their 

livelihood and be protected. Many Hindu critics and politicians called this pact a 

conciliation. This pact assured the safety and well-being of the minorities and refugees 

(Kudaisya, 1997). Along with the agreement in the favor of minorities, the Indian Prime 

Minister also endorsed an agreement of trade that would be mutual and peaceful. The 

then Prime Minister of India was also willing and eager for the peaceful resolution of any 

sort of consensual contention. As a result, the Hindu migrant started too fled back to their 

own houses situated in East Pakistan (presently Bangladesh). The strength in relation 

proved weak in nature and it was unable to withstand for longer times because the issue 

of Kashmir peeped up for the warlike situation of the two countries to fight and claim 

Kashmir as their territory (Sanyal, 2012). 

During the civil war of Afghanistan in 1996, the Northern Alliance of Afghanistan was 

defeated by the Taliban. Pakistan came in front and openly supported the regime of 

Taliban. Pakistan was the only country supporting Taliban before America was attacked 

on 9/11 by the anonymous terrorist group. The American attack of 9/11 changed the 

complete canvas of the world upside down. Pakistan was constantly criticized by Indian 

officials on the issue and support of Taliban in Afghanistan. India never supported the 

presence of Taliban in Afghanistan considering it a threat for the solidarity of India as 

India shares ties with Afghanistan. India always went against the decisions of Pakistan, 
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as Taliban were supported by Pakistan Indian supported the Northern Coalition and also 

recognized their government over Afghanistan including the support of United Nations 

(Seal, 2007).  

Afghanistan is a neighbor of both countries, India always supported Afghanistan and tied 

multi-dimensional relations with India. This situation of Indian interference in 

Afghanistan has displeased the state of Pakistan a lot. Indian embassy had been attacked 

in the year of 2008 in the capital of Afghanistan, the bomb attacks were the series of 

terrorist’s suicidal activities continually happening in the region. This attack was carried 

out by the anonymous groups in the month of July in the morning according to local time 

at 08:30 AM (Jakupcak, 2014). The ISI a Pakistani intelligence agency was blamed by 

the United States of America officials that it is Pakistan who planned and executed the 

attack on the Indian embassy in Kabul to sabotage the bilateral relationship of 

Afghanistan and India with the common roots in the benefit of the United States. The 

responsibility of the bomb attack was denied by the Pakistani officials at once, but the 

President of United States George Bush provided the evidence of bomb attack to the then 

Prime Minister of Pakistan Syed Yousaf Raza Gilani, in addition, he warned Pakistani 

officials that of the same happens in future he will take further necessary actions at his 

disposal against Pakistan (Braun, 2015). 

India and United States accused Pakistan again over the strife of Afghanistan, they in 

coalition put the charges of all miscreants’ activities across the border whether in 

Afghanistan or Kashmir on Pakistan. The accusations of these countries on Pakistan are 

serious and grave. The Ex-President of Pakistan Asif Ali Zardari in the year of 2009 

accepted the nurturing, creation, training and support of terrorist group by the Pakistani 
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Government in order to achieve the objectives of foreign policy for short-term and 

extract the benefits out of the worst situation in the favor of Pakistan and its 

organizations (Biddle, 2013).  

In the published policy for the Middle East at Institute of Brooking in the year of 2008 

analyzed Pakistan as the most active and willing state backing terrorism. This 

sponsorship included the aid of groups doing such activities that involved the fight 

against India in Kashmir. The groups being sponsored by Pakistani Government are the 

actual youth of Kashmir disturbed by the Indian forces operating in the state of Kashmir 

and enslaving the right of Kashmiri’s. These aided troops also include the Taliban 

fighting against the United Nations in Afghanistan and they are in action against the 

United States sponsored Government in Afghanistan (Denzin, 2016). 

 

1.3 Insurgency in Kashmir  

Troops of Pakistan and its intelligence agency ISI have been continuously providing 

hidden and covert support to the freedom fighters is reported in the literature published 

by the Foreign Relations Council. They always quote the freedom fighters as terrorists 

and blame Pakistan for their support. The freedom fighter or so-called trusts belong to 

banned groups of Al-Qaeda and Jaish-e-Muhammad as reported by the Council. It is 

Pakistan who continuously denies that this is not the fact and Pakistan itself an affected 

state of terrorism, how can a terrorist struck state help terrorists. The involvement of 

Pakistani Armed Forces in the insurgency of Kashmir and Afghanistan is negated by the 

officials at every forum and scale (Ahuja, 2016).  
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This council also charged Pakistan that any group or activity against the rule of India is 

supported by Pakistan, militants are supported morally and financially. In addition, the 

council reveals that the fighting groups of Kashmir are directly controlled by the portion 

of Kashmir now known as Azad Kashmir, the headquarter of these militants is based in 

northern part of Pakistan, the report of the foreign affairs council also reveals that India 

has provided ample proofs and evidence of the said argument to the council (Ghosh, 

2017). 

 Another same statement states that the backing of terrorist’s groups operating in Kashmir 

the disputed area being funded and provided with arms ammunition to fight against the 

Indian troops is under the control of Pakistan. This all is done by Pakistan against the 

attrition against India favoring the freedom fighters. The mixed argument is found in the 

world over the issue of Kashmir that the agitation is from the side of freedom fighters and 

few are of the view that these activities are terrorist’s activities (Abid, 2016). Another 

critic directly blames the senior hierarchy of Pakistani Military for the act of supporting 

the militants for several criminal activities. The supporting bodies in Pakistan include the 

armed organization working under the writ of Pakistani government and intelligence 

agency of Pakistan ISI (Kaura, 2017).  

In 2006 a newspaper Times of India reported the list of attacks and activities carried out 

by militants in the Indian occupied area of Jammu and Kashmir. These attacks include 

the car bomb attack near the State Assembly in 2001 in which almost 27 killed the blame 

was charged on the forces acting for the freedom of Kashmir after the attack on Indian 

Parliament this was the most prominent attack carried out in December of the same year 

(Rather). The facts and figures on the basis of gathered data of the attackers Pakistan 
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were blamed as the activator and controller of the activity. Besides this attack few more 

are listed below in the support of the Indian argument and believe: 

• The Killings of Kashmiri Pundits known as the Sanrampura Massacre of 1997. 

• The attack on the Pundits in Kashmir at Wand Hama known as the Wand Hama 

Massacre in 1998.  

• The attack of hand grenades on the Qasim Nagar market known as Qasim Nagar 

Attack in 2003. 

• The assassination of Abdul Ghani Lone in Kashmir for not being provided the 

required security cover to the Hurriyat leader of the Kashmiri people 

(Majumder, 2017). 

• Indian Army Armored Vehicle was attacked in 2005 known as Srinagar 

Bombing of July 2005. 

• In 2005 at the center of the city of Srinagar attack was carried out known as 

Badshah Chowk Attack killed and injured. 

• After the assassination of Ghulam Nabi Lone the then education minister in 

October 2005 

The blame for every attack was put on Pakistan, freedom fighter groups, militant 

organizations and other armed grouping operation in the outskirts. 

 

1.4 Alleged Human rights violations by India   

In the Indian held Kashmir Pakistan has accused time and again India for the brutal 

violations of the human rights set by the Human Rights Commission. These gross 
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humiliation of our species is brutally happening in Kashmir under the full control and 

exercise of authority by the officials of Indian Armed Forces (Fatima, 2016). Human 

Rights Commission openly avers on the violations in Kashmir by India in its report and 

pointed out the contributing factors for this act of brutality by the Indian forces, the 

commission categorizes the condition in two types for the improvement of the prevalent 

condition: 

To punish the culprits violating the human rights in Kashmir was first moved by Mufti 

Muhammad Saeed to probe and punish the violators including the involved uniformed 

personnel of Indian Armed Forces deployed in Kashmir (M. Dutta, 2017). As a result, to 

this movement, a total of 15 serving soldiers were brought to justice by the court of India 

in 2004. These soldiers were charged with the blame for violating the human rights in the 

occupied valley of Kashmir. The human right abusers are in abundance in Kashmir but 

their brutality is less highlighted and reported casually. The second point of interest 

discussed was to discourage the entrance from the other side of the border and cross-

border activity. It is an allegation on Pakistan that she planned and executed the artistic 

attack on the Parliament of India with the support of non-state actors. It is always 

Pakistan that is blamed by India in any aroused issue of unrest and tension. Whereas, 

Pakistan always justifies, negates and clarifies its non-alliance with the militant 

organizations (Panwar, 2016).  

This blame game brought both the countries on the edge of nuclear conflict in 2001 and 

2002. Both the countries deployed their forces and heavily deployed the borders for a 

long time. International players played their role to cool down the heated situation and 

tried to fill the trust gap between the two countries. Both the nuclear-capable nations 
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were strongly affirmed but the international forces to keep peace in the region and 

eradicate any confusion with peace talks (Bailey, 2016). 

In 1999 just after the one-hour flight, an Indian Jumbo jet name Flight IC-814 was 

hijacked, the aircraft was planned from New Delhi to the city of Kathmandu, a city in 

Nepal on the route after hijacking it flew from the Amritsar Airport and then it was taken 

to the International Airport of Lahore in Pakistan. The Pakistani officials at first did not 

allow the plane but after rigorous arguments, it was allowed to land and after refueling it 

again took-off for Dubai and later landed in Afghanistan on the Airport of Kandahar 

(Moore, 2018). The pressure of the media was concentrated on the officials of Indian 

Government. In the bargain, India accepted every demand of hijackers and released 

Maulana Masood Azhar. Maulana was under the custody of Indian law enforcing 

agencies and Maulana was traded to free the passengers of the Indian Airliner from the 

grip of hijackers. Indian paid a heavy price in the form of the bargain of Maulana in lieu 

of passengers. It is believed by the Indians that Maulana is hiding in the suburbs of 

Karachi (Scherrer, 2017).  

Furthermore, he became the commander of the militant banned group of Jaish-e-

Muhammad which planned and executed many attacks in Kashmir over Indian Military 

and Para Military installations. In another terrorist activity, the Red Fort of India situated 

in New Delhi was targeted by the non-state actors of Jaish-e-Muhammad operating in 

Kashmir and India in December 2000. This fort is famous for Indian military installation 

including well-secured interrogation unit inside the fort (Majid, 2016). This interrogation 

unit is under the control of the Central Bureau of Investigation and jointly shared by the 

Indian Army. The intruders easily broke into the fort in the presence of Indian Forces and 
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fired on the soldiers performing the security duties in which killed a few at the spot. How 

they managed to enter the high secured area is a question that needs answers. 

Significantly after the accord of ceasefire by the mutual understanding of the two 

countries, this all happened in the red ford situated in the capital of India in the highly 

secured area (Wronka, 2016). 

Samjhota Express Train bombing of 2007, infiltration of Mujahidin into Kashmir, raid on 

the temple of Swami Narayan, the explosion of car bombs in Mumbai, Zaweri Bazaar 

blasts, Mumbai attacks of 2008 and many more evidence can be quoted to prove the 

unrest present between the two countries. In some cases, the evidence points out toward 

Pakistan and in few, they blame the Indian side but it is evident that from both sides 

things are not well and never in the direction to support in the favor of peace process. 

Kashmir is why the most problematic and core issue between these two countries from 

the last seven decades (S. Ganguly, 2016). If one gains the full control of the Kashmir 

what are the possible benefits that one can enjoy in the long run. The Kashmir is, no 

doubt the core issue and hindrance in the developmental process of peace for the South-

Asia. The area of Kashmir is relatively very limited and rough terrains than the interest of 

the countries is just to reflect the supremacy over each other. Dominance on the region 

may be another cause of this conflict between Pakistan and India stretching over a long 

period of time (Mathur, 2016).  

The wars between the countries had killed many and many were homeless as a result of 

the effects of the war. Indians claim the secular government system and project it when 

required but they at once reject the intervention of the international stakeholders in the 

matter of Kashmir and considers the conflict of Kashmir purely an issue of domestic 
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nature, whereas, the situation is totally different (Ghosh, 2017). The Kashmir has brought 

the neighboring countries on the verge of nuclear war and it has proved herself as a 

purely international issue. India refused the offered support of United Nations Secretary 

Mr. Boutros back in 1993 for the peaceful reconciliation of issue over Kashmir. India 

considers the issue domestics and discourages any type of international interventions. 

The west is trying her level best in this concern to mediate the issue between two 

potential nuclear powers. If we approach and analyze the matter on the pragmatic scale 

than it is the core hindrance for the completion of the peace process between the two 

nations and the permanent threat of a nuclear war in the continent (Fayaz, 2016a). Both 

the countries need to solve the issue in the larger interest of South Asia. We need to move 

out of individualistic approach to the holistic approach to resolve the issue of Kashmir in 

the larger interest of the people of Kashmir in specific and for South Asia in general.  

The debate has raised in the following research questions:  

1.5 Research Questions   

(1) Why the Kashmir conundrum carries the risk of nuclear war between India and 

Pakistan? 

(2) What could be the consequences of India – Pakistan nuclear war?  

(3)     Would the resolution of the boundary dispute between India and Pakistan produce 

more opportunities to solve the other boundary problems in Asia.  

1.6 Objectives of the Research  

(1) The comprehensive and broader goal of the research is to determine the holding of 

the risk of nuclear war in Asia between India and Pakistan over the issue of Kashmir 
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furthermore what could be the consequences if the nuclear war occur between India 

and Pakistan.  

(2) The specific objective of the research is to establish that under the mutual consent 

of Indo-Pak over the resolution of the border issues would create more 

opportunities to solve the other boundary problems in Asia. 

In the light of above-mentioned reasons, due to the possession of nuclear arsenal both the 

countries have no plan of such deployment of the nuclear weapons but as the situation in 

2001-2002 took both the countries almost near to this decisive war. No one ready to 

compromise over the border management and issue of Kashmir.  There is always at stake 

the core issue of Kashmir independence or the alliance with one of the countries. Besides 

the boundary issue of Kashmir, other related problems of Northern and Southern Korea, 

Taiwan and China and Israel and Palestine also threaten the peace problem of Asia with 

the possible risk of nuclear war or boundary settlements in the continent.                                               

 

1.7 Significance of the Research  

The conflict between India and Pakistan is to be known as one of the most difficult issue 

all around the world which needs to be resolved permanently. This study deems it 

necessary, that to consider the various strategies applied by the United Nations for the 

settlement of the issues between these two countries and to unknot more reasons 

concerning this contradiction. Theoretically, the study serves to input more knowledge 

which is required in respect of the India-Pakistani dispute and hence its resolve to impart 

more on the existing knowledge by offering a viable point of reference to the academia 
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and students of International Relations as regards problems of this nature with regard to 

the recommendations postulated by the study. Practically, the study will contribute 

immensely in aiding the international institutions and other regional organizations in their 

endeavor to promote and maintain peace among nations in the international arena. This 

institute and organization can also raise their voice for the solution of the subject issue of 

Kashmir to solve it once forever to strengthen the overall security and peace condition of 

this zone in particular and the world in general (Slone, 2016). 

All the contents of the world agree that the largest of all, out of five continents is Asia 

and forms the major part of this planet, full of natural resources and potential of 

delivering the world what it needs or its survival. It is pertinent to mention that any act of 

violence or war like situation may harm directly the major countries and most of the 

inhabitants of the area severely. The roughly estimated population of about 1.2 billion 

souls will be affected only in the country of India. This huge population is inhabited on a 

total of 3,166,829 square kilometers of the planet is under the direct and persistent threat 

of nuclear war. By considering this grave situation, it is no big issue to sit and talk about 

the solution of all outstanding issues including the issue of Kashmir (Majid, 2016). 

Pakistan is a relatively small country in comparison with India both perspectives: in land 

and population. But the cause of the defense of the country is under debate Pakistan 

effectively matches every bit and piece of India and is able to counter any offensive 

action from any side of the country. Pakistan has gained balance of power in response to 

India with the available and meager resources. One of the common point that both the 

countries share is the possession of nuclear weapons on their inventories. This notion of 

possession of nuclear arsenal develops the fear of nuclear war between the two potential 
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powers. The devastation as a result of this war will increase the chaos in Asia and 

mistrust among other countries sharing the same issues as mentioned earlier having 

nuclear assets and territorial issues like Taiwan and China. The neighboring country 

Afghanistan is already under the devastating effects of war from last four decades 

(Habib, 2016).   

According to the history of gathering and, making of nuclear weapons in India goes long 

back in history. He averred it in 2001 that it can be traced from the older chapter of the 

history that how India was supported by the United States of America to build its own 

nuclear arsenal to counter China and Russia. The initiation of the Indian nuclear program 

dates back even before the partition of this region took place. It was 1944 when the 

nuclear program of India originated and had its being. From 1940 to the end of 1960 it 

matured and became an integral part of the military. After the invasion of China in the 

Northern part of India, the political elite sat together and gave the final shape to the 

nuclear arsenal of India for the effective utilization in the hour of need. This program 

mainly projected over the nuclear race in the region (Sathasivam, 2017).  

In the year of 1971, Pakistan was overruled but the Indians in the field of politics and 

military when the liberation war of Bangladesh was fought and Pakistan was 

disintegrated into two parts. This military campaign of India in the favor of Bangladesh 

and against Pakistan was a success for the Indians in all respects. India did its foremost 

nuclear weapon rectification in 1972. At the Pokhran range, India launched the test of its 

nuclear arsenal which was another milestone achieved by India disturbing the state of 

balance of power in the continent. The test name is remembered by the code name of 

Smiling Buddha (Jaswant Singh, 2016). 
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This started a nuclear arms race in Asia and especially ignited the neighboring countries 

to prepare for any misadventure from the Indian side. This was the right time for Pakistan 

to launch a nuclear program of their own and she did the same. Pakistani nuclear program 

was launched just after the withdrawal of East Pakistan as Bangladesh. Nuclear program 

was initiated in the year of 1972 just after the liberation war of Bangladesh. The efforts 

gained speed within the coming two years. The only purpose of pursuing nuclear power 

was to balance the country in connection with the Indian nuclear strength. Pakistan was 

fighting the war in itself for its smooth sailing with the world and survival in the presence 

of a nuclear power next to our door with other related conflicts in tact like Kashmir 

(Doherty, 2016).  

The field of supercomputing was explored by both countries since 1980 and they 

developed through the process of research this expertise. It also included in addition to 

supercomputing the ventures of scientific developments and advancements in the field of 

Information Technology (IT). Maximum funds were released to cope the shortcoming in 

the respective fields of scientific developments in order to gain the supremacy one over 

the other in the race of nuclear testing and launching. The syllabus and curriculums from 

primary to postgraduate classes were revisited and necessary changes according to the 

challenges of the twenty-first century were made. Every year Pakistan repeats the 

practice of inviting scientists from all over the world for the participation in different 

disciplines of science and technology to share their experiences for the development of 

the capacities of Pakistani students and staff (Krieger, 2017). 

Things were happening in the favor of Pakistani nuclear programs as in 1983 they 

achieved the first and major milestone of nuclear non-fission tests. The codename Kirana 
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1 was performed secretly and it was not shared with the outer world and no official 

statements were released in the favor of the test. The energy sector was supported by the 

nuclear vision after few years and economical gains started from the controlled program 

of nuclear testing. Both the countries were in a state of confusion and this confusion led 

them to sign a treaty in which both agree not to sabotage the nuclear assets of each other 

in the year of 1988 (M. B. Alam, 2017).  

In the same year, the initiation of the cultural exchange and agreement of aviation 

industry took place. In the year of 1988 when all these agreements were signed by India 

launched the second successful test of nuclear assets at the same range named as Pokhran 

2. This made the atomic tests a compulsion and necessary evil to be performed. Pakistan 

tested its nuclear assets on the mountain ranges of Balochistan named as Chaghi 1 & 2 

(Kristensen, 2016). 

In the other genres like space and astrophysics, Pakistan also contributed and this shift 

was observed. This initiative was collective launched by the Space Research Commission 

of Pakistan in 1961. Pakistan launched its first automatic unmanned rocket into space 

called Rehbar One. India followed the footsteps of Pakistan and Pakistan followed India 

in the race of Technology and scientific developments. India also possessed the large-

scale program of space research and development. India conquered the space before 

Pakistan and launched its satellite Aryabhata in the year of 1975, this launch left Pakistan 

behind in the race of space ventures. Pakistan felt the dire need of speeding up the space 

exploration and launching of its own satellite into the space orbits. The stakes and 

concerns of Pakistan were very high and reformatory. A Greater focus was pushed in the 

fields of mathematics and physical sciences in the educational institutions of Pakistan. 
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Related organizations were also trying to cope the gape that India had left behind after 

the conquering space (S. Khan, 2017). 

Pakistan in the year of 1999 defied the gravity and launched its first satellite known as 

Badr 1. India also started the making of missiles that can carry the nuclear warhead 

during the time span of 1980 to 1990. India always gave the situation a heat and tension 

in the field of weapon building. These nuclear missiles were able to be controlled by the 

satellite. This ensured the engagement of both the countries in the race of space one after 

the other. Pakistan also successfully completed the set milestones of India and remained 

on the battlefield ready and alive (Shankar, 2016). 
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CHAPTER TWO 

2 LITERATURE REVIEW 

The method of the research that I have adopted is timelined that is chronological in order, 

I have written all the situations as they actually occurred. To know, understand and to 

draw even a better influential perspective behind the conflicts between India and Pakistan 

and the core cause of this consistency and persistence. The relevant literature whether 

print or electronic was consulted and referred. The articles related to every war fought 

between the two hostile countries and any print literature was consulted respectively 

including the wars fought between independence to date; that is 1947, 1965, 1971 and the 

Kargil and Sir Creek war of 1999 led by General Pervez Musharraf. In our quest for 

tracking ample informed knowledge about why there had been conflicts between India 

and Pakistan and reasons of their persistence (Cloughley, 2016).  

In this study, we will adopt the chronological style or approach. In the light of relevant 

literature appertaining to books and articles of the wars of 1947, 1965, 1971 and 1999, 

respectively. On this matter, we shall surface some background and assessments of the 

wars consecutively, since several analytic studies and analyses and judgments about 

gains and losses born by both the countries, Pakistan and India, in the course of conflicts 

by various writers (Pettersson, 2015).  

The first war of Kashmir between Pakistan and India in 1947, usually remembered after 

the conflict of the valley of Kashmir a disputed area due to an unresolved agenda of the 

partition of 1947. This was also ranked first and basic conflict of the later three wars 

again fought between both countries. Just after independence the war broke out due to the 
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infiltrations of tribal people and other Jihadis from Northern Western Frontier Province 

of Pakistan but the Maharaja alliance with India changed this infiltration into war and 

Kashmir a war zone, merely it attempted to shelter Kashmir, whose coming years seemed 

to deteriorate and were on the line of suffering and violence (Pramanik, 2014). The 

aftershocks of this conflict were felt even in the upcoming conflict, skirmishes and war 

fought between both countries. Tribal infiltrators were aimed to instigate revolts against 

the Maharaja of Kashmir and declare the state of Kashmir as a pure Muslim state either 

as a part of Pakistan or independent (L. Collins, 2017).  

These uncontrollable and violent tribal having the target of independence of Kashmir in 

coordination with another Pakistani military to take control of the Srinagar. In the way, to 

Srinagar, they confronted a serious resistance at the point of Uri before they advanced 

further into the valley of Kashmir Hari Singh had already given the valley of Kashmir in 

the hands of Indians as a bargain and endorsed it in an accord that Kashmir will be 

governed by the Indians.  The officers of the British army also participated in the act of 

war against the advancement of Pakistani troops. In the Indo-Pak sub-continent before 

1815, there were a total of twenty-two independent states which included six Muslims 

and sixteen Hindu states. These states were occupying the area and suburbs of Jammu 

and Kashmir, they also dominated the Afghanistan rulers (K. Mukherjee, 2014).  

These states were also given the name of Hills of Punjab States. Rajput’s and Mughal 

emperors ruled and controlled these independent states after King Akbar. Himachal 

Pradesh and Kangra were also under the dominance of Mughal emperors. History goes 

back but the ownership of these states more or less remained independent as the terrain is 

difficult and areas are inaccessible. After many years these hilly areas came under the 
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direct influence of Raja Ranjit Singh as there was an unrest in the states of Gorkha and 

Kangra. This invasion of the Ranjit Singh proved a possible factor of the fall of Mughal 

empire (Raghavan, 2016).  

The first Sikh war was fought in the year of 1846 for the independence of Kashmir valley 

amid East India company and Sikhs. Sikhs were unable to withstand the assault of East 

India Company and they surrendered to the company in an agreement known as the 

agreement of Lahore in the year of 1846. Sikhs also paid reimbursement for their land 

that was situated between the Sutlej and Beas river. The amount paid for the 

reimbursement was almost 1.2 million in total. This huge amount was not paid because 

the Sikhs were unable to arrange the said amount, this failure made Gulab Singh to pay 

750,000 to the East India Company for the acquisition of valley of Kashmir from the 

Sikhs to the Dogra kingdom. This resulted in the rulership of Maharaja Gulab Singh, he 

became the first Maharaja of the Jammu and Kashmir State. This state was also one of 

the biggest principalities of the British Rule in sub-continent till 1947 (Dar, 2015). 

The 1947 Independence Act clearly spells out that the authority of internal affairs of the 

Magnificence has lapsed in the states of India, in vogue accords has passed the act of 

mutual relationship between His Majesty and rulers of sub-continent, and all the powers 

being exercised by the Indian rulers are vested by the authority of the His Magnificence. 

This act permits and authorizes the independent states to choose their future, alliances or 

independence. Pakistan and India were dying heart wishers to gain control over the 

disputed area of Kashmir. Maharaja Hari Singh painfully dealt the aroused situation and 

avoided an alliance with any of the candidates and remained independent during the act 

of partition in 1947 (Korbel, 2015). 
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The state of Kashmir witnessed many operations, one of them was the insurgency of 

1947 as it is blamed on Pakistan that she supported and backed tribal Pashtun belt to 

intervene and support the Muslims revolt instigated in the areas of Mirpur and Poonch. 

The tribal ambition and infiltration force Hari Singh to find shelter of safeguard and he 

cast his vote of confidence in the favor of Indians. He asked for help from India and in 

response (R. Basrur, 2015), India demanded the ownership of Jammu and Kashmir. After 

the accession accord signed by the Raja Hari Singh, Indian troops started occupying the 

valley of Kashmir. That day has gone the picture of the valley has changed into 

cantonments of Indian troops. Pashtun infiltrators were thrown out of the valley of 

Kashmir (Javaid, 2016).  

On the same lines as Kashmir conceded to India, Gilgit and Baltistan fell under the reign 

of Pakistan in October 1947. Gilgit Baltistan was under the shelter of Chitral and Gilgit 

Scouts. The forces of tribal belt reinforced themselves in the suburbs of Domel and 

Muzaffarabad. Few of the Muslim regions also joined in, Pakistani troops in the cover of 

tribal fighters entered and captured. The supply was provided by the Pakistani military 

(Norkevičius, 2014). In front of Indian troops, the local and state fighters quit fighting in 

Poonch. As the agreement was signed Indian troops captures the control of Srinagar with 

armed men and military material. Defenses were reinforced and tribal were in rags, the 

position handhold of the tribal was limited and made even weaker. Tribal was taken from 

front and back by the Indian forces and Tribal also lingered Uri and Baramulla. These 

tribal maintained the besiege of Poonch for some time but after few retaliations, they 

were again captured and killed (Gadda, 2014).  
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Chitrali rulers conceded to Pakistan and chosen Pakistan as their future country, the 

control of the Chitral was initially gained by the Pashtun tribes and later it collaborated 

with the Scouts of Pakistan. These alliances grew and even ethnic forces also joined the 

new alliance. When Indian troops regained Uri and Baramulla they left the trail of tribal 

fighters and settled down in Kashmir. This cessation of tribal also ended as India sent its 

small contingent for the procurement of Poonch. India was weak enough to defend 

Poonch, Kotli, and Mirpur and tribal fighter captured Mirpur in November 1947 (D. A. 

Mahapatra, 2016).  

Jahangir was under the siege of ethnic groups. These ethnic groups also tried to capture 

Uri and Nowshera but failed in this adventure. Indian troops captured the area of Chumb. 

The stage was set a new, states were falling in one’s hand or the others’. India meanwhile 

stabilized its troops in the valley of Kashmir. In another attack, India after stabilization 

again gained the control of the Rajouri and Jahangir. Tribal forces also continued their 

attacks at regular interval on the garrison of the Uri sector. Northern areas like Skardu 

fell under the control of Scouts of Gilgit. Pakistani efforts for the release of Jahangir from 

the counterpart troops failed and it constantly remained the part of India. Gilgit scouts 

continued their ventures and they gained the control of Kargil after sieging Leh and 

Skardu in the Himalayan sector (Blarel, 2015). Few other operations were launched in 

order to seize new territories for Indian troops, these missions include: 

 Operation Erase (aimed for Poonch, Skardu and other related areas) 

 Operation Duck (for the capturing of Zoji La Pass) 

 Operation Bison (launched after the failure of Operation Duck) 
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Attacks by the Indian Brigades forces to retreat Pakistani and Tribal fighters from Dras 

and Matayan areas and Kargil was linked with the Indian access. This proved the 

dominance of the Indian troops and counterparts were directed to realign in Skardu. 

Gilgit Scouts were also defeated after a long progress made by them. Almost after one 

year, Poonch was back in the hands of Indian troops. Gilgit Scouts performed very well 

in the rough terrain of Himalaya, but the long war had exhausted them and finally, India 

came in to claim its superiority over Dras (Afridi, 2015). 

Just after almost two decades Pakistan and India again confront each other on the issue of 

Kashmir. Again, war broke out when Pakistani prime minister thought that India after 

fighting with China in 1962 is in the weaker position and the people of Kashmir are also 

displeased from the conduct of Indian troops in the valley. This war was fought between 

the hostile nation from the month of April to September in the year of 1965. This was 

also well known as the second war over the issue of Kashmir as the disputed region 

between both the countries (McGarr, 2013). Operation Gibraltar leads to the next war and 

armed interaction of the Pakistan and India. The major objective of the second war to get 

rid Indian rule from the valley of Kashmir and instigate an act of insurgency within the 

valley of Kashmir by the mutual consent of Kashmir people (Pramanik, 2014).  

This five-month armed encounter resulted in the death of many innocent people. This war 

was ceased by the intervention of the international actors in the form of United States 

resolution of a ceasefire between both countries across the Line of Control. This all 

happened after the signing of Tashkent agreement in the presence of Soviet Union in 

Uzbekistan’s city Tashkent. The battlefield was set in Kashmir and across the borders of 
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Pakistan and India. The Line of Control was also under immense pressure and faced 

shelling and firing exchanged by both forces. India accumulated dense military power in 

Kashmir and this dense deployment is sabotaging the right to live of Kashmiri peoples 

(Widmalm, 2014). The land fight also displayed the aerial power and possible activity in 

the sea as well. The role of Navy remained passive but it also seized the sea borders for 

each other and created many problems or the enemy war tactics. The details and results 

are vague and unclear as always as both the nations celebrated the victory and claimed 

different gains (Srinivasan, 2012).  

Almost a total of 30,000 Pakistani armed troops crossed Line of Control into the valley of 

Kashmir. These soldiers were alleged that they dressed in the disguise of Kashmiri local 

peoples. Jihadis and another ethnic fighter activity in Kashmir also assisted and joined 

them in the month of August 1965. Indians at first were in strong position as they have 

occupied strategic points of the mountains, but later the display of power by the Pakistani 

troops managed to reach and secure position in the areas of Uri Tithwali and Poonch. 

Whereas, India managed to grasp Haji Pir Sector almost 8 kilometers deep in the 

Pakistan controlled part of Kashmir. This was the pen picture of the battlefield at the end 

of the month of August 1965 (Panigrahi, 2012). 

Operation Grand Slam was launched from Pakistan in September 1965 as counter-attack 

with an objective to take control of the Akhnur, Jammu. This attack if succeed was able 

to cut the communication of Indian troops and supply line. Ayyub Khan had the plan that 

back to back strong attacks if fruitful can damage the morale and mental strength of the 

Indian troops and they will not be able to bear even more pressure off Pakistan if exerted 

at right place and time. The confidence and composure of the Hindu army will be 
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shattered and the moral level will also decrease. Operation Gibraltar was a failure and 

India managed to gain control of Haji Pir Sector. But on the other hand, Pakistan 

deployed its best available resources in the form of latest tanks and bulks of soldiers 

made India retreat and Pakistan outnumbered the Indian army. Indian army lost much in 

this action and causalities were countless (Kalis, 2013).  

On the very next day, Pakistan Air Force also started its close support to the troops and it 

managed to destroy the airfields of Punjab and Kashmir. India in response opened the 

sector of Punjab and Pakistan required to reallocate its troops on the Punjab side, this 

relocation of troops proved a disaster for Pakistan. Defense of Punjab was also of the 

same importance as the major city of Lahore was very near to border. This relocation 

resulted in the failure of Operation Grand Slam. The moment Pakistan lost control of the 

Akhnur the southern fronts were active, which ultimately created breathing space for the 

Indian troops to operate openly in the region (Ganapathy, 2014). 

Retaliated, using its Air Force to respond Indian attack they retaliated forces and 

destroyed their Air bases in both Kashmir and Punjab. India's decision to open up the 

theater of attack into Pakistani Punjab forced the Pakistani army to relocate troops 

engaged in the operation to defend Punjab. Therefore, Operation Grand Slam failed, as 

the Pakistan Army was unable to capture Akhnoor; when Pakistan started to hit the 

southern fronts, it relived the Indian troops operating in the region (Riedel, 2012). 

The official war started when Indian side trespassed the Internationally recognized border 

to the side of Pakistan, the siren of war rang and both the countries were at each other. 

This was the day of six September the infantry division named as the 15th division 

attacked the west side of the Bambanwala Riya Branch Link Canal (BRB Canal), this 
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canal serves as the border between both the countries. General of Indian troops managed 

to flee to the other side of the border into the village of Barki located around in the east 

of Lahore and Indian army reached almost near the international airfield of Lahore, but 

these all claims are never accepted from the Pakistan side, as if they were in such a strong 

state why they did not capture any state organ for their victory announcement (Pramanik, 

2013). The United States came into action for the safety of the general public and during 

the ceasefire, civilians were evacuated from the city of Lahore. On the other side, Khem 

Karan was controlled by the Pakistani troops, Indian forces to divert Pakistani attention 

attacked in the area of Baidian, the adjacent areas small villages and dwellings were 

attacked by the Indian troops. India thrust Lahore with a heavy fleet of its tanks and an 

infantry division with the collaboration of armed division attacked Lahore with a heavy 

weapon including tanks. These troops almost reached near the Bambanwala Riya Branch 

Link Canal (BRB Canal) on the same day of 6th  September (Afridi, 2015). 

Pakistani troops in return destroyed and secured the bridges so that further advancements 

from Indian side could possibly be stooped in order to secure the city of Lahore. The 

Three Jat regiment captured the Batapur near Jat Moar in the area of Pakistan situated 

beside the Bambanwala Riya Branch Link Canal (BRB Canal). The same was happening 

on the other sides the armies were trying to take a stronger position. Pakistani troops in 

coordination with its Air Force including fighter jets and armored division forces Indian 

forces to leave the captured areas and settle them back from where they marched. The Jat 

regiment already mentioned, suffered a lot with minor and major causalities in the course 

of the war, their position and present state were not communicated to back in India and 

they were withdrawn from the village of Batapur (Sunawar, 2015).  
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The regiment was extremely disappointed; the regiment’s Lt. Col. Desmond was 

recaptured by the Pakistani reinforcement on the 21st of the same month. At Munabao in 

1965 on the 8th day of September, Maratha light infantry company was sent to help and 

assist the Rajasthani constabulary which was deployed on the 250-kilometer land border 

of Rajasthan shared with Pakistan. This border runs along Jodhpur and Munabao, on the 

Pakistan side, coincides with the province Sindh. To neutralize the force of Pakistani 

troops was the objective behind this deployment from the Indian side. Indian army was 

unable to face the intensity of the Pakistani attack that lasted for almost a full day 

(Higgins, 2016). Another reinforcement of heavy mortars reached to back Indian forces 

in order to match the power of Indian forces. Pakistan Air Force did its part and really 

damaged Indian side as a train of reinforcement was also hit by Pakistani Jet Fighters. 

The entire area was bombarded by Pakistani pilots. The hills and full area of Munabao 

fell into the lap of Pakistan after a great fight fought between both the countries, 

Pakistani troops fought with the sea at their backs and fought well (Sum, 2013).  

This was the 10th day of the same month when the effort and sacrifices of Pakistani forces 

given them a victory that raised their morale at the peak. Indian efforts to overcome the 

strategic strong area were in vain. Whereas on the other fronts India launched its best-

armored division known as the pride for the Indian troops became offensive in the border 

of Sialkot. This armored division was divided into two sections and at the venue of 

Chavinda, Indian army lost its best division, almost a hundred tanks were destroyed by 

the Pakistani side. Pakistani side launched the final Windup operation to clean the area 

from Indian troops. Indian pride division failed in front of the Pakistani pride armored 

division (R. K. Bhat, 2013). Pakistani troops force Indian armed forces to step back and 
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the next intention of Pakistan was to capture a big city of India on the other side names as 

Amritsar. The Khem Karan was again in the hands of Pakistani troops and Indian forces 

left the captured areas. This area is also on the edge of the river Beas and Jalandhar s also 

in the suburbs.  

As a response of Indian troops of Mountain Defenders, in the Battle of Fitting Response 

Pakistani forces were unable to capture and hoist their flag in Amritsar. Pakistani defense 

was disintegrated on the soil of India and Pakistani troops were forced and pushed back 

(D. A. Mahapatra, 2016). This area due to Pakistani tanks is known as Putton Nagar, 

these tanks were the United States made and deployed in the Pakistani Armed Forces. It 

is estimated that India faces less loss in the battle of tanks and Pakistan tanks were 

destroyed and damaged in number. Both the nations captured the areas and territory of 

both and both faced real damage. The statistical presentation of major aspects is as under: 

 

Country Approx. Deaths Area Captured in Miles2 Area Captured in KM2 

Pakistan 3,800 210 550 

India 3,000 710 1800 

 

Indians occupied the fertile land of Sialkot, Kashmir and Lahore sectors and Pakistani 

forces gained control of the North of Kashmir including Chubb in Sindh and its suburbs. 

Aerial defenses of both countries were in action as Indian and Pakistani side both 

deployed there every available force in the inventory (Ankit, 2016). The previous 

encounter between both the countries known as the First Kashmir War was very limited 
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but this time it was on a larger scale. Following Indians Aircraft took part in the live 

actions: 

 Hawk Hunter 

 Indian Indigenously Developed Rolland Gnats 

 Havilland Vampires 

 EE Canberra Bombers 

 MiG-21 Contingent 

On the other hand, Pakistani Air Fleet was equipped with the following front-line 

fighters: 

 102 F-86F Sabers 

 12 F-104 Star Fighters 

 24 B-57 Canberra Bombers 

 

Indian Air Force outnumbered the Pakistani Air Force, as there were five fighters against 

one of Pakistani Air Jets. Pakistani fleet was backed by the technology of America, 

whereas the Indian aircraft were British originated (Kattan, 2016). Soviet planes were 

also the part of Indian defense lines. It is an accepted reality that American Technology 

outclassed the aviation industry of the world and Pakistan Air Force possessed the best 

fleet of Jet Fighters and trained and devoted pilots that made history in the war of 1965. 

Few experts are divided in this opinion and favor the Indian Deployed Aircrafts on the 

battlefield like Sabers and MiG-21 aircrafts (Sultan). 
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Few of the Indian Jet Fighters were also outdated as to mention the name of Vampires of 

Havilland in comparison to F-86 Sabers of Pakistan Air Force. Whereas, Hawk Hunters 

were superior in the fighting characteristics to Pakistani Sabers Aircrafts. No 19 Multi-

Role Squadron of Pakistan Air Force was led by Air Commodore Sajjad Haider, Indians 

always claimed that our Holland Gnat is leading in capacity to the Sabers, that is why it 

names as Saber Slayer. Pakistan Air Force possessed F-104 the fastest of that time in the 

whole continent, this aircraft was a high-level interceptor and it was able to touch an 

altitude of 40,000 feet basically designed to counter and neutralize Russian interferences 

on the border. Low altitude fight was not favored to F-104s as they were high-speed 

target interceptors. Dogfight at very low altitudes never suited to these aircrafts (Pardeep 

Kumar, 2012).  

Gnats were forces to egress in the fight of low-level high-speed dogfight s encounters. 

Starfighter was another exception in this regard because of its agility and high 

maneuverability. Pakistani Army also captures an Indian Pilot named Sqn Ldr Pal Singh 

when he landed at am airstrip of Pasrur near Sialkot airfield. He informed that almost 

every equipment of his aircraft failed to respond and he was high and dry left with only 

option to land in Pakistan. Sqn Ldr Brij Pal aircraft is a souvenir or war trophy present in 

the PAF Museum, PAF Base Faisal, Karachi. This captured Aircraft was flown by a 

Pakistani pilot Sqn Ldr Hatmi from Pasrur to Sargodha and for onward delivery to PAF, 

Museum. It was realized that in the condition of a dogfight, this aircraft remains no more 

Saber Slayer (Paliwal, 2015). 

The claims made by both the countries are favoring their own perspective and they are 

contradictory in nature. The losses born in both the countries are devastating but nobody 
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is accepting the loss in open. Pakistani verdict is that they lost 19 while hitting the Indian 

aircrafts more than 110. Indian verdict claims that Pakistan has lost its more than 70 

planes and 53 were destroyed by the opposite party. Whereas, an independent source 

reported the participation of the active aircraft by Pakistan Air Force in action as under: 

 

Pakistan Air Force 

Aircraft Type Number 

F-86 Sabers 86 

F-104 Starfighter 10 

B-57 Canberra 20 

Total 116 

 

Indian claim is supported by this act that Pakistan demanded an aircraft support from 

China, Turkey, Iran, Iraq, and Indonesia in 1965 war (Seheri). But on the other hand, 

third-party sources also reveal that Indian Air Force outnumbered Pakistani Air Force in 

number and strength. 

This war also faced and witnessed the largest battlefield settlement of the tanks of the 

history after World War II. In the start Pakistani number was greater than the Indian 

Army tanks deployment on the battlefield. Pakistani equipment was also in a better state 

of operation at that time (R. Khan, 2016). American originated tanks were the part of 

Pakistani fleet, both the countries deployed the following tanks mentioned in the table 

below: 
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FIELDED TANKS 

Pakistani Tanks India’s Tanks 

Patton M-47 Centurion Tank Mk 7 

Patton M-84 AMX-13 

Sherman M-4 Sherman M-4 

Light Chaffee M-24 Light Stuart M-3 

Jackson M-36 PT-76 

 

These tanks were American and British made deployed by both countries in order to 

match the force of the enemy. Pakistani Tanks varied in the gun’s specifications 

measuring up to 90 mm barrels. On the other hand, Indian gun’s diameter varied from 75 

mm to 105 mm tank destroyers equipped with Ordinance of the Royal Military. Pakistani 

Artillery was great and number and advanced in technology in comparison to India. This 

statement was claimed by the Pakistani General Mr. Malik in the comparative study of 

the artillery force (Bangash, 2015).  

Pakistan entered into the act of war with its profound fifteen cavalry divisions and in 

every regiment, there were almost forty-five tanks in total in the fifteen regiments there 

were a total of approximately 700 tanks. 200 Sherman tanks accompanied Patton’s on the 

battlefield. There were few other independent squads of tank destroyers. All these tanks 

formed Pakistani 1st and 6th armored division. At the same time, Indian Armed Forces 

held seventeen divisions of the cavalry regiments, after the year of 1950 India started the 
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upgradation of its task force and added almost 164 AMX-13 in addition to 188 

Centurions tanks. These units were named as “Pride of India Hudson’s Horse and Black 

Elephant”. Centurions tanks were made the part of the horse, cavalry, light cavalry, 

lancers and few other cavalry units of Indian Armed Forces. The Same tank was also 

inserted in the 2nd Brigade of the Independent Armored in the third cavalry (Carlson, 

2013). 

Pakistan outclassed India on the battlefield due to many factors. Leading factor was its 

number superiority. India also performed well as it held Pakistan from entering and 

controlling Amritsar, it also came close to the border of Sialkot and Lahore. India army 

and its tanks were deployed in a wrong manner so that they were not able to extract more 

from the situation of the battlefield. Even then it is claimed that Pakistan was defeated in 

the battle of Asal Uttar. On the eleventh day of September 1965, India halted the border 

of Khem Karan in the counter-offense which directly affected the Pakistani war planning, 

Indian tanks proved stronger to the Pakistani side as Indian Centurions were over and 

above Pakistani Patton’s, on the other hand, in the battlefield of Chavinda picture was 

totally different. Few fronts were favoring Pakistan and few were favoring Indian side 

(A. M. B. Kumar, 2013).  

Pakistan always asserts that Chavinda is the graveyard of Indian tanks and more than 120 

tanks were destroyed solely in Chavinda. Neither Pakistan and nor India proved their role 

in the war as aggressive one but both the armies are capable of the defensive role and 

maintained to defend the territorial boundaries. The role as offensive one is less displayed 

in the battles fought between both countries. Smaller and defensive role is adaptable as 

the battle of Chavinda and Asal Uttar. In the second war of Kashmir and other areas 
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between both countries role of Navy was defensive and passive, it did not take part as an 

active force (Malik). An attack by the Pakistan Navy was carried out on the point of 

Dwarka on the seventh day of September 1965. Pakistan Navy bombarded the coastal 

ground Radar Station. This place is situated in the couth of Karachi almost 320 

Kilometers away in the coastal territory of India. The only well-known operation of Navy 

in the battle of 1965 is operation Dwarka. This operation raised many questions on the 

performance of Indian Navy, and after the war, its financial assistance was raised from 

almost 35 to 115 crores (Vego, 2017).  

Pakistani Submarine PNS Ghazi, as per the Pakistani voices kept Indian Navy Ship 

Vikrant ineffective in the throughout the act of war in the open seas. Although, Indian are 

of the view that they never wanted to start a Naval conflict the incapacity and 

inefficiency of Indian Naval forces against the Pakistani Naval defenses prove weak 

enough that they built their Navy anew. As per the Indian verdict, Vikrant a naval ship 

was docked for the repair and maintenance work in the dock, whereas Pakistani affirm 

that it was Ghazi that held and restricted the animation of the Vikrant and made it 

ineffective. Indian also say that almost one-third of their Navy was under maintenance in 

the dry dock during the act of 1965 war, how ironic and dramatic (Oren, 2017). 

Indian airbases were overtly and covertly attacked by numerous operations by Pakistan 

Air Force. Indian territory also received Pakistani air drops of paratroopers from the 

special services group. Pakistani daring commandos were dropped in the premises of 

Halwara Adampur and Pathankot airfields, affirmed the then Pakistan Army Chief 

General Musa. The number of commandoes was almost 130. The maps were not 

provided to the special services group and it is also reported that only twenty-two 
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commandoes returned to Pakistan rest of the commandoes were captured or killed on the 

soil of India. The failure of the special services group is mainly attributed to the haste 

factor and inadequate planning (Dinstein, 2017).  

Although the total operations were a failure few of the Indian operations were sabotages 

and delayed due to the launch of commandoes in the airfields of India. As the 

commandoes attacked Indian diverted many infantry battalions to rescue its bases and on 

the road due to heavy traffic, Pakistani Jet Fighters spotted the convoys of Indian forces 

and bombarded them, that resulted in the loss of men and material. Instead of killing 

Pakistani Paratroopers, Indian forces were taken by the Pakistani Jets on the way to 

Indian airfields. There was also much news of Indian covert actions in the territory of 

Pakistan but later that information’s were not endorsed by any of the officials 

(McCalman, 2017).  

Although this was for the Liberation of Bangladesh, Indian and Pakistani forces were 

directly in front of each other during the liberation war of Bangladesh, it is also said that 

this war was sponsored by India on the soil of Bangladesh. The International community 

also names this contest as Operation Genghis Khan as there were lots of deaths in the 

course of Indo Muslim brawl for the liberation of Bangladesh. In the month of December, 

Pakistani Jet fighters attacked Indian airfields as pre-emptive measures (Riaz, 2015). This 

act forces India to jump into the war in the support of Bangladesh, and East Pakistan and 

its nationalistic wings were fully supported by the Indian army. This war although very 

short in the history of wars lasted for only thirteen days but engaged both eastern and 

western borders of India and Pakistan. When the eastern command signed the accord and 

surrendered, then the war came to an end. This made few changes on the map of the 
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planet earth, as East Pakistan was renamed as Bangladesh. Almost a total of more than 

90,000 personnel of civil and military were captured as prisoners of wars (POWs) by 

Indian troops. The estimate killed personnel is even drastic that a figure of almost 

3,000,000 is quoted as dead during the thirteen days’ liberation war from both the sides 

(D’Costa, 2018).  

Migrated people were also in abundance and they almost reached a total of nine million. 

The arrest of many people started in East Pakistan, many of the officials of East Pakistan 

took refuge in India and disarmament of police and civilians was also in action. 

Banishment of Awami Muslim League was also carried out and Mr. Mujib was taken into 

custody by Pakistani troops. Dhaka was cracked down the Pakistani military late night on 

the 25 March 1971. This news was broadcasted on the same night by Pakistan Radio after 

midnight at almost 01:30 AM. After the arrest, Mujib Ur Rehman was taken to West 

Pakistan now the Islamic Republic of Pakistan. The Indian and Bangla verdict also 

claimed that Pakistani troops also carried out an operation named as Searchlight to 

apprehend and kill the intellectuals of East Pakistan (Ranjan, 2016).  

Genocide of Bengali people was carried out by Bengali nationalistic forces in the 

supervision of Indian troops in the name of Mukti Bahani and all the blame was given to 

the Pakistani troops, they also named it that the only and sole target was to kill the 

minority of Hindus in the region. This resulted in the cross-border activity of refugees 

that fled from East Pakistan to the side of nearby Indian States. Genocide and exodus 

were happening on the land of East Pakistan, the situation was confused and mixed. 

Indians were conspiring at the back and supporting East Pakistani nationalistic forces for 

the independence and liberation (Cardozo, 2016).  
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Indians accommodated the refugees as a farewell gesture that also added fuel to fire 

against West Pakistan in the hearts of East Pakistani people. Refugees camps were 

established in the states of Tripura, Assam, West Bengal and Bihar for the refugees 

fleeing from East Pakistan to India neighboring states. Rest of the task was completed by 

the flood season that burdened the Indian already starving economy. Opposing forces of 

Pakistan named General Tikka as Bengal liberation war’s slayer of Bengalis, the 

circumstances were that much conspired that no was able to tell that whether the killings 

were from the Pakistani troops or in the disguise of militants of Bangladesh Indian troops 

were in action (Fazakarley, 2016).  General Niazi commented on the situation of that 

night, he says the peaceful and calm night between 25 and 26 March was transformed 

into the cruel and bloody action of massacre and deaths by the dent of own misled 

people. It is said that General Tikka Khan ordered the troops to secure the land instead of 

people. Another Major Farman wrote in his diary that Bengali blood painted the lush 

green land of Bengal red (Hinde, 2016).  

Indians tried on every forum in the world to blame West Pakistan for the brutalities 

happening in East Pakistan but received passive response, after that much struggle Indian 

government under the commandment of the then Prime Minister Indra Gandhi extended 

full support to the distracted groups of East Pakistan in the favor of their liberation and 

sovereignty as an independent country. They not only extended refuge to the people of 

East Pakistan but opened a front against West Pakistan through military intervention. The 

refugees were trained and sent back to fight for the liberation of Bangladesh against the 

Pakistani troops deployed in East Pakistan. The masses turned against their own army 

under the conspiracy lead by the Indian government. These militants were Mukti Bahini 
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freedom fighters trained for guerrilla activities in the vicinity of East Pakistan against the 

Pakistani military troops (Bordo, 2017).  

Many movements were launched in which vehicles of the major cities were stickered 

different slogans, the voices raised for the hanging of Shaikh Mujib Ur Rehman as a 

traitor. Confusion was vivid from the situation that the same country is at war against its 

own people. The month of September 1971 was a confusion and distress for the citizens 

of Pakistan as the country was divided into two. Sentiments of the Pakistani public 

against India were at the peak and everybody demanded a decisive action against the 

armed forces of India, on the other hand, Indian forces were deployed on the eastern 

border of Pakistan extending full support to the liberation forces acting inside Eastern 

Pakistan. Indian army also waited for the climatic changes to happen in the region of 

Himalaya so that the Chinese factor can be reduced (Sinno, 2015).  

Pakistan Air Force came into action in the afternoon of the 3rd December at about 05:40 

PM. Jet fighters took off to hit eleven airfields of Indian Air Force. These attacks were 

primarily aimed at the northwestern border areas of India especially targeting Agra Air 

Base. Taj Mahal was camouflaged because it acts as a marker beacon for the air raids 

clearly locating the position of Agra. Its white marble reflects and glooms in the 

moonlight. This operation was planned on the lines of Israel operation on Arab countries 

and named as Genghis Khan Operation. Pakistan Air Force sent almost a total of fifty 

planes to bomb Indian Air Fields. Indian Prime Minister Indra Gandhi spoke to the nation 

and claimed that Pakistani attacks are open war declaration against India and Indian 

people. The response to sir attacks was initiated by the Indian Air Force as well. This 
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return of air strikes gives flame to fire of Indian and Pakistani Aerial defenses to hit and 

strike and defend the situation (Fargues, 2017).  

Both the Air Forces were at each other with their best available resources. The full-scale 

invasion was launched by the order of Indian prime minister and Indian military troops 

mobilization started at once to attack on Pakistan. This mobilization was an 

amalgamation of sea, land and air strikes on the military power of Pakistan to prove 

Indian armed superiority. India tried their level best to prevent Pakistani troops to enter 

their territory. India went never offensive on the side of West Pakistan. PNS Ghazi a 

submarine damaged Indian Navy troops around Vishakhapatnam. This was the only act 

on the sea that can be mentioned in this regard (Brewster, 2012).  

A survey of Security Organization of the World in 2002 claims that reconnaissance 

through Naval assets was first initiated by Pakistan Navy on dual fronts that is western 

and eastern. It also claims that Pakistan Navy was heavily damaged by the counterpart 

Navy lead by V.A. Kohli in the Trident operation, it further claims that Pakistan Navy 

lost its harbored ship Pakistan Navy Ship Khyber and Sea mines sweeper Muhafiz. This 

all happened on the midnight of fourth and fifth December when Pakistan Navy Ship 

Shah Jehan was also damaged badly and Pakistan also born a loss of almost 700 sailors. 

Another operation after the operation Trident was launched by the Indian Navy named as 

operation Python that damaged Pakistani commercials ships and fuel reservoirs and 

merchant ships were also burnt to ashes (Naidu, 2000).  

Indian Navy completely blocked the only waterway from West Pakistan to East Pakistan. 

This all was done under the Western Command of Indian Navy under the supervision of 

Vice Admiral Krishna. This isolation proves the last nail in the coffin of East Pakistan as 
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logistic support was cut that is considered as mandatory for the fight against the enemy. It 

also acted as a drought-like state for the West Pakistani troops deployed in East Pakistan 

for the routine discharge of duties. The situation now was out of the control of West 

Pakistan as there was no connection between East and West Pakistan by land, air or sea. 

This blockade was framed on the Bay of Bengal. Pakistani Ships were stuck in the 

region. Indian aircraft carrier Vikrant flew aerial missions that bombarded the Chittagong 

and other areas of East Pakistan (Choudhury, 1975).  

Pakistan Navy Submarine Ghazi sank in the way to the Bay of Bengal due to unforeseen 

circumstances. Pakistan almost lost control over the situation. Pakistani Submarine 

Hanger made the Indian Navy submarine Khukri to sink and it resulted in a huge loss for 

the Indian navy that almost 200 Indian navy sailors and officers died in the Arabian 

ocean on 9th December (Stoessinger, 1990). It is estimated that Pakistan Navy lost one-

third of its total workforce during this act. Following were the damages born by the 

Pakistan Navy: 

 Seven Gun Boats 

 One Minesweeper 

 One Submarine 

 Two Destroyers 

 Three Patrol Crafts 

 Eighteen Supply Cargo 

 Few Communication Vessels 

 Naval Base was damaged at large scale 
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 Damage to the docks in seaside town of Karachi 

 Apprehension of three Merchant Navy Ships 

 Apprehension often Small Vessels 

 Almost a loss of 1,900 Personnel 

 Apprehension of almost 1,400 serving men at Dhaka by the Indian troops 

 

In response to this huge loss, Pakistan Air Force went defensive from being offensive. 

Indian fighters continued hitting the Pakistani territory, but Pakistani Aerial activity 

became calculated and marginalized. It was a wait and strike strategy by the Pakistan side 

as the hinges were not happening on the eastern side of Pakistan now as Bangladesh (S. 

M. Ali, 2010). Technical support to PAF in the shape of non-Bengali personnel was at 

scarce and it badly affected the air power of Pakistan as India flew almost 4,000 missions 

and outnumbered Pakistan in the race of sorties. The other way of taking less interest in 

the air attacks on the side of India may be the acknowledgment of heavy losses attributed 

to Pakistan during the conflict (Chopra, 1974).  

The loss was enormous on the side of East Pakistan, as the Dhaka Air Base was shattered 

badly, the overall situation in East Pakistan was well out of control of Pakistani troops as 

the supply line was cut and communication was also less and confused. The East Pakistan 

troops were left almost high and dry in the hour of need that resulted in the deaths and 

prisoners of war by the Indian Troops. No Fourteen Squadron of Pakistan Air Force was 

fully destroyed in the airfield of Dhaka (Bangladesh) (Blackburn, 1975).  
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The grip of India in East Pakistan was stronger and effective against the Pakistani troops 

deployed in East Pakistan. Installations of anti-radars and airfields were targeted by close 

support attacks by both countries. Pakistani attacks were now less effective or ineffective 

due to less Aerial superiority. Pakistan Air Force moved into defensive mode in order to 

protect their own home airfields. Indian Jet fighters precisely targeted Pakistani airfield 

resulting into the damage of the United States and United Nations aircrafts parked at the 

Pakistani Airfield, and in addition to that many other aircrafts were damaged or destroyed 

present in the vicinity of Pakistani tarmacs and aircraft activity area (Zaheer, 1994). 

Indian Air Force kept its forward operational airbases active and ready until the end of 

the war. This activation was kept intact in order to carry out routine close support 

missions. Pakistan Air Force became limited and passive in the act of war until it was 

supported by the following aircrafts: 

 F-104s of Royal Jordanian Air Force 

 Mirages of an anonymous ally from Middle Eastern 

 F-86s from Royal Saudi Air Force 

Pakistani lag of air defense was filled with the intake of these aircrafts. Sargodha airbase 

was deployed with the Libyan fighters and fighters received from Saudi Arabia were 

utilized for the training of the aircrew of Pakistan Air Force. Dacca feels into the hands of 

a new country named as Bangladesh instead of East Pakistan on 15 December and after 

this fall the hostile activities came to an end after two days on 17 December (Haqqani, 

2004). The independence of East Pakistan was officially announced and a new country 
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was registered with the name of Bangladesh on the map of the world. The empirical study 

of the whole war scene is as below: 

 1,978 sorties of Indian Airforce in East Pakistan 

 4,000 sorties of Indian Airforce in West Pakistan 

 30 sorties of Pakistan Air force in East Pakistan 

 2,840 sorties of Pakistan Air force in West Pakistan 

 80 % sorties of Indian Air Force were close support missions 

 65 aircrafts of IAF were lost 

 IAF admitted loss of 54 aircrafts 

 Out of those 54, only 27 were lost in combat air missions 

 72 Pakistani Aircrafts were lost 

 Pakistan Air Force admitted the loss of 51 aircrafts 

 Pakistan admitted that 25 were lost in the actual combat zone 

 24 aircrafts of Pakistan Air Force fell during a combat mission 

 Pakistan officially admitted 10 air combat losses 

 F-6s, Mirage, and Jordanian F-104s were never returned to the countries 

they belonged 

 8,100 killed and 24,500 wounded in Pakistan 

 India suffered a loss of 3,000 as dead and 12,000 as wounded 

 Armored vehicles class was also equally distributed 

 



 

72 

 

This clearly reflects that in the shape of Bangladesh, Pakistan lost its one half and other 

statistics also reflect the heavy loss of Pakistan in the liberation war of Bangladesh. 

Indian western border shared with Pakistan was heavily attacked by the Pakistani forces. 

Both the armies held their areas effectively and defended the land courageously 

(Marwah, 1979). Indian army advanced on the western side and captured a total of almost 

5,400 square miles of Pakistani land. Punjab and Kashmir on the Pakistan side were 

partially under the control of Indian forces and in the Sindh, Pakistani troops gained 

superiority. Indian troops supported Mukti Bahini in every aspect and formed an alliance 

named as the Friends of Bahini’s (S. Ganguly, 1994).  

India converged every bit of its defense towards the Dacca for the liberation of 

Bangladesh in order to make the Pakistani forces weak and defenseless in front of that 

many fronts against them. This was being fought on the soil of East Pakistan for the 

liberation of Bangladesh with the full support of India to the nationalistic and ethnic 

groups of East Pakistan. Pakistani forces were taken on the grounds of East Pakistan and 

Indian Air Force almost decommissioned Pakistani Airfields in East Pakistan, the close 

air support was available with the Indian troops but the Pakistani troops were fighting 

without the aerial support of combat fighters. Pakistani formations stayed helpless in 

terms of logistics support and air support. As in the sea Bay of Bengal was ceased by the 

Indian Navy ships. Indian forces extracted much out of the weak points of Pakistani 

defenses in East Pakistan. Pakistani forces surrendered to the Indian army in very short 

time and, things went against Pakistan (Saikia, 2011). 

The Kashmiri freedom fighters entered into the other side of Line of Control caused the 

start of the war between Pakistan and India. The line of Control is internationally 
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recognized border between the two hostile nations. Initially, the blame was put on the 

Kashmiri insurgents but at the later stage, as the things came clear after some time, 

evidence and statements of Pakistani officials revealed that it was more than that. Indian 

army regained the control of the captured area as per the Indian verdict. The line of 

Control and other captured areas by the Pakistani troops were handed over to India after 

the international intervention (J. Singh, 1999).  

In 2003 the codename of the infiltration from Pakistan to the Indian side was Operation 

Badr. The basic and fundamental purpose of the attack was to cease the movement of 

Indian forces from Ladakh to Kashmir and take control of the Siachen Glaciers. This 

hold of Pakistan will bring India to talks for the final solution of the Kashmir issue. It 

was alleged that any tightness in the continent over the Kashmir conflict will gain the 

attention of the international community and it will provide a rapid solution for the 

liberty and freedom of Kashmir (Riedel, 2002). On the other hand, it also aimed at the 

morale-building of the people of the Indian Occupied Kashmir from last six decades. 

After the incident, Pakistani Inter-Service Intelligence Chief admitted that no mujahidin 

were involved in the trespassing but only regular Pakistani soldiers were sent to capture 

the areas on the other side of the border. The Kargil war was purely fought by the 

Pakistani soldiers (Swami, 2000).  

Both the armies were in practice to abandon the installation and posts in the severe 

weather of the mountains. When the weather settled Pakistani troops not only occupied 

Pakistani posts but they also took control of the Indian posts. Pakistani troops of Special 

Services Group and NLI (Northern Light Infantry) implicitly and explicitly occupied the 

vulnerable points of the Indian side. It is also reported that people from Afghanistan and 
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Kashmir in the shape of guerillas helped Pakistani troops to settle down in the region. 

Pakistan entered from many sides of the Line of control namely from Marpo La in Dras, 

Kaksar of Kargil, Mushkoah Valley, Indus river sector Batalik, Chorbatala and southern 

side of Siachin Glacier including Turtok (Kapur, 2005).  

Many reasons were there that made the Pakistani infiltration even successful. Firstly, 

Indian troops had abandoned the area and patrolling was not carried out. Secondly, 

Pakistani troops covered the infiltration with the heavy fire of artillery that enabled the 

Pakistani soldiers to enter in the region. Indian troops in the command of Capt. Kalia at 

first assumed that the infiltrators are Jihadis and they can be evacuated in a short time but 

as the news spread that Pakistan had the hold of the area it revealed the large scale of the 

attack by the presence of Pakistani troops in number (Cloughley, 2016).  

Indian Army mobilized almost 200,000 troops in response to Pakistan and launched an 

operation named as Vijay. Due to the rough terrain and other miscellaneous reasons any 

action was not feasible against the Pakistani troops deployed at the Indian check posts 

which were abandoned by the Indian troops due to bad weather conditions. In the area of 

Kargil, Dras a total of Indian troops about 30,000 were deployed including regular 

soldiers, paramilitary squads, and a contingent of Air Force. Whereas, almost a total of 

5,000 were providing backup support to the moving army in the conflict region. Troops 

deployed inside the Indian Occupied Kashmir also helped the Indian newly deployed 

troops in the conflict theatre (Montgomery, 2015).  

Indian Air Force started an operation codenamed Safe Saguaro safely mobilize its troops, 

but weather conditions and higher altitudes never favored aerial support to the Indian 

Jets. The payload was limited and availability of airstrips was inadequate in the rough 
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terrain of the conflict zone. Pakistani ports were also in the plan of Indian navy that they 

will seize the movement in the sea, this operation was codenamed as Operation Talwar to 

cut the logistics support to the Pakistani harbors (Narang, 2010).  

Pakistani sea activity was severely threatened by the Indian Navy ships in the open 

Arabian Sea. Indian Navy deployed heavy patrols in the sea in order to threat and warn 

the Pakistani high officials. The then prime minister stated that this act of India made the 

fuel scarcity and the reserves became very low in actual. High altitude terrain of the 

Kashmiri mountains restricts the movement that even the best available route of National 

Highway is two lined from Srinagar to Leh. Due to less load delivery by the Indian 

aircrafts and slow traffic things were under the control of Pakistani guns which virtually 

controlled the area and proved their strategic superiority (Dasgupta, 2011). The targeting 

from the Pakistani captured posts was easy enough to fire on the Indian convoys in direct 

line of sight. This proved expensive for the Indians in the form of multiple causalities. 

The only and main logistic route for the Indians was an NH 1 highway but it was ceased 

and if utilized heavy losses were in the way of Indians. There was another road to Leh 

which was longer, it led to Leh from the side of Himachal Pradesh (R. Mukherjee, 2011). 

Those who infiltrated the Indian area were well equipped, they carried anti-aircraft 

weapons, mortars, grenades, launchers and small arms. The perimeter of the posts was 

heavily mined. India, after the act of reconciliation, recovered almost a total of eight 

thousand miles. Pakistan army also used small drones for the purpose of reconnaissance. 

Indians at first planned to regain and recapture the nearest and most strategic posts to 

safeguard the highway. Now the only objective for the Indians was to secure and the 
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highway by recapturing few of their strategic post from the control of Pakistani soldiers 

(Sagan, 2009).  

Indians started to target Tololing complex and Tiger Hill to achieve their objectives. 

These both places dominantly held the obstruction of the Indian supply line, next in plan 

was the access of Glacier of Siachin through Batalik Sector. There were many tops those 

favored the Pakistani troops for the strategic pot of view. These were also vital 

observation points of the NH 1 highway. In June 1999 Indian army suffered much due to 

these tops under the control of Pakistani troops. Dras sector embraces shelling at regular 

intervals throughout the course of the war (Ladwig III, 2008).  

A report released by the Organization of the Global Security reveals that Pakistani 

infiltrators brought more than 250 guns of artillery nature directly hitting the highway. 

Indians deployed Bofors guns to counter Pakistani attacks but again nature of terrain did 

not allow the same to be effective. For the limited effective aerial attacks, it was effective 

but this sector never suited these guns due to its depth. Indian Air Force also flew its 

latest French-made Mirages Version 2000. They were assigned the task of dropping 

laser-guided bombs on the post captured by the Pakistani troops (Kapur, 2008). In the 

battle of Kargil Indian Air Force lost its one MiG-21 by the Pakistani troops, in the 

beginning, Pakistani soldiers claimed that both the aircrafts were taken by them and they 

were shot at. Indian verdict about the MiG-21 was that due to engine failure it fell down 

in the territory of Pakistan. Indian Ari Force also lost one helicopter MI-8 as a surface to 

air missiles from Pakistan shot down the helicopter. Two other pilots were also downed 

by the Pakistani troops by shoulder-fired missiles namely Flt Lt Nacheketa and Sqn Ldr 
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Ahuja. It is reported that Sqn Ldr Ahuja ejected safely but later he was apprehended and 

Indians received his dead body wounded and bulleted (Siraj, 2008). 

It was very difficult in the persistent situation to out lodge the Pakistani set defense in the 

disputed areas. Indian side planned to attack I the night and they decided to climb the 

steep mountains from the backside of Pakistani installments as any attack in the daylight 

would prove as a suicidal attempt. The steep height was about 5,500 meters almost six 

kilometers vertical. The troops were required to advance in the freezing cold and charcoal 

dark without being spotted by the Pakistani forces. Chill factor was dead cold as the 

temperature ranged from -14 to -10 °C (C. Wagner, 2005). As the prevalent conditions 

had stuck India in a very difficult situation, on the other side India may have launched a 

full-fledged war against Pakistan on its all fronts but it was not feasible at the movement 

as the Indian supply line was cut. Indian verdict reveals that they had regained the control 

of almost 80% of the area captured by the Pakistani forces and on the other hand, 

Pakistani verdict is that every post was handed over to India after the international 

intervention, whereas, Pakistan was in full control to extract any desired result from India 

over the issue of Kashmir (Paul, 2005).  

Both the country’s political elite sought international intervention for the de-escalation of 

the aroused tension. America was consulted and an American official reported that 

American intelligence had confirmed that they have imaged the movement and 

deployment of nuclear assets on the fronts as the causalities are increasing in the region. 

The war was never in the favor of Pakistan or India but both the countries were now in a 

mess. No one was willing to withdraw himself from the aroused conflict. President 

Clinton forces Pakistan to remove and withdraw its forces from the Indian occupied area 
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and return the control of the area to India before any further development. In this accord, 

Pakistani Prime Minister agreed to withdraw its troops from the Indian abandoned posts 

(Mohan, 2007).  

Pakistan in the light of Washington agreement removed its manpower from the posts but 

the Jihadis never accepted this step-down and continued to defend the posts. In July 

Indian troops launched their final and decisive operation and celebrated that day as the 

Kargil Victory Day, skirmishes almost came to a halt on the twenty-sixth day of July. 

India resumed its control over the disputed area according to the Shimla Accord of 1972 

(Narang, 2010).  

 

2.1 The First War of Kashmir 1947 

The first war of Kashmir actually fought among ethnic group, tribal and Northern 

Western Frontier Province and the forces of the Valley of Kashmir. As the effect of this 

assault of all raiding forces, the Hindu Raja of Kashmir turned its table to the Indian side 

and asked for the help. The Muslims revolt was faced in the areas of Poonch, Mirpur, and 

Kashmir. Hindu Raja endorsed the Union of Kashmir with India. As the culminating 

result, the border shared between Kashmir and Pakistan was internationally named as 

Line of Control and a mutual cease of fire across the border was announced in January 

1949. Pakistan claimed that it is not just that a Hindu raja that is nor elected or inherited 

Kashmir signs the accord and the whole valley goes in the hands of India, Maharaja was 

just appointed by British Raj as the lawful caretaker of the matters of the state (Lamb, 

1991).  
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After the invasion of British Raja Ranjit Singh was overruled and the thrown was 

snatched from Raja Ranjit Singh. Before Raja Ranjit Singh there was no official position 

of any Maharaja of the princely state of Kashmir. Pakistan wished to take military action 

but the then English national Pakistani Army Chief did not favor the deployment of 

Pakistani troops in the valley of Kashmir. He at once refused the orders disseminated by 

Governor General of Pakistan Mr. Jinnah. The justification for non-deployment of forces 

was given in the favor of Indian forces as he had taken an oath to serve the King George 

VI (Puri, 1995). Insubordination to the King, he cannot go against the Indian troops 

occupying Kashmir. Indian forces almost took control of the two third when Pakistan 

sent its troops into the valley. The matter was solved with the intervention of United 

Nations and a mutual understanding on a cease-fire was committed by both the parties. In 

August 1948 cease-fire accord was implemented. The agreement forced withdrawal of 

Pakistani soldiers from Kashmir and Pakistani counterpart was permitted to keep the light 

military force in the valley to maintain peace in the conflict zone. It was also decided that 

a referendum will be held that will decide the future alliance or sovereignty of the valley 

of Kashmir (R. Ali, 2018). 

 

2.2 The Second War of Kashmir 1965  

Pakistan and India are never at the same page after the partition in 1947. The 

predominant of all is the issue of Kashmir between both the countries. Another hot issue 

is the barren land of Gujrat known as Run of Kutch is also disputed. Pakistani patrol 

started in the region in 1965 and both the countries attacked and assaulted the posts on 
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both sides. The intervention of the British Prime Minister brought both the countries to 

dialogues and a tribunal was assigned the task for the solution of the problem. Later in 

the year of 1968, it was finally decided that area will be distributed between both the 

countries as Pakistan received a total of 910 square kilometers and India was allotted 

9,100 square kilometers of the Run of Kutch (Bremer, 1992).  

Again, under the command of General Ayyub Khan, it was thought that Indian forces are 

exhausted after fighting with China and Kashmiri people are in the support of Pakistan, 

so a quick and agile attack on the Indian forces in the valley of Kashmir launched 

operation Gibraltar. This operation was a complete failure as the reports were 

communicated to the other side of the border. Indian forces were much retained against 

China in the eastern borders. This deployment on the eastern side shifted the balance and 

the western side was imbalanced. Pakistan lost its air power as almost 25 aircrafts were 

lost and Indian losses in the field were 60 aircrafts. The depletion of Pakistani front 

reached up to 12 % whereas India faced 15 percent frontline depletion. In the war of 

1965, neither India nor Pakistan proved its air or land superiority (Singer, 1994).  

In the Library of Congress Studies in 1994, it is stated that military role was indecisive as 

both the countries damaged each other and kept the prisoners of each other, both the 

countries lost their combat aircrafts, tanks, and troops in the pursuit of war. Even the 

Pakistan army was less equipped in the comparison of Indians but it courageously 

balanced the Indian pressure. If the war had sustained the losses were even drastic or both 

the countries specially Pakistan. The military gains were unable to be scored by the 

policies of General Ayyub Khan. India took control of Pakistani territory and Pakistan 

took Indian, India held almost a total of 690 square miles and Pakistan about 250 square 
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miles (S. Ganguly, 1999). Other losses of the armored division were added and the only 

way out was an alliance with the Chinese forces or calling the United Nations into the 

action. Indian forces halted the outskirts of the capital of Pakistani Punjab. Pakistan faced 

a defeat after the intervention of United Nations in the matter. This was which is also 

known as the second war of Kashmir lasted for almost three weeks and a ceasefire was 

called by the intervention of the U.N. Both the countries captured each other’s land, a 

statistical view is reflected below: 

 

 

INDIAN OCCUPIED 

Sector Name Area in Miles2 

Azad Kashmir 250 

Sialkot 180 

Sindh 150 

Lahore 140 

Total 720 

PAKISTAN OCCUPIED 

Sector Name Area in Miles2 

Chumb 190 

Khem Karan 19 

Total 209 

   



 

82 

 

Losses were enormous from both the sides. Both the countries lost their material and 

men. No country was able to claim its superiority on the other (Swami, 2006). Kashmir 

was not seized by the Pakistani troops. This one aspect favored the Indian side that they 

held Kashmir as it was before held by them. This loss in Pakistan shaped voices against 

the military adventure and a political wing was formed out of the military-political 

alliance named as Pakistan People’s Party lead by Mr. Zulfiqar Bhutto.   India 

strategically denied victory of Pakistan in the war and also held Pakistani territory in its 

possession. The ration of gain was greater than the ratio of loss of India gained 1,900 

square kilometers for the loss of only 570 square kilometers (S. Ganguly, 1990). 

The borders were changed once again and after the international interventions both the 

countries resumed their positions. The span of the war very short as it lasted for less than 

a month. Both the countries were happy and celebrated the victory but the larger gains 

were in the hands of India. In the Newsweek of September 1965 Pakistani military was 

praised as it held a larger army for that much time and restricted them in their 

advancements. Logistics support of India was very great but it did not prove equal to the 

task as supplies were not self-sufficient and in time (Wright, 1965). The powerful nations 

like the United States and the Soviet Union prevented escalation of war between the 

South Asian hostile nations with the help of their diplomatic instruments. In the city of 

Uzbekistan, the ceasefire talks were conducted under the supervision and mutual consent 

of Soviet Union. The Tashkent accord was signed by the Lal Bahadur and Ayyub Khan 

the then prime ministers of India and Pakistan respectively (Brines, 1968).  

This accord states that the forces will move to their initial position that they held before 

August and it will be acted upon in the deadline of February in 1966. Both the countries 
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faced huge losses and depletion of ammunition so they signed the contract of ceasefire 

and resuming to back positions willingly. Both the nation sustained the pressure of the 

opposing forces and mutually agreed to the Tashkent accord. The unconditional cessation 

of fire resolution was passed and signed in September 1966 by the Security Council of 

United Nations. Due to the Pakistan initiation of the act of war, the military assistance by 

the United States was cut and Pakistan refrained from the military assistance. The 

alternatives for Pakistan were Indonesia, Iran, and China to fulfill its basic requirements 

of ammunition. India and China had already a war back in 1962, that is why China 

overtly and covertly supported Pakistan against India, it also threatened India and 

admonished (R. K. Jain, 1979).  

Chinese troops also made few advancements on the shared borders of China in order to 

deviate the focus of India on Pakistan war. India was also not willing to open and engage 

on both the borders so it also tried to escape from the situation under the umbrella of 

United Nations resolution of the cease-fire. The Soviet Union was close to India and 

Pakistan and it remained throughout the course of war neutral, it also arranged the 

dialogue process in Tashkent between Pakistan and India.  In October 1965 Time 

Magazine stated that the consequences of the war were assessed by the officials of the 

West, that India is a future power of South Asia as covertly India won the conflicts 

fought between Pakistan and India and the Sino-Indian conflict. It made Lal Bahadur the 

than Prime Minister as a hero of the nation (Lake, 1992). 

The losses born by Pakistan were three-pronged as it affected military, political canvas 

and economy of Pakistan badly. Feroz maintains in his opinion that even Pakistan lost the 

confidence of United Nations and other stakeholders for the instigation of the act of war 
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but it gained the alliance of its neighbor China against India. Pakistan was unable to take 

thee hold of Kashmir but it came closer to China. India became a mutual enemy of 

Pakistan and China. Pakistan was advised by the Chinese that before launching any other 

adventure over the issue of Kashmir develop your country for next twenty to thirty years 

and do not push India hard and avoid any possible confrontation (S. Ganguly, 1995). The 

building of economy and national power was emphasized to General Tariq by the official 

of China Mr. En-Lai. General Majid also pointed out that Pakistan has lost its manpower 

in the quest of Kashmir (S. Ganguly, 2002).  

Both the countries over a short span of independence had developed a very crucial 

situation of the point of no return. They have considered themselves as hostile nations 

and mentioned each other in the syllabus as enemy states. In the presence of mutual 

cooperation accord with the United States, U.S. disappointed Pakistan in the fight against 

India. The United States cut the support to both countries. Islamabad was a stark believer 

that Unites Nations betrayed the signed accord. The 1965 war made a development that 

China was now the focus of Pakistan instead of the United States of America in the 

military assistance and cooperation (Lakhanpal, 1965).  

 

2.3 Liberation War of Bangladesh 1971  

Once again India and Pakistan came face to face and India this time targeted that weaker 

spot of Pakistan in the form of East Pakistan and supported Bengalis in order to claim 

freedom from West Pakistan. After the electoral process of 1970, the political unrest 

ignites the concerns of East Pakistan over the results of the elections. Awami Muslim 
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League a political strength of East Pakistan secured 167 seats out of a total of 169 in the 

said elections. This also brought then in the simple majority in the Parliament of 

Pakistan. Shaikh Mujib forwarded six points agenda to the president and claimed the 

right to govern the nation as they have secured the majority. On the other hand, another 

political wing named as Pakistan People’s Party refused to do so (Luard, 2016).  

The founder of Pakistan People’s Party Mr. Zulfiqar Ali Bhutto was against the rule of 

East Pakistan party over the whole Pakistan. Resultantly General Yahya Khan started the 

simple of power with the help of military to suppress the dreamed governing Pakistan by 

the Mujib in East Pakistan. This political unrest stages the liberation war of Bangladesh 

and Pakistan was divided into two as East Pakistan became Bangladesh whereas the 

remaining part as present Pakistan. After the act of liberation declared by a Major of 

Pakistani Army named Zia Ur Rehman leaders of East Pakistan in exile combined and 

formed their forces under the command of General Atul Ghani Usmani. This force 

combined the Rifles of East Pakistan, paramilitary forces, rebellions, Mukti Bahini 

regular fighters and guerillas under one Commander in Chief (Detter, 2016). 

The act of surrender was staged in the Rumna Race Course of Dacca in December 1971, 

when Jagjit Singh Lt Gen of Indian army forced to submit General Niazi of Pakistan. The 

crowd was charged and they also went against the Pakistani officials in their slogans. A 

total of 90,000 Pakistani officials and soldiers were kept as prisoners of war by the Indian 

troops (Luthi, 2016). The detailed distribution of the captives is as under: 
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                     PAKISTANI POWs 

Category          Number (Approx.) 

Army 55,692 

Paramilitary 16,354 

Police 5,296 

Navy 1,000 

Pakistan Air Force 800 

Others Rest all 

Total Approx. 90,000 

Source: These statics were quoted in the Bharat Rakshak in 2006 in ‘Huge 

Bag of Prisoners in Our Hands’ 

 
 

In addition to these prisoners of war, another 15,000 were also captured as Bengali 

prisoners. The political indecisiveness resulted in the shape of the division of two 

countries. The Soviet Union stood side by side the Bangladesh and Indians. The Soviet 

Union did this all and recognized the being of Bangladesh in the enmity and opposition 

of China and United States of America. It also made clear that if India is indulged in any 

confrontation with China and America USSR will assist India in every possible faculty. 

Whereas, the United States was supporting Pakistan in the political and defense matters. 

The closeness of India and the Soviet Union resulted into the shape of an accord of 

friendship in 1971. The US never welcomed and even feared the combination of South 

Asia with the Soviet Union (Lüthi, 2016). 
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China became close and confirm ally of Pakistan. The United States had a concern that if 

India and the Soviet Union in collaboration take West Pakistan than the front made in 

South Asia pose a threat to the United States of America. The whole region will be 

dominated by the factor of USSR. Which is why, Nixon persuaded other countries like 

Iran, Jordan to assist Pakistan in its military requirements. It also tapped China to build 

Pakistan as a power in the region equal to India and other same category countries. It 

gave Pakistan a sign of relief and power to defend with new and advanced defensive 

equipment. Pakistan with the collaboration of other countries redrawn its military 

excellence and today it stands among the best armies of the world (Sehrish Mushtaq). 

George Bush United States Ambassador to United Nations (later president of USA) 

proposed a ceasefire and removal of troops by the booth countries from Bangladesh. The 

Soviet Union also supported this proposal (El Alami, 2016).  

India was not ready to do the same, even in the pressure of Soviet Union. After the Indian 

refusal, Nixon apprised Iran and Jordan to help Pakistan and extend the military support 

to Pakistan. Jordanian Air Force and Iranian Air Force send their jet fighter to Pakistan. 

These combat fighters included F-86s, F-5s, and F-104s. Pakistani defeat in East Pakistan 

was written on the wall but the survival efforts were at hand. USA deployed its USS 

Enterprise in December 1971 in the Bay of Bengal. China also animated herself and the 

perspective of Indian attack over West Pakistan was reduced and afterward eliminated. 

On the proposal of Nixon China made advancements towards the borders shared with 

India which created few additional problems for India. The purpose of Chinese 

advancements was to discourage the Indian advancements towards West Pakistan (Bader, 

2017). 
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India after the war of 1962 on the Sino-India border was heavily manned now and the 

Chinese advancements were not that much effective. Instead of advancing towards India 

on the call of president Nixon, China also raised her voice and voted for a ceasefire. After 

liberation, Bangladesh tried to secure the membership of U.N.  In 1972, but this approach 

was vetoed by China as Bangladesh had not returned the prisoners of Pakistan kept in its 

custody after the liberation. The return of prisoners was according to the rules and 

conduct set by the United Nations. The last country that accepted the existence of 

Bangladesh was China, Bangladesh was accepted as a country on the map of the world by 

China in 1975. Almost half of Pakistan population was in shatters and army was also as 

captive, this state clearly defined India as leading force dominating the region. India 

although stood victoriously but the isolation felt by the Indian side restrained her in many 

dimensions (M. I. Ahmed).  

Its borders with Pakistan and China were engaged and other countries were supporting 

Pakistan not in the against India but against the closeness of India and the Soviet Union. 

Indian intellectuals contended that they have extracted much out of the war. When 

Pakistan surrendered to India in military defiance in East Pakistan, Indra Gandhi 

announced in the Indian legislative that Dacca is free now and it is a capital of the free 

country. She also appreciated the efforts of Bengali people in the pursuit of 

independence. They have achieved a significant stepping stone of liberty for man’s 

struggle in the quest for freedom (M. Hill, 2017).  

The defeat of East Pakistan shattered Pakistani pride and military morale and tactical 

excellence. This was a humiliating defeat, and psychological in nature that affected deep 

and dire. The geopolitical loss was also havoc. Pakistan lost its half population, land and 
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other resources that may have supported economy. Islamic ideology was not sufficient to 

keep both the countries together as the race for the government by the two leaders 

resulted in the bifurcation of one state into two. Military also face psychological tensions 

as a full wing surrendered to the hostile forces and prisoners of war were in numbers. 

When Pakistan signed Shimla accord in 1972 in the month of July, it silently accepted the 

sovereignty of Bangladesh. The accord structured the future way out and demarcation of 

new boundaries. This defeat was never welcomed and accepted the people in West 

Pakistan (J. A. Mir, 2017).  

How the electoral process of 1970 in Pakistan resulted in war and onward killings and 

genocide of human species and formed two out of one country. The media under the 

authority of West Pakistan reflected everything in the favor of Pakistan, as both the 

wings of the same country were not in physical contact with each other. When the whole 

picture disclosed in front of the people telling the mass and drastic defeat and surrender 

of Pakistani forces and other losses protests were launched by the civil society. Now East 

Pakistan was no more a part of Pakistan and it became Bangladesh, whereas, West 

Pakistan remained as simple Pakistan. General Yahya after this monumental defeat 

surrendered his powers and the new rightful owner of the power was announced as Mr. 

Zulfiqar Ali Bhutto, he took the oath as the first civilian martial law administrator of 

Pakistan in December 1971 (Remes, 2017).  

New Pakistan emerged, and challenges were also big. The prestige of Pakistani troops 

was direly shattered due to huge losses, as it lost half of its Navy, almost a quarter of its 

aerial defense and a third of its land forces. Strategic shortcomings were also highlighted 

that the defense was positioned in East Pakistan but it actually existed in West Pakistan. 
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The time was well gone from the hands and the remaining was sufficient for the country 

fellows (Michael, 2018).  

A contemporary and expert Major General of Pakistan Army named Hakeem stated about 

the conflict in his words that we also played the role of one parry in the division of the 

country into two. The mistake was not committed by Bhutto, Yahya, Mujib or Niazi. We 

cannot blame a single person for the mess that we faced. The system in itself is corrupt 

and power obsessed that lead the circumstances to this stage. We failed to sense the 

ambitions of our dubious leaders and we did not react to that and when the game is over 

we blame and mourn. Irresponsible nature and selfish approach caused this bifurcation of 

the country. The act was collective so the blame is also collective (Watterson, 2017). 

It is a reality that East Pakistan has become Bangladesh, the territories are redrawn and it 

is in the perspective of its population world’s fourth most populous Muslim country. 

After the release of Mujib Ur Rehman, he became the president and then prime minister 

of Bangladesh in 1972. Bangladesh government hanged those people who were involved 

in the war crimes of 1971 in 2010 on the charges that they supported Pakistan. The 

charges put on them were mainly human rights violations, murder, genocide, burning and 

raping. Pakistan also constitutes a commission of the serving Judge to investigate and 

probe the possible causes and effects of the fall of Dacca in the political and military 

perspective. This commission was named after the name of the appointed Judge Hammod 

Ur Rehman Commission in 1971 just after the act of Bangladesh independence. The 

commission was aimed to probe the atrocities and defeat reasons. The report of the 

Hamood Ur Rehman Commission is still classified and not publicly discussed (DSouza, 

2016). 
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Pakistan agreed to accept Bangladesh as a sovereign country in return of its prisoners 

kept in the jails of Bangladesh. The accord of Shimla also endorsed the same in 1972. 

The prisoners were handed over to Pakistan within a period of five months. Almost a 

total of 13,000 square kilometer land was also released in the favor of Pakistan held by 

the Indian troops in West Pakistan. But India never released those areas which prove 

strategic importance to Indian forces. Few of the critic in India commented that this 

accord is favoring Pakistan and Bhutto. Pakistan experience of the military with India is 

never peaceful and both the countries never appeared any chance to hit on watch other as 

in the case of Afghanistan, Kashmir Jihadis and other non-state actors are constantly 

being supported by both the countries to create an unrest on both sides of the borders. 

The incident of East Pakistan is historic in the history of the nations and worldwide as 

well. This war gave Pakistan irrecoverable wounds, which will heal but after two to three 

generation (Van Schendel, 2002).  

 

2.4 The Kargil War 1999  

The Kargil war is unique in nature, that one army due to extreme and unbearable 

conditions of weather abandons its line of defense and the other nation in the same 

weather fortifies its defenses on the abandoned posts. The terrain is extreme, altitude is 

high and the weather is chilling. This also reflects the conventional war tactic between 

both nuclear powers. India became a nuclear state in the 1974 and after secretly building 

its nuclear weapons Pakistan announced its nuclear power in the year of 1998. Almost 
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after the fourteen years of long-awaited moment Pakistan eventually registered itself as a 

nuclear state in order to balance the power against India (Lavoy, 2009).  

As the lessons of previous three wars have taught Pakistan much to implement and 

impart. Kargil belonged to Ladakh district of Baltistan before the act of partition of 1947. 

This region is diverse in its ethnic and linguistic activity. The people live isolated due to 

the division made by the mountains. They maintain their own identity and specialty. In 

the first war of Kashmir, the Kargil fell in the hand of India. As it was a part of district 

Ladakh and Ladakh belonged to Jammu and Kashmir (Chaulia, 2002). In the Shimla 

accord after the liberation of Bangladesh another agreement was signed and in this 

agreement both the country’s agreed for peaceful progression of their homelands and 

avoidance of any conflict was assured. Kargil is almost 205 kilometers apart from 

Srinagar and it is situated on the northern side of Line of Control. The temperature in the 

area of Kargil is inhumane and human survival is almost next to impossible. Troops 

occupy the region with special equipment and facilities. Temperature often drops to as 

low as -48 °C that is (−54 °F) (Scherrer, 2017).  

National Highway of India NH 1 is a connection between Leh and Srinagar and it passes 

right near to the Kargil. Pakistani troops captured almost 160 kilometers long stretched 

area that clearly observed any movement on the NH 1. The average height of the posts 

occupied by the Pakistani troops was more or less 5,100 meters. Populated areas near 

Kargil are Dras, Mushko, and Batalik. The height of the post was an advantage that 

favors the occupant from top to monitor any movement in the area. The area of Kargil is 

almost at distance 170 kilometers from Skardu, and Skardu is under the full control of 

Pakistan. The logistic route from Skardu to Kargil is easy whereas the Indian troops were 
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caught in the act. The military support to the Pakistani troops in the form of ammunition 

and men was far easier than the strategic point of India. India deployed its Navy to 

counter seize the sea route to Karachi port, Air Force, and Army to regain the control of 

the tops captured by the Pakistani troops (Rej, 2018).  

Pakistan and India after the liberation war of Bengal were never at clash at a larger scale, 

but the year of 1999 witnessed the clash of both nuclear powers in the shape of 

conventional conflict. Although in the year of 1980 almost the same situation aroused in 

the glaciers of Siachin but the scale was not that much wider and sensitive. The present 

situation was directly linked to the conflict of Kashmir. The nuclear testing and the 

independence of Kashmir also proved contributing factors to the misadventure of Kargil 

in 1999 (Lambeth, 2012). In the month of February both, the countries have signed the 

agreement to look into the conflict of Kashmir in a peaceful manner so that the overall 

security and peace is not compromised. It was also alleged on the Pakistan military that it 

is training and sending its soldiers in the disguise of militants across the border to act 

against the Indian deployed troops. Few comment that the wireless messages conveyed 

were fake and in actual soldiers did all the action. Few also aver that the capturing of the 

Kargil is the Pakistani response to the Maghdoot operation of Siachin in 1984. Pakistan 

was already accumulating its large-scale supplies and other related material including 

supply roots in order to cease Kargil and deployed its fresh troops, said Indian Army 

Chief Ved Prakash. In the governments of Benazir and Zia Ul Haq, the same plans were 

circulated to seize Kargil and bring India on the dialogues table on the core issue of 

Kashmir. But the war fear shelved all the proposals forwarded to both the leaders (S. 

Chawla).   
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When the conflict of Kargil came to an end Pakistani Prime Minister Sharif stated that 

the political regime of Pakistan was totally blank about the conflict of Kargil. He further 

explained that his counterpart of India Vajpayee shared all the situation on the telephone. 

This whole plan was blamed to General Pervez Musharraf and his subordinates by the 

than the prime minister. The same is also written by few other writers and analysts that 

these were four generals including Pervez Musharraf who designed and launched the 

conflict of Kargil (S. Singh). On the other hand, General Pervez Musharraf is of the view 

that before the cost of Indian counterpart to Lahore in the month of February everything 

was discussed with the Pakistani prime minister. The Kargil war was divided into three 

major phases as under: 

2.4.1 First Phase: Entrance of Pakistani troops in the Indian governed section of 

strategic important posts that can enable the occupant to seize Indian Highway 

NH 1 to Kashmir with the help of fire of artillery. 

2.4.2 Second Phase:    India came into senses and realized the situation and advanced 

its troops to respond to the aroused situation. 

2.4.3 Third Phase:    In this stage, India and Pakistan used their forces of land, sea and 

air force in order to match each other’s capabilities. Pakistani troops seized the 

NH 1 and Indian troops tried to recapture their posts by employing air force and 

other available resources. At the end, Pakistan withdrew its troops from the 

international pressure (Carlson, 2013).  

As a fact, both the countries are nuclear states. They possess an adequate number of 

weapons of mass destruction in their arsenal. International community posed concerns 

over the change of conventional battle into the nuclear activities. The conflict was very 
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much intensified as Indian was trying to regain the control of the posts and Pakistan was 

planning to seize the supply line of India and bring India to the table for the permanent 

solution of the valley of Kashmir. Many critics and analysts believed that nuclear tests 

were the confirmation of another conflict between India and Pakistan (Verma, 2016). 

International actors came into actions for the calmness of the situation as the US already 

warned that we have imaged the deployment of nuclear weapons on the fronts of Pakistan 

by Pakistani troops. The rift even increased when a Pakistani higher official of foreign 

affairs warned that in the hour of need Pakistan can deploy any weapon available in its 

inventory. The international community especially South Asia was stunned and 

concerned for the peaceful resolute of the conflict between both nuclear powers 

(Srivastava, 2011).  

These developments clearly reflected that if the situation goes beyond the control of 

Pakistan than the deployment of nuclear weapons can never be overruled and the 

example of Hiroshima and Nagasaki is also in front of the world. Today’s nuclear 

technology is far more developed that the technology used by the United States in Japan. 

This act was again affirmed by a senator from Pakistan that if a weapon is not used in the 

hour of need than what is the purpose of holding it in your arsenal (Bratton, 2015). These 

contradictory and ambiguous warning cum statements were viewed as the potential threat 

of nuclear deployment. This whole stage was set right among the other nuclear states like 

China, United States, and the Soviet Union.  

 Intelligence report of the United States agency about the movement of Pakistani nuclear 

weapons toe war front endorsed the act of nuclear deployment. Clinton forbade Pakistani 

prime minister from doing any such action that may lead to an irrecoverable disaster. He 



 

96 

 

even warned Pakistan about dire and strict consequences (M. I. Ahmed ). According to 

an article published in 2000, White House remarked Sharif’s ignorance on the 

deployment and movement of nuclear assets to the border sight by the Pakistani troops. 

He also explained that it is a possibility that India may have planned the same move. 

Badri Maharaj also reports the same news from the Indian side that they were also ready 

with almost five nuclear ballistic missiles but he is unable to affirm his report with proof 

(Pirbhai, 2012). 

 

2.5 Other Confidence Building Measures  

After the Bengal Liberation Movement, the relations were brought to normal state very 

slowly and steadily. This normalization of the relationship was very difficult and fragile 

to maintain. Pakistani Prime Minister Zulfiqar Ali Bhutto and the then Prime Minister of 

India Indira Gandhi met in 1972 at the venue of Shimla for the settlement of the heated 

issues and to chalk out the possible future of the two nations after fighting three wars. As 

a result of the meeting, Shimla accord was signed assuring the release of Prisoners of 

War (POW) captured during the Liberation of Bangladesh in the West-Pakistan 

(Bangladesh). The number of this captured personnel exceeded the total of 90,000 

approximately. In this meeting, it was further decided that in future all the outstanding 

issues will be solved in peaceful attitude and by two-way dialogues (Krepon, 1994).  

The frozen diplomatic and economic relations were also restored in 1976 for the re-

establishment of mutual cooperation and understanding between the neighboring 

countries. Every new year came with a good news for both the countries. Things were 
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developing positive and leading the nations into the direction of prosperity and 

development. The delegations again met in the year of 1997 and the dialogue process was 

again resumed for the well-being of the continent. Back to back visits were made to each 

other to grow the relationship even stronger (Desjardins, 2014). The meeting of foreign 

secretaries also held in the year of 1997 for the peaceful settlement of the long continuing 

issues including the issue of Kashmir in particular. The Kashmir is undone chapter of the 

independence still pending for the resolution between the reign of two nuclear powers. 

This also acted as the hindrance to the continuation of the bilateral peace process 

dialogues (Padder, 2012).  

Indians always believed and claimed that after the accords signed by the Raja Hari Sigh 

and Lord Mountbatten the princely state of Jammu and Kashmir forever belongs to India. 

Pakistan is of the view that the solution of the Kashmir dispute needs to be solved under 

the direction of United Nations resolutions that the people of Kashmir are free to choose 

their future at their own for the security and peace of the region. The referendum is the 

only an appropriate solution. The resolution also declares that the areas under the 

occupation of any country are to be released at once and the people of Kashmir must be 

given the deserved freedom of speech and vote in true democratic letter and spirit (S. 

Dutta, 2011). 

Once again in 1997, the dialogue process ceased and there were no two-way 

communications. The root cause behind the cessation of the dialogue was the core issue 

of Kashmir that how to deal with the issue of Kashmir. India pointed to discuss all the 

issues in parallel but Pakistani side demanded separate and reserved talk about the issue 

of Kashmir. India always dealt Kashmir as its internal issue but the issue which is 
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pending in the United Nations, how it can be someone’s internal state of matters. Again 

in the year of 1999 in Lahore, the dialogues started again, this time again three different 

accords were signed by the both Prime Ministers in the capital city of Punjab, Lahore. 

Meanwhile, Nawaz Sharif was overruled by the coup launched by General Pervez 

Musharraf the than Army Chief. This overruling also proved a big and disastrous setback 

in the process of bilateral dialogues and endorsements of treaties (M. R. Khan, 2013). 

Again in Agra during a summit in 2001, the then Prime Minister of Pakistan General 

Pervez Musharraf at once tried to meet the Prime Minister of India Mr. Atal Bihari 

Vajpayee, the process of dialogue was about to start anew. Both countries agreed to 

restrict the nuclear facility checks. This meeting also ended up with the mutual consent of 

creating a hotline communication of high level between the foreign secretaries of both 

the countries for the possible prevention of any misunderstanding that may risk both 

countries of nuclear deployment (Husain, 2011). 

When Doctor Manmohan Singh took over the control of the Prime Ministership in the 

year of 2004 the provincial government was willing to develop the birthplace of prime 

minister into a model village with all facilities available to the inhabitants of the village. 

During the course, they also tried to rename a village known as Pakistan inside India, but 

the local public stood against the action of the provincial government, it gave fire to 

violence in the area in the same year. The relation between the two countries was started 

anew and this not happened for the first time, the relation between Islamabad and New 

Delhi are in to and fro motion once at the peak and the next moment at the bottom (R. M. 

Basrur, 2011). A ceasefire was once again announced in 2003 by mutual consent and 

Indian Army fenced the Line of Control to minimize the cross-border activity of the 
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Mujahidin. Pakistan was pressurized the international communities to act against the 

militant groups, the militancy in Pakistan after the invasion of United States of America 

over Afghanistan caught fire and Pakistan was paying the price to support the USA over 

Afghanistan. The troop's deployment was also minimized in the area by the mutual 

understanding after rigorous dialogues by both the sides. Effective border management 

and trade routes were decided and implemented for the benevolence of the masses. These 

all developments also made the armed organization working in Kashmir to talk to the 

Indian Officials, this positive gesture was warmly accepted by India (Heilmann, 2014). 

BSF Border Security Force of India blamed the crossfire of the Pakistani troop's acts as 

the cover for the militants to enter into India from Pakistan and these infiltrations are 

hampering the peace in India. The same allegations are laid upon the forces of India that 

they aid, equip and train the intruders entering from India into Pakistan and numerous 

evidence have been produced in this regard related to the unrest in the province of 

Balochistan. India was blamed especially for the concerns of Balochistan Liberation 

Army’s support openly by the higher officials of Pakistan at all international forums 

(Khalilzad, 2012). 

Sheikh Rashid the most disliked politician in India as Information Minister was blamed 

in 2005 for managing a training camp of Mujahidin in the Northern Western Province of 

Pakistan now renamed as Khyber Pakhtunkhwa in 1990. Same happened this time also 

one alleged the other and other officially negated and disagreed with the blame charged 

against the responder. These practices of blame games and dismissal of the blame are at 

large after the independence of the neighboring countries. Several mutual Confidence 

Building measures have been launched, breached and forgotten by both countries. But 
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still there is hope and trust needs to rebuilt from the base to sweep the tensions between 

the equally powered nuclear countries (de Souza, 2018). The tensions built over the 

longer period of time need to be eased and the relaxed solution is desired from both the 

countries for the international peace and reconciliation. These measures include different 

facilities to the people of both countries like the removal of visa restrictions, talks at the 

higher hierarchies, cricket renewal, and the inter-country transportation facilities. The 

Bus service from Indian Occupied Kashmir to Azad Kashmir also lifted the unrest from 

the area of Kashmir so that they can meet one another and relax their solitude from the 

relation that they share with each other (Mario Esteban Carranza, 2016).   

Both the countries have also concluded that they will share equal economic fronts 

involving the trade on the equality basis. The work on the railway line and other joint 

ventures opening the borders to each other are vital signs of restoration of the peace and 

harmony between the neighboring countries. But the problems always came in the way of 

the peace process from the non-state actors, as in 2005 another group on infiltrators tried 

to cross the border from Pakistani side into Kashmir and in the same month the Ayodhya 

was attacked in Kashmir (Menon, 2016). Europe after the fight of long times now 

mutually have decided to trade and cooperate at any cost and they are leading the fronts 

of the world after solving their peace and security issues whereas we even after knowing 

that what may come we will remain neighbors still not serious about the rift being 

produced from both the sides. Everything can be changed but the neighbors can never be 

changed. These developments dinted the development of the peace process in hand and 

there again a gap was felt from both the sides. Pakistan tried to restore the relations again 
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after releasing a spy of India unconditionally who was captured in the year of 1975 was 

released and handed over to India in 2008 (Z. Khan, 2016a). 

A slogan was raised that “Friends Without Borders” in the year of 2006, this charter was 

raised with the help of two British tourists moved a welcoming gesture, ideas were to 

motivate the children across the borders to write letters to one another for the mutual 

increased understanding. This idea spread like wildfire and it was difficult to get along 

with the circulation of letters. It noted the largest letter flow between the two countries 

ever. In order to keep the relations and ties up print media published positive aspects of 

the building notions of both countries, it added much to lessen the tense state of affairs 

and frozen feelings of the two nations. The issue of WikiLeaks denounced that the 

Pakistani claims for India are not true and it exploited the situation into the even worse 

state. These leaks were under the control of a British Newspaper the Guardian (V. 

Ahmed, 2017). 

As we move and further the research paper in the chronological order, in the year of 2011 

once again the dust from the table of talks was removed and both the countries once 

again came close. The tense situation also reveals that there is few untold and silent hand 

in operation not favoring the peaceful resolute among the two countries present in both 

countries. Again these dialogues were suspended due to the incident of Mumbai Attacks. 

India put the dialogue process to stand still once again like ever before. Again the same 

blame game, charges and their dismissal from both the sides started. India demanded the 

decisive action of the Mumbai Attacker and the web of those people settled in Pakistan. 

During the course, India announced the most favorite nation from Pakistan and this again 
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restored the trust and restriction of investments from India to Pakistan were lifted (Qadir, 

2016). 

Tensions were tried to resolve and reduce in the larger benefit of both the countries. 

Again in 2012, the outstanding issues of Siachin and Sir Creek reached to some 

agreements of the past. The visit of Indian External Affairs Minister was planned and 

dialogue process was restored once again. In the light of above-stated arguments and 

debate and in addition the report shared by the Reuters in 2011 (Fahmy, 2016), India and 

Pakistan have many things to share, such as:  

 

2.5.1 Cultural Ties:  Almost the same cultures are shared across the borders as 

both the nations were the part of the same region before the act of partition and they lived 

for centuries together under the same empires to rule and administrate. Almost every 

aspect is common in between the two nations like culture, food, languages and such other 

common festivals, and crops. Even the seasons and demography is more or less is the 

same. Both the countries share the same deep-rooted rich history of descendants (Bose, 

2017). India shares her stage for the entertainment industry of Pakistan. Artists from both 

the sides have shared the stages of both countries and have a lively following over the 

border and across the borders. Indian entrainment industry is also cherishing the people 

of Pakistan, people even follow and like the actors of the other side and many are die-

hard fans of the actors those belong to the entertainment industry of India. Same Punjab 

was split into two during the partition and demarcation of the boundary separates Punjab 

whereas rest of things related to lifestyle and agriculture are more or less same till now 

(Deresky, 2017).  
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Punjab forms the largest ethnic group in the country and it also welcomes the larger 

ethnic group of Indian Punjab as the shrine of Nankana Saab is situated on the Pakistani 

side of the border. Every year thousands of visitors of Punjab from the other side of 

border pay visit for the spiritual relief to the shrine of Nankana Saab. These pilgrims are 

welcomed and they also pay homage to the land of their religious founder. The case of 

Sindhi Hindus migrated to India and the Muhajir community migrated to Pakistan is 

more are less is the same. These Muhajir migrants settled in Karachi and share equal 

political gains of the country. Media and communication both have played a very 

important role in the restoration of the relationship so both the countries and the frozen 

sheets of ice is getting the heat of feelings and dialogues in the favor of peace process (J. 

M. Brown, 2016).  

The migrated Muhajir still share deep bonds in India as their relatives are still inhabitants 

of India. The Times of India and the Jang Group of Pakistan started a joint effort to 

support the peace process with the name of Amman Ki Asha. This calls for the mutual 

understanding for the development of diplomatic relations and trade and commerce ties 

between both countries. The world shares the materialistic front, besides many other 

reasons of getting together in close relations we need to develop larger invested interests 

in terms of trade and bilateral economic shifts that may change the future course of next 

generation of the area (Y. Khan, 2017).  

2.5.2 Geographic Ties:  The Indian states of Punjab are separated from the 

Pakistani Punjab side and it is considered the international boundary officially accepted 

over the globe. Punjab, Rajasthan, and Gujarat being the Indian states of Punjab are 

demarked from the provinces of Punjab and Sindh of Pakistan side. This long boundary 
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shares only one gateway known as Wahgah border which is situated on the Grand Trunk 

(GT) Road between India and Pakistan (Adeney, 2016). The boundary is heavily guarded 

and deployment of troops remains almost all over the year. This Grand Trunk Road 

connects Pakistan from the city of Lahore to Amritsar, a city of Indian, Punjab. In the 

routine, the flag hoisting and lowering ceremony is celebrated daily evening and lots of 

people visit the sight to witness the occasion full of pride and patriotism in which soldiers 

from either side shake hands and pay compliments with valor (Spate, 2017).  

2.5.3 Linguistic ties:  Hindustani language is spoken in the majority of the 

people of the area. That means it has become the lingua franca of the Indo-Pak. This 

language is mostly used in the northern part of India and Pakistan. The same language is 

used in both countries in India as Hindi and in Pakistan, it is used with the name of Urdu 

language. Both the languages are spoken and understood with very minute differences by 

both the countries. The scientific study of both the languages explored many common 

factors among this language: for instance, grammatical structure and phonological 

similarities (R. Mukherjee, 2014). Many linguistics have the same opinion that both the 

languages are offshoots of the same language. As Hindi speaker faces no trouble in 

comprehending the Urdu language and vice versa. Another language used widely and 

shared by both countries is Punjabi, this language is also spoken and understood by both 

the countries. The written script of Pakistan is Shahmukti and India uses the Gurmukhi 

script of the language. This distribution in few other areas is also found common in the 

language of Kashmiri and Sindhi languages (Rampton, 2014).  

2.5.4 Matrimonial ties:  Cross-border marriages culture is also found in the 

countries on the verge of war. People of Pakistan select their brides and marry them from 
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India and same is found in reverse. Because of migration back in 1947 families have 

settled themselves in both the countries and they still meet and have contacts in both the 

countries that is why intercountry marriages are common. In the year of 2010 in the 

month of April Indian Tennis Star Sania Mirza was selected by a Pakistani Cricket Star 

and former Captain of Pakistan International Team Shoaib Malik. They got married and 

happily living. This marriage got fame and the news of their marriage was on air for a 

long time and they have left a history to discuss and quote, same is quoted in this research 

(V. Prasad et al., 2014). 

2.5.5 Sports ties:       Both the countries love, support and have a craze for games. 

Sports activities are always available and in abundance. Games and tournaments as 

SAARC games are managed and played between both the countries. Especially the 

matches of hockey and cricket are worth watching for the audience. These matches often 

gain political attention and necessity. As during the invasion by the Soviet Union to 

Afghanistan India was visited by the than a usurper of Pakistan General Zia-Ul-Haq for 

the witnessing of a cricket match lately known as Cricket Diplomacy to deliver the 

message to India in the support of Soviet Union. The cricket match was chosen that the 

outer world should avoid any roomers (Murray, 2014).  

In another instance, General Pervez Musharraf also a decade ago tried the same 

expression but results were not the same this time and this effort went futile. We have our 

combination of Tennis male doubles with the Indian Tennis Star. This double consists of 

Rohan Bopanna from India and Aisam-ul-Haq from the Pakistan side. They are also 

called in tennis Indo-Pak Express and quoted as and when required (Murray, 2016).  
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2.5.6 Diasporic Ties:  The cross-border legal and legitimate movement are dense 

from Pakistan to India and India to Pakistan. Both the countries share good and 

exceptional rate of the diaspora. This diasporic routine is the fundamental reasons among 

many countries of the world. The countries those share their border once had shared the 

same country then it becomes mandatory if you are connected well through the land the 

diasporic relations are inevitable and mandatory. One can never escape the diasporic 

relations. This area as British Pakistani and Indians is second largest and respectively 

largest ethnic minorities of the world under the flag of United Kingdom. This situation 

demands and pressurizes for the need of friendly relations (Weiner, 2015).  

It is common practice and observed throughout the world that everywhere little ethnic 

groups of India and Pakistan coexist and manage the livelihood expertly without any 

visible differences. Overseas communities also reflect the enclaved harmony and peace 

of the groups migrated from Pakistan and India living together and sharing the peaceful 

and caring neighborhood. The people migrated from this continent are commonly known 

in the west as British Asians and share the same features and ties in the countries abroad. 

The United Kingdom also guarantees and homes any dialogue process between both 

countries when they are at horn with each other. The similarity of sharing many common 

elements is also found in the United States of America that they categories our region as 

South Asian American Category (Weiner, 2015). No one is dealt as Indian, Pakistani or 

Kashmiri but one umbrella fits all and that is South Asian Americans. The member of 

European Friends of Parliament of Indian Group is a Muslim and his name is Taj Karim, 

additionally, he is the British MEP for this origin. He also did his part for the opening of 

trade ties of India with Europe as free trade zone (Van Hear, 2014).  
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When Taj hotel was attacked he had a narrow miss from the killings of terrorists. Besides 

all this massacre he never wished and claimed for the death of Ajmal Kasab for his act of 

terrorism. He never wished or sponsored the capital punishment for Ajmal Kasab. He 

was in the favor of life sentence as life is precious so killing another for the act of killing 

is also in the category of killing. 

The ideology of the insurgent who initially started the fight against Indians and in the 

favor of the independence of Kashmir has changed very much. The basic reason behind 

the struggle was the religion and the influence of religious thoughts (Murray & Pigman, 

2014). The pro-Kashmiri consent has dimmed over the time but in some instance, as now 

a day the things are again taking a swing to the older days about the situation of Kashmir. 

Pakistan is alleged for the initiation of proxy war in Kashmir fought on the grounds of 

Kashmir but has its control and roots in Pakistan. It is also a factor to note that one who 

fights for his rights and for the freedom than he is not a terrorist but freedom fighter the 

same as the ideology of Pakistan over the insurgents of Kashmir and Pakistan’s claims 

the same (Raj, 2015).  

This region because of India and Pakistan conflict is known over the world as the 

deadliest conflict zone, people from every religion including Muslims, Buddhist, Hindu 

and others have died in the rage of this conflict. They always fight the battle of their and 

the survival of their families. In addition, the cross-border firing of troops over the civil 

colonies is another factor of unrest and concern for the normal people. The attack on the 

terrorist’s groups increases this toll even in multiple factors. Even when the standard of 

lifestyle except few is poor and deranges, that needs special attention in almost every 

sector of community development, especially, education, health, and food. The people of 
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these both nuclear powers are suffering from the said basic issues, anyhow that is not our 

topic of research (Ho, 2015). 

After the act of partition, both the countries have fought three wars and a war like the 

situation at Kargil in 1999. These engagements have also faced many other events as 

displease and diplomatic distances including inner and outer threats. Both the countries 

have also played a series of blame game one over the other to prove oneself right and 

another wrong in front of the international forum. Both the countries possess more than 

100 nuclear warheads on their weapon inventories at present. The forecast of nuclear 

smoke over the region as a result of any misunderstanding between India and Pakistan 

can lead to nuclear massive killing or so to speak a nuclear holocaust (Eliasson, 2015). 

This far-fetched debate of nuclear war has crossed the boundaries of every issue and 

conflict because it was doomed to happen that it would have happened now the other 

simplest but the crucial cause of any possible misadventure is the issue of water between 

both countries. Both the countries at the base are agriculture and needs water to irrigate 

the land they possess.  Water is the next possible dispute more influential than the issue 

of Kashmir and other to discuss. The issue of water almost makes the all other debates 

irrelevant and dim. The water if it available, it is not used worthy, clean, hygienic and 

domestically acceptable (Gleick, 2014).  

Millions of people residing on this continent are using substandard and dirty water, 

medically and clinically rejected for the human health and daily consumption of such 

water is in trillions of gallons. The availability of water is the nest conflict already under 

debate and alarms both three countries for the safe and just solution of this menace. In the 

list of water-stressed countries in the continent, Pakistan stands highlighted and same is 
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reported in the report of Asian Development Bank. The amount of water consumed by 

average Pakistani has reduced to 1,000 cubic meters over the year this reading and 

measurement is roughly equal to the persons living in Ethiopia, Africa. At the time of 

partition, this reading of per individual per year was nearly 5,000 cubic meter per person 

per year (M. Black, 2016). 

On the other hand, the situation is same in India, India is also water-stressed and needs 

water reserves for its survival and to feed the land in order to grow crops. By the end of 

2025 India will touch the limits of water stress and after further 25 years, it will also 

become water scarce country like ours. The water issue is the hot and burning issue of 

both the countries. Both the countries direly need to build their water reserves and the 

new power of the countries will be the storage capacity of the water as of now India has 

the capacity of storage of water of 120 days’ water in its credit whereas Pakistan in its 

own population comparison has the capacity of 30 days’ water storage. The storage 

capacity is very low but the rate of consumption of water is high and always increasing, 

as a result, the reserves are being empties every hour (M. Black, 2016). 

The decrease in the water reserves of Pakistan have declined at rapid speed and almost 

per person the decline of 75% had been observed over the years within last six decades. 

One of the reasons among many is the growth of population, increase in population also 

demands related mandatory sources necessary for the survival. The WWF in Pakistan 

will face 33% additional shortage of water supplies in the coming years and this guess 

gives the deadline of 2025. The responsible source persons chairing the related 

organizations blame India for the setting of dams and other reservoirs of water. Pakistan 

also uses archaic agricultural practices still in the 21st century. The state minister of 
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Water and Power Supply Abid Sher Ali also playing blame games over India instead of 

being pragmatic (Montgomery, 2015).  

They put the blame of water shortage over the reserves and hydropower projects of India 

that they have stolen the share of Pakistan. This will lead Pakistan to catastrophe and 

ultimately the risk of nuclear war is always persistent in the region, the crisis of water 

reserves had left the issue of Kashmir aside and we much talk about the diminishing 

reserves of water and less about the Kashmir issues. The crisis of water is an additional 

crisis besides the crisis of poverty, political instability, terrorism and balance of power. 

Islamabad needs to build its own series of small and big dams to reserve water and 

overcome the crisis of energy, which has left many jobless. If no one is serious about the 

building of new dams than the land of Pakistan will no more be fertile and lush green 

(Akhter, 2015). Khawaja Asif Minister for Water and Power also alluded that if the 

situation will sustain than we will face the situation same like Ethiopia, drought and 

waterless land waiting for any miracle to happen. This situation may hit Pakistan within 

next 15 to 20 years. On the other side, this crisis directly leads us to the verge of a death 

and life situation and we may have another fight with India. This time not over the issue 

of Kashmir or the Liberation of Bangladesh but for the water (Prasai, 2015). 

The water scarcity in Pakistan directly threats the region’s peace and security. The blame 

will not work for a long time, as India needs to meet her needs of water reserves Pakistan 

also need to do the same. The crisis of water in India is no different than Pakistan the 

only difference is that India is taking the sue genuinely but Pakistan is not even near to 

pragmatic. Besides the dam’s construction, the Conservancy of is lasso necessary and 

new methods of recycling and filtering of water and stage by stage utilization of water is 
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also to be considered (Bajpai, 2015). The new techniques and methodologies are in 

practice throughout the world but the first and immediate thing that is required is 

determination and seriousness about the issue. We are not at the same page with India but 

we are also not well connected and integrated over the issue of water within the country 

and interprovincial division and distribution of water supplies is also a question that 

needs the attention of the authorities. Tension can ignite among the neighboring countries 

over the subject issue of water and they may lead to catastrophe (Cosgrove, 2014). 

The recent softness in the relation is again under stress not over the issue of Kashmir but 

this time over the issue water crisis. The crisis of water in both the countries is leading 

the state of the countries towards the worst condition probably drought and death. In a 

nutshell, the issue of water scarcity is a full-fledged topic needs to studies and opined in 

special, but the concerns over Kashmir in the light of above said discussion demand 

restored efforts of bilateral dialogues and talk process to be initiated anew and concluded 

well in the larger interest of South Asia in particular and the world in general (Chellaney, 

2014).  

2.6 Literature Shortcomings 

It is evident from the above discussed study of the subject matter that availability of 

literature about the Pakistan and India wars is in abundance. In this attributed literature of 

wars fought between both the countries from the partition till date both the countries, 

writers proved their countries as victorious or in gains. Many have focused the few other 

areas like the causes of wars on both the countries and related objectives those were 

planned and achieved by both countries. Different accords, mutual understandings, and 
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agreements after the interventions of the international community are also referred to and 

quoted as and when required.  

Every accord and agreement failed to protect or seize any further settlement of the crisis 

many wars have been fought but the core issues are still outstanding between both 

nuclear powers. The crisis is still young and healthy and always lit as there is no cease of 

fire Line of Control and violations are always persistent. It is therefore recommended and 

suggested to preference may be given to the solutions of the core issues for the 

permanent resolution of the hanging issues. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

3 METHODOLOGY 

 

3.1 Theoretical Framework  

For this study “Balance of Power” theory was adopted as a theoretical framework due to 

the conflict between Pakistan and India. The framework will be an aid and utilized in the 

analysis, interpretation, description, and prediction of the relationships between India and 

Pakistan. This relation has faced a long-lasting unrest and even after 70 years of 

independence sharp-eyed chaos is present.  International relations have many theories, 

amongst those theories the balancing of power with the hostile countries is the influential 

theory in practice. Might is right is the law of the land, the nations in power are always 

threatening the other proportionally weaker states. Sometimes, countries in power adopt 

it as a policy that is dependable and execute when and where required (Michael, 2018).  

The view of the experts of the global security in this regard is very influential, they hold 

this opinion that the world present international state of matters is inclining toward a 

structure of distribution of power which is unipolar. The balance of power in the 

advocacy of this argument is the pattern of dissemination of control to poles apart states 

within the global setting. The thinking active behind all this practice is to ensure 

worldwide political peace and order. The state of affairs within the states is reflecting that 

no one controls the power but one who is greater or mightier exercises its regulations in 
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the present international system of affairs. To strengthen his argument about the 

existence of a general balance of power and local balance of power (Wohlforth, 2007). 

It lays downs the basis for the discussion that global order depends on the institutions 

operating through the management of power, diplomatic channels, war and related many 

other.  The global unrest is an outstanding concern for the global organizations and the 

learned from many years. Researchers are putting efforts for the existence, stability, and 

maintenance of global persistence of peace and eradication of vehemence. The 

disposition favoring the argument of the balance of power concept can expertly handle 

the conflict of peace and war among the nations of the world (Kaufman, 2007).  

This is a possible solution that if both the parties are having balance in power will avoid 

any possible way that leads the world to a situation like WWI and WWII. The unresolved 

matter of interest like border management and water is also the bone of contention 

between India and Pakistan, but the balance of power can handle any aroused situation 

expertly.  

 

3.2 Application of Research  

The arms control in the context of the research is another possible way to obtain the 

balance of power. The discouragement of the arms race called disarmament has proved 

an effective strategy to operate to achieve the required outcomes. The bipolar state of the 

two neighboring countries like Pakistan and India reduces the chances of any unforeseen 

situation and ensures the smooth function of the peace and order in the region of South 

Asia. In the possession of arms, the technique of disarmament is carried out in proportion 
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and up to a reasonable and required level both the countries reduce their inventory of 

arms and ammunition holding the possession necessary and equivalent to the opposite 

party. The disarmament may also work in such a way that both the countries develop 

their arms but in a controlled way certain arms category is developed and enhanced 

(Talbott, 1999).  

If we compare the present strength and number, it is evident that India is leading military 

strength over the strength of Pakistan. India’s strength is relatively larger and it is even 

more packed than in Pakistan. Hypothetically it seems that but in concrete the balance of 

power has its existence in terms of operation and capabilities. The fought between the 

two neighboring countries also speak in the favor of above-quoted argument. The war of 

1947, 1965 and 1999 cease-fire was the decision on the table talk because from both the 

sides no one triumphant or defeated. The nuclear race between the countries one after the 

other is another evident argument in the support of gaining the balance of power for the 

global peace and harmony (Rublee, 2017).  

India tested its nuclear weapons in 1974 and 1998 and added the nuclear arsenal in its 

inventory followed by the Pakistani building and testing of the weapon of mass 

destruction in the same year when India tested it that is in 1998. The struggle of Pakistan 

to become a nuclear state started in 1972 just to match the power of the enemies and 

ensure the safeguard of the nation. United States of America to counter USSR built the 

nuclear inventory of India to ward off the plans of India’s tilt towards USSR. Contrarily, 

Pakistan also depends on United States (US) for its military requirement and 

technological advancements. Pakistan has suspected of the unlawful use of its weapons 

abstained the US at some point. This restraint forced Pakistan to look and depend on 
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someone else other than the United States of America. China extracted a chance and 

came to play its part grabbed the opportunity. India is a common enemy of Pakistan and 

China provided every possible facility in the making of her own nuclear arsenal. It can 

easily be derived that the countries weaker in disposition are being used as forefronts of 

the mightier and act as the front of the politics of theirs in the gain of absolute power 

weaker score their own balance of power.  

People in power use the less privileged as their frontman same is the case with the 

international scenario of politics, the mightier is in control over resources and decided the 

policy, rest are forced to follow it. Thus the power of balance operates well and manages 

the strategy of global peace and order (Akhtar, 2018). The long persistence peace after 

the period of long unrest Europe is a perfect example of the balance of power and 

displays it through its prevalent human development and harmony. The peace of the 

small states is also ensured when there is a mutual and silent understanding of the 

distribution of power among the powerful nations.  

 

3.3 Hypothesis  

Following hypothesis are postulated with regard to the research questions that;  

(1) The Kashmir conundrum carries the risk of nuclear war between India and 

Pakistan. 

(2) Consequences of the India and Pakistan nuclear war could be hazardous. 
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(3) The resolution of the boundary dispute between India and Pakistan will produce 

more opportunities to settle the other boundary problems in Asia.  

 

3.4 Research Design  

To conduct a scientific and empirical research a researcher has the challenge to approach 

it through a well-designed strategy that should reduce efforts and save resources. The 

structural and operational paradigm is possible to achieve through a methodology that has 

the ability to shape an identity into the research activity that investigates the research 

problem. The research procedure has multiple dimensions and one of its dimension is 

research design, which also acts as a plan for the researcher to probe the research 

questions (Abdulkadiroglu, 2017).  

The most appropriate and suitable conceptions and supposition confirm the effectivity of 

the plan, furthermore, the suitable techniques of the sampling and the analytical paradigm 

also add to the realization of the plan. It also serves as the appropriate and to the point 

format of presenting a research. The set priorities are coped by the design of the research 

in the provision of the framework of the research set by the researcher. The design of this 

research is ‘One collection pretest-posttest’ due to its historical nature and chronological 

order following is maintained considering the pet definition.  In a research of historical 

nature, the individual group is analyzed with itself and results are compiled for the data 

collection. The situation is analyzed such as what were the measurements before the 

occurrences and what will be the statistical data and report after the occurrences of the 

events (Bjørnson,  2017).  
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3.5 Data Collection Methodology 

In this research, data is collected by utilizing the qualitative method to study the historical 

perspective of the India and Pakistan conflict over the issue of Kashmir. The employed 

source was secondary relying on the documented facts information in the form evidence. 

Manifold and variety of print and electronic media such as newspapers, Journals, 

Research papers and web reference were approached and relied on the data collection for 

the analysis of the under debate problem in the light of set questions.  

 

3.6 Data Analysis Methodology 

As mentioned earlier that to employed the qualitative approach for the analysis built on 

the conclusions of the academic research. The social sciences data can best be analyzed 

through content analysis and also documents of the empirical study, which is a mute 

evidence that contains for the support of the research such as; interviews, books, research 

articles, approved documents and many other. These resources are managed through 

different archives and libraries as reference material kept for the purpose of research in 

the libraries. The data taken from the documents in 1960 is consulted and also the 

concurrent works on the conflict and wars between Pakistan and India. The existing work 

of the war times also reflected and opined healthy contribution on the nuclear war threats 

over the conflict of Kashmir between India and Pakistan (Ary, 2018).  

The age represents the life and life are well depicted in the literature of that time. The 

study of the contemporary literature in form and format helped a lot and furthered the 
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research project. From day one the issue of Kashmir has been the bone of contention 

between Pakistan and India, the unresolved and unattended long-awaited freedom of the 

Kashmir is a threat for South Asia is the ignition of the nuclear war between India and 

Pakistan. The subcontinent well known as British ruled India has now formed into India, 

Pakistan, Bangladesh, and Kashmir. Once this region was one of the British ruled colony. 

In the nineteenth century, the term used for present India and Pakistan was “British Raj”.  

The homeland of the diversity and multiple ideologies, the Islam and Hinduism formed 

the most of the population of the region as stakeholders (Johnston, 2017). 

British were sent back as the voices of the contradictory religious thinkers raised for the 

freedom and liberty and in addition philosophies and fundamentalism shaped it even 

better. This set the firm foundation of the partition of 1947. The British were forced to fill 

the cleavage raised by the said difference and the being of many states from one became 

possible after the long-awaited and rewarded struggle. Back from the war fought in 1947 

then second in 1965 is remembered as the first and second war of Kashmir and then both 

the countries in the short span of the time fought two more wars on the Liberation of the 

Bangladesh and Kargil War respectively in the years of 1971 and 1999. Mixed and 

confused opinions exist whether the wars owe to the conflicts of the Pakistan or India. 

The historians have favored the bent of their mind and heart any neutral evidence from 

the history is unable to report the actual originator of the conflict (Zahoor, 2017).  

As the first war of Kashmir between India and Pakistan ended the control over the 

disputed area of Kashmir distributed and 63% of the total land was in the control of the 

India rest of the Kashmir is now the part of Pakistan known as Azad Jammu and Kashmir 

with its own legislative assembly exercising the full control and lead the life of freedom 
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and liberty (Fai, 2017). Ironically on the one bank of river one is free whereas on the 

other bank of the river the same Kashmiri is under the chains of slavery and under the 

control of usurper. The 37% under the decision of the United Nations (UN) is free to 

elect their own Prime Minister and have the right to vote in a democratic way (R. Singh, 

2017). The first name of the boundary that divided the Valley of Kashmir into Pakistan 

and India was the first name as Cease of Fire Line but the same boundary was renamed in 

the consensus of 1972 known as the Shimla Agreement as Line of Control (LoC) (R. 

Singh, 2017).  

The people on the other side of boundary raise voices in the support of Pakistan but India 

always claimed that it is Pakistan who tries to intrude and infiltrate and sends its 

Mujahidin to vibrate the situation in the favor of an unrest. The most of the conflicts and 

skirmishes are after the Liberation of Bangladesh are in the region of India disputed 

Kashmir. As the West part of Pakistan was isolated from the eastern part of Pakistan and 

there was no land connection the only route available except aerial was through the 

Arabian Sea, this fact gives strength to the Indian covert and hidden support to the 

Awami League in the liberation of eastern part of Pakistan as Bangladesh (David, 2017). 

It is evident from the liberation of Bangladesh that India never miss any chance un-

availed that is in the loss of Pakistan and always intrigues to defame Pakistan in one way 

or the other. After the liberation of Bangladesh, the country was divided into parts but the 

defenses of Pakistan were focused and even better because it has fewer fronts now than 

before. The logistically both the parts of the country were difficult to defeat and 

Bangladesh was in physical touch with India and well connected with the natural 
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disasters also. Language and cultural difference also contributed to the separation of 

hearts and minds of the same country (J. J. Hewitt, 2017).  

The concern of the international community was after the warning of the foreign 

secretary named Shamshad Ahmed increased when he released a contradictory statement 

on 31 May, that if the controlled conflict will rise and grow will increase the chances 

deployment of any kind of weapon available with on list of inventory and gunroom of the 

country for the safeguard of the motherland and its sovereignty. The statement was even 

endorsed by the leader of the Senate if the weapons are available but not deployed as and 

when required than what is the use of holding and developing of weapon stores. Many 

resembling statements are quoted to defame Pakistan, things and facts are shared half 

open and half hid to diminish the conflict of Kashmir and paint the positive image of 

India, even when the resolution of United Nations (UN) supports the freedom of 

Kashmiris through a process of referendum. The official statements about the nuclear 

arsenal of Pakistan also helped to keep India in limits and control which shows the 

balance of power in action (Kaul, 2017).  

The statements of the limited deployments of the nuclear inventory colds the hot and 

fierce intentions of the neighboring country. The weapon of mass destructions are 

actually the weapons of deterrence, whereas the policy of Pakistan is always defensive 

not offensive, it is always submissive than aggressive because the other side inhabitants 

are also our Muslim brothers and the Muslims are not but one soul and one body (Sering, 

2018). The west especially United States of America and England rely on the export and 

sale of their weapon systems and they create such ground in the region between the two 

countries that for the defensive requirements they always look toward the weapon market 
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of the west.  We fight with the weapon sold by the said countries and they are fed over 

the sale of those weapons to countries like ours. That act as the third party that negotiates 

and after peace set another ground for the conflict to polish and develops the sales of 

their armory (Zutshi, 2017). 

The dimensions and perspective of the vast studied topic are vast and repeated. It is also 

declared and confirmed by a series of wars fought between these two countries one after 

the other available in the contemporary literature review. The first war of Kashmir started 

in the month of October 1947 just after the partition when India deployed its troops in the 

Valley of Kashmir and ended in January 1949 and divided the disputed Kashmir after the 

Shimla Accord into two parts one as Azad Kashmir and other India occupied Kashmir. 

The first war of Kashmir lasted for more than one year. The United States declared the 

border between the newly marked divisions as the ceasefire boundary. A one-third of 

Kashmir now known as Azad-Kashmir and Gilgit Baltistan was conquered by the 

Pakistani troops and became the permanent part of the Pakistan (Chandran, 2017).  

The Indian troops were pushed back and remaining part of the Kashmir known as 

Ladakh, Jammu and rest of the Kashmir valley is now the part of India. The war sent 

almost a total of 1500 people to the hereafter and left more than 3500 wounded behind, 

on the other hand, the opposite had almost a total of 6000 dead and 14000 injured. A total 

of 7500 killed and 17500 wounded. It is well said that “War never decides who is right it 

only decides that who is left.” And the leader who defeated Napoleon in the battlefield of 

Waterloo said that the worst thing after a lost war is a war won because the dead are 

people like us and why they die because of the conflict of the boundaries those never 
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existed in concrete on the planet earth but we the human being made them (Barash, 

2017). 

The second war of Kashmir from August 1965 to September 1965 lasted for about one 

month left no change on the map but still, causalities were there on both sides of the 

borders, people killed in Pakistan was 3800 and causalities in India was 3000. The 

Bangladesh liberation war of 1971 from 3rd to 16th December, 1971 lasted for a very short 

duration of almost two weeks but divided the country into two parts forever. War was 

fought in the Bay of Bengal, the west border of India with Pakistan and Line of Control 

left the loss of East Pakistan as Bangladesh with the partially hidden and partially open 

consent of India (Bhutta, 2017). Due to loss of communication and logistics support 

Pakistani troops deployed in East Pakistan surrendered and India sponsored war for 

Bangladesh was won by India and Pakistan lost its one part. Bangladesh is now an 

independent state and in good political and economic state than present Pakistan. Indian 

forces with the support of Mukti-Bahini militant wings from Bangladesh fought against 

the Pakistani troops in East Pakistan (Ghosh, 2017).  

The number analysis of both forces is as follows; 

 

 

 

Indian Forces Mukti-Bahini Militants Total 

 

5000,000+ 175,000 5175000 
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 On the other hand, the strength of the Pakistani troops deployed in East Pakistan was 

only 365,000. The killed, captured and wounded number of the Pakistani troops is as 

follows: 

 

Killed Wounded Captured 

 

9000 4350 97,368 

 

The fourth war between both countries is remembered as Kargil war. It lasted for almost 

three months from May 1999 to July 1999. Again United Nations (UN) came in action 

and ceasefire was announced, in this war again no territorial change happened but the 

killed, captured and wounded number of the both sides’ troops are as follows: 

 

 
 

Killed Wounded Captured 

 

Pakistan 1042 665 8 soldiers captured 

 

India 527 1363 One pilot was captured 

 

 

All the readings have been taken from the death toll of ATLAS, 2010. The ongoing 

skirmishes and fights are additional, other than the wars fought between the neighboring 

countries. The internal and external threats in the form of a silent and cold war are always 

planned and executed on the soft targets to harm the ongoing process of peace and to gain 
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sympathies of the international forum to prove oneself as right and the other as wrong. At 

Panipat, the only train service Samjhota Express was targeted by a bomb blast in the 

second month of 2007. This happened in the northern part of the city of Delhi in which 

almost a total of 70 people died traveling from India to Pakistan to meet their relatives, 

followed by an attack on the Indian Embassy in the same year (Brecher, 2017).  

In another incident, innocent peoples were fired in the city of Mumbai 26 November, 

2007 resulting in the deaths of many at the spot. All the attackers were killed but one was 

captured alive. The captured was later revealed that his name is Ajmal Kasab and his 

relations are deep-rooted in the group of freedom fighter of Lashkar-e-Tayyabah militant 

organization presently banned in Pakistan for their malicious activities. The violation of 

ceasing of fire across the working boundaries is a routine matter and it has made the 

cease-fire accord a joke. Many soldiers are killed on both sides of the borders and it 

seems that this border is daily fed with the blood of its soldiers daily on both sides of the 

wire. Both the countries hold large armies and range of advanced weapons in standby 

position round the clock (Strand, 2017).  

The issue of Kashmir needs the real and effective attention of the United Nations (UN) to 

play its role in the execution of its own accords. The dependent variable of the research is 

taken as The Peaceful Relations in South-Asia in the light of non-stabilized relation of 

Pakistan and India. This unrest situation proves an implication for the peace process 

considered mandatory for the prosperity of the continent. The strategic location of 

neighboring countries on the bay of Indian Ocean, touching boundaries with China and 

Bay of Bengal, Afghanistan, Bangladesh and few another part of South-Asia form the 

base of issues for the region, these issues are diverse and complex in nature. Any foolish 
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act from any side will directly affect the whole belt of South-Asia. The issue is volatile 

and can spread as a result of any unforeseen situation causing a big trouble for the whole 

region in the diversity of perspectives (P. Ahmad, 2017).  

This research also unfolds multiple accords and declarations on multiple conflicts and 

issues agreed by both parties with the mutual consent endorsed bi-laterally to support the 

ongoing peace process. But at present both the countries have persistent hostile 

unwavering attitude, not willing to submit her will and step back (Carranza, 2017). 

Following are the major evidence of agreements between the two countries signed one 

after the other: 

 

a) The Ceasefire Agreement of United Nations (UN), 1949 

b) The Accord of Shimla, 1972 

c) The Declaration of Tashkent, 1965 

d) The Declaration of Lahore, 1999 

 

Along with these mentioned agreements, there are ongoing series of dialogues from both 

parties for the settlement of core issues are not more than an eye-wash, because at the 

field changes are not visible enough. The root cause of this cancer for the peace process 

of the region lies in the acceptation of the right of freedom of Kashmiris. Leaving the 

choice to the people of Kashmir whether to join Pakistan or India or form another 

independent state of its own like Bangladesh, India, and Pakistan (Bunce, 2017). 

Islamabad and New Delhi have their own slogans for the princely state of Kashmir, one 

calls Kashmir as its integral part whereas the other announces it a lifeline of its body. 
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Both the versions claim that Kashmir belongs to them but no one talks about the thinking 

of the Kashmiris, the original, by design and by birth owners of Kashmir (D. Hill, 2017).  

This all debate at the end leaves the issue of Kashmir as an unfinished agenda. This 

unfinished agenda is remaining episode of the partition of 1947 left unresolved and still 

drinking the blood of many innocent and valuable lives. This raises another question of 

the survival of the Kashmir if it is granted independence that in the presence of two 

countries like Pakistan and India Kashmir can survive on the political, economic and 

strategic fronts. Every effort will be approached didactically in this research. No stone 

will be left unturned in the probe of the questions (Toon, 2017).  

In the light of so far debate the axial reason of dispute is Kashmir and but any party is not 

ready to accord any refreshment stand for the end result of the matter. The reconciliation 

is worst harmed in the presence of heavy deployment across the borders by both sides. 

The peace process is the need of the hour and it demands patience and microscopic vision 

to dissect the issue into resolvable entities. Due to the discriminatory and neglecting 

attitude towards the people of Kashmir is subduing the actual individuality of the 

Kashmiri people (Staniland, 2017).  

The approach of both countries towards Kashmir is power centric and individualistic just 

thinking about themselves and not about the people of Kashmir. For this international 

issue, even the superpowers are not exercising their due authority to further the peace 

process (Pfetsch, 2017). The deaths caused by the wars are a less serious issue in front of 

the deaths of the people’s caused during these wars. A statistical comparison is given in 

the following table: 
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In Indian occupied Kashmir, the estimate of deaths is 8,989 only in the year of 1998 by 

the troops deployed by India. These people were killed on the motive that they were 

Muslim radicals or the people had sympathy for the Muslims. A local train was in the 

rage of multiple bomb attacks in 2006 and the rate of people dying was noted as 160, the 

travelers of the local train were normal citizens and they were killed for what, who need 

to know. The blame was put over Pakistan but the state of unrest was not disturbed and 

only statements were passed, because both the countries are in the state of balance of 

power and possess nukes (A. Biswas, 2017).  

 

War 

 

Year 

 

Duration 

 

Death Count 

 

First Kashmir War 

 

1947 

 

Almost one year 

 

500,000 

 

Second Kashmir War 

 

1965 

 

Almost two months 

 

25,000 

 

Bangladesh Liberation War 

 

1971 

 

Almost two weeks 

 

40,10000 

 

Kargil War 

 

1999 

 

Almost three months 

 

1600 

 

Total 

 

04 Wars 

 

One year and seven months 

 

4,536,600 
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The divided state of Kashmir consists of five segments in total, out of those three are 

governed by India and two are under the territorial control of Pakistan. But the claim of 

the righteous owner is raised by both countries with added logical arguments. Whereas, 

the state of the people of Kashmir is a bit different they desire and strive for freedom and 

sovereign power. The independence not in the shape of alliance with Pakistan or India 

but Kashmir as an individualistic entity. This situation makes the difference of opinion of 

regional and intraregional in its being (Bhutta, 2017). The young freedom fighters 

crossed the boundary and entered into Pakistan for military training and made a force 

named Jammu Kashmir Liberation Force (JKLF), this situation gave height to the tense 

situation and the insurgency by the young blood of Kashmiris sparked out in the favor of 

freedom and liberty. Again Pakistan was taken by the horns of India with the blame of 

launching of proxy war in Indian occupied Kashmir (Mathur, 2016).  

As a result, the security troops of India took control of the civil administration of the 

Kashmir and managed the matters of the state. The courts, education, agriculture and 

many other administrative officers were now under the direct control of India as a rule 

devised in 1990. This move by the Indian government even increased the dissatisfaction 

and suffering adding to the overall discontent of the people of Kashmir and given fuel to 

the already lit fire. This situation added more youth of Kashmir in the main streamline of 

freedom fighters and Liberation force of Kashmir was even stronger than before (Ankit, 

2016). When the silence and non-violent behavior of the Kashmiris were unable to 

change the fate of the people of Kashmir and situation was getting worse day after day, 

they retaliated and a number of the freedom fighters rapidly grew to share a force against 
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the already present militant force of India. This is also evident from the verdict of India 

side critics and writers and happened, can be reviewed from the present literature on the 

subject that had militants are brought from all over the work to fight for the cause of 

freedom of Kashmir as Mujahidin. After fighting three wars and an additionally armed 

skirmish in the reign of Kargil the unrest between the two countries is still not settled (M. 

S. Alam, 2016).  

United Nations (UN) also came into action and a referendum in Kashmir was promised 

but this also never happened and no referendum was conducted in Kashmir. Anyhow 

there are many tries witnessed in the quest of finding the answers and gathering the 

information and root causes of the contention between the two countries time and again 

fizzled at finding the suitable option that satisfies all the parties involved in the mess. At 

last, the strife of the issue of Kashmir exemplifies a mind-boggling amalgamation of 

various factors like political unrest, patriotic fervor and religious. These elements are in 

the best profound state hardly established ever in the history of the conflict (Bukhari, 

2016).  

This history of the barred relation of India and Pakistan goes back in the past when 

Pakistan, Bangladesh, and India were under the flag of British Empire. British did this 

partition according to their approach and divided the region first in India and Pakistan 

and later after the war of Liberation of Bangladesh, it further divided into three states 

with an addition of Bangladesh as a sovereign country. This divide affected the religious 

viciousness and it is plaguing the many Indo-Pak today. The outcome of the turmoil 

mainly has been the contention between India and Pakistan which made tremendous 
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instability in almost every part of the Asia and its surroundings. The atomic weapons are 

in the possession of both countries which in expansion outs the peace and security of the 

planet in danger as both the countries are never in a friendly relationship with each other 

(Chandran, 2015). 

Indian foreign policy is based on the thoughts of a historical character Kotla Chankia who 

was of the view that your neighbor is your enemy but the neighbor of your neighbor is 

your friend making two enemies of your neighbor. The issue of Kashmir is the result of 

the establishment of imperialism in the state. As ahead in 1848 the princely state of 

Kashmir was sold to Hindu Dogra rulers by the British Raj in lieu of 75 Lakhs rupees and 

the whole valley became an asset of the Dogra Raj. British applied a method of the rule 

that is called gap and governs the state and exercised the control over the state. 

Subsequently, individuals facing the results of accord and living in the direction of the set 

agreement (Sheikh, 2015). This change of command did not force the people of the 

nation to change the religious code or any cultural shift. The persistent order that 

prevailed made artificial limits between the Kashmir and rest of the reign. This case was 

dominatingly the hot issue of the Muslims and Hindus of the state (A. Gupta, 2016). 

At the time of partition, Kashmir was counted amongst the few couple of states with the 

large population of Muslims and Hindus in minority, but the Lord of the state was a 

Hindu who was disliked severely and never welcomed. His name was Lord Hari Singh 

and never wished to join Pakistan or India but as a result of an unconstrained invasion by 

the Pakistani troops, he requested Indian government for the assistance and the Indian 

troops entered into Kashmir. This created another unrest that Muslims are in number, 
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Hindus are in minority the Lord was a Hindu and invasion of different sides into the 

valley founded the conflict which is still under debate and welcoming a nuclear conflict 

between two atomic powers of Asia. Additionally, Lord Hari consented with the 

government of India to make Kashmir as an integral part of the India which added fuel to 

the fire (Rublee, 2017).  

The strategy on the basis of this exchange of state of Kashmir occurred established the 

framework of response from the other side that is Pakistan. The first thing was decided 

that the people of Kashmir have a right and ought to decide their future. The satisfaction 

of the guarantee was not available in the Article 370 of 1949 agreement. This agreement 

conceded the representative forces and stakeholders to Kashmir but the basic powers 

were not given to the righteous owners of the state. These basic power were outside 

undertaking, safety, cash, and correspondence. The constitutional assembly of Kashmir 

was formed and its own constitution was framed and also the connectivity of the multiple 

laws with the Indian government (Yamin, 2017).  

These steps confirmed the interference of India in Kashmir openly. At first, the influence 

of India over Kashmir was never a risky thing but the sovereignty of the Kashmir was 

now resting on the shoulders of India and the self-governed state was remotely controlled 

by the policies of India. As a result, Prime Minister of India Jawaharlal Nehru in 1953 

dismissed the Kashmiri Prime Minister and withdrew the article 370 of 1949 accord. It 

radically marginalized the government of Kashmir and elevated the discontent of the 

people of Kashmir even bigger and severe. The discontent that started with the rule of 

Lord Hari Singh was now even severe and strange. This change of rule of one Hindu lord 
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to the full Hindu country persecuted and abused the rights of the Muslims which were in 

majority living in the state of Kashmir (A. Ahmed, 2017).  

From this onward, the disdain started to putrefy. Kashmiri’s were unable to stand with the 

disappointment felt by the people on the actions of the Indian government, India 

managed the issue of Kashmir in addition to the resistance of Pakistan. The pressure of 

mounting their control over the state of Jammu and Kashmir both the countries were 

under enormous pressure. In the light of the decisions of 1987 Indian was in the hardline 

of control over Kashmir and Jammu, however where the applicants and experts were 

beaten it gave a rough swing to the conflict of Kashmir between the two countries and it 

became a permanent outstanding issue on the list of the neighboring countries (Jalil, 

2016). Meanwhile, the youth of Kashmir in the quest of liberty and freedom crossed the 

boundary in order to enter into Pakistan for the preparation and training founded the basis 

of military revolt against the deployed troops of India in Kashmir and the Indian 

government. The Kashmiri People’s Democratic Party in 2008 had ties with Congress 

and faced difficulties with the Hindu leadership (M. I. Chawla, 2016).  

The explorers of Hindu religion were not fair and just with the people of Kashmir. This 

all created a mess in the valley of Kashmir and mayhem and the hostile situation was 

faced by the Indian in the Mid of 1990. Essentially the strain of India and Pakistan got 

new dimensions after the attacks of Mumbai. The attacks were alleged by the union of 

Kashmiri Mujahidin and Lashkare-Taiba (2016). The security in India was very tight and 

the situation was warlike in India. The government of Pakistan and higher officials 

assured India for cooperation in the investigations and probing the insurgents. The then 
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President Asif Ali Zardari also approached the situation positively and hold the Indian 

guns. The visa restrictions were lifted before the attack and nuclear exposure was stopped 

with the slogan that no first use of the nuclear weapons, especially at the tense situation 

of Line of Control (M. Bhatia, 2017). 

Pakistan gapped herself from the Islamic Organization operating in Kashmir after 

Mumbai attacks. This action decayed the insurrection in Kashmir costing around 540 

lives in 2008, whereas the same number was 4500 in the year in 2001. Mumbai attack 

brought psychological pressure on India. Debate aroused to delineate these activities 

from the aggressors from the Pakistan side. In the same year, the state-controlled 

elections in the Indian Occupied Kashmir were held and the general turnout was almost 

60% as per the records shared by the controlled authorities. Popular governments 

triumphant decisions were viewed as positive. The Kashmiris wanted even better and 

more illustrative form of government in the larger interest of the people of Kashmir and 

the land of Kashmir (Nanda, 2016). 

India is also waiting and preparing for general elections possible in the month of May and 

in addition the blame game of the Mumbai attack is going to cash in full by both the side 

that is government and opposition benches. The crisis of Mumbai attacks is an additional 

agenda point for the Indian to argue and debate before the elections as a serious security 

lapse. Nothing is going to add in the gains of any party after having a fight and nothing is 

going to change the things any better after the fight. The careful and planned thoughtful 

result-oriented talks can help both the parties to form a way out of this situation (Holland, 

2015). The realization of the state of both the countries in the age of advancement is 
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essential and in the benevolence of the masses of both the countries. The borders of 

Kashmir touch India, Pakistan, and China. Pakistan has relations with China and China 

and India are always up against each other in one way or the other (Majid, 2017).  

The mountains of the northern area and Azad Kashmir are in total control of Pakistan and 

the remaining part is with India. The area of Ladakh, Jammu and the valley of Kashmir is 

under the control of India. These areas are full of Muslim community and they are in 

majority. During the holocaust of 1947 and 1948, the Muslims are now in minority, 

whereas the Hindus and Dogra’s have outclassed the Muslim number. This happened 

after the planned communal killings, and over judicial killings of Muslims by the Indian 

in the year of 1947-48 (Majid, 2017). Now at present both the countries Pakistan and 

India want the full control over Kashmir by all means. India government provides 

subsidies to the people of Kashmir and the dependence of Kashmir in financial and 

economic matters is totally relying on the subsidies granted by India. The unrest and 

security condition of the Kashmir has proved negative for the tourism and other 

economic activity for the Kashmir and its reliance on India has increased for the payment 

of government sector and other essential requirements (Umar, 2016).  

The agitation in the region of Kashmir has brought the economy of Kashmir into shatters. 

But the subsidies favored to Kashmir are very trivial and less when we compare that how 

India is reaping the natural resources and milking the utmost benefits out of the natural 

resources of Kashmir. The resources mainly include the hydroelectric power projects 

generating and coping the energy requirements of a huge country like India. On the 

contrary, the situation of electricity in the Kashmir itself is in the debilitating state. 
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Kashmiri’s face real issues while moving from one place to another within Kashmir due 

to heavy troops deployment and it really restricts their economic activity, as a matter of 

fact, the whole valley represents the view of a cantonment (Afshana, 2015). 

The rightful ownership is claimed from both the sides of borders and no one ready to step 

back from its verdict. The divider inside Kashmir is also evident that we find a divided 

opinion about the liberation of Kashmir in the shape of Pro-Indian, Pro-Pakistani and 

Pro-Kashmir schools of thoughts. The attacks over Indian troops inside Kashmir by the 

freedom fighters directly affect the lives of Muslims residing in India and their lives are 

up to risk by the Hindu extremists backed by the state organs or they are strong enough to 

challenge the writ of the Indian government (Gul, 2014). The incidents of killing of 

Muslims in India are evident in the years of 1992 and 2002 in Mumbai and Gujrat and 

these activities have left unforgettable tales to tell.  

The extremists and fundamentalists factor is in almost every country and every religion 

of the world. The principal blame is on the parties of Kashmir and Pakistan and the 

secondary blame is always over the United Kingdom and Soviet Union role played 

during the cold war. China is in the field supporting Pakistan to balance the influence of 

the Indian supporters like the United States and the Soviet Union (Chattha, 2016). There 

is another tertiary tear of this conflict and United Nations with the cooperation of the 

World Bank are also playing their partially effective but neglected role towards the 

solution of this issue. The intervention of the third party is less felt and never taken 

seriously by the Indian side (Whitehead, 2017).  
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China always supports Pakistan’s cause to the balance of power in the region. India 

always pays no attention towards the outer intervention in the cause of Kashmir and think 

that it is solely the domestic issue of India. Whereas the United Nations has passed a 

resolution in the favor of Kashmiri people giving them the right of vote for their peaceful 

future in the shape of the referendum and World Bank has helped in the solution of water 

treaties between Pakistan and India (S. H. Ali, 2007). 

The two nationalistic fervor is a conflict between Pakistan and India. The oppression of 

the Muslims in the hand of Hindus is a real concern, therefore, the concept of own state 

of Kashmiris is genuine and rationalistic opinion. The state of Kashmir is majorly a 

Muslim state and culturally it supports the Muslims that is why Pakistan believes that it 

shall own to the righteous. The nationalistic fervor is mixed with the religious and moral 

significance of the strong and inevitable support of the Kashmiris. Whereas on the 

contrary Indian approach is totally secular in this regard and they hold an opinion which 

is neither realistic nor rationalistic to convince all the stakeholder and parties of the 

conflict (Behera, 2000). 

The title of Mini Pakistan is given to the state of Kashmir and if it becomes the part of 

Pakistan then it will shatter the secularistic dreams of India. The state of Kashmir is 

actually a hostage between the two nuclear power around it. The location, geographic 

importance, religious factor, culture, and language also deeply found in both the 

countries as both the countries share many things in common we have already discussed 

in the same research study at the end of chapter one in detail. The confrontation of radical 

Islam, secular aspect, spiritual Islamic view in response to the self-governed argument is 
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evident (Behera, 2000). The provision of the basic rights and their increasing demand 

also sore concern to be addressed. The new control of India over Kashmir has deprived 

them of all those administrative rights which they exercised and enjoyed earlier. The 

centrally controlled government is unable to counter the feelings of Kashmiri people in 

general. Three prong referendum in Kashmir is need of the hour, whether an independent 

state or in the favor of Pakistan or India. The heavy deployment of Indian troops in 

Kashmir controls the way of life and it is a permanent psychological punishment to the 

people of Kashmir. This restricts the basic rights of the public and liberty of the people is 

restricted (Sidhu, 2006).  

The non-existence of the socio-political liberties damages the overall freedom and it is 

the Human Rights Commission regulations 26. The in the process and in practice 

electoral process is also fraud and plagued wholly solely controlled by the authorities of 

India to form the government of their own choice, everything is scripted and fabricated in 

the state of Kashmir by the Indian civil administration and armed forces. The struggle of 

the fulfillment of the basic necessities by the Kashmiri people is always a thing to be 

considered for the provision of the basic human rights to the people (Sehgal, 2011). 

These basic things include an educational system for the security of the future of 

Kashmiri youth, healthcare system, and water-related issues. Indian troops are the root 

cause of every deprivation faced by the masses of the valley. The crimes of the Indian 

troops are in actual the war crimes to be addressed severely by the international courts 

under the provisions of international war laws (Schofield, 1996).  
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Another core issue of the religion is water especially of concern to Kashmir. Pakistan and 

India have signed the Indus Water Treaty with mutual cooperation in the year of 1960. 

As water is most contested and hot issue of Kashmir so it also needs the same attention at 

every forum. The three rivers flowing from the land of Jammu and Kashmir were given 

under the control of Pakistan for their water needs (Eliasson, 2015).  

The water coming to Pakistan is actually flowing down to Pakistan from the Indian 

occupied areas and India has full control over the supply of water. The Baglihar dam 

project and many others to mention are the series of water reservoirs built by India in 

order to store water are actually filled by the water that is required by Pakistan and the 

share of Pakistan is not properly distributed to Pakistan. Many restrictions are in a place 

of the utilization of the water resources after the endorsements of Indus Water Treaty. 

Kashmir produces and manages the resources of electricity generation but Kashmir itself 

is deprived of the use of its own resources (Blanton, 2016).  

The agricultural, domestic and commercial land of the people of Kashmir is under the 

cantonments of Indian troops, this roughly make a total of 250,000 acres’ area wise and 

the current market value price of the area exceeds the total amount of 26,000 crore 

rupees, which is a big amount that in actually belongs to the people of Kashmir but the 

Indian troops have captured the area. The fear of Kashmiri people is another central focal 

point of interest. Fear of losing the power and control over the disputed area prevails and 

paralysis the peace process of Kashmir leads to mistrust (Pasha, 2015). The current 

heightened insurgency has its roots in three very crucial issues, in 1953 the then Prime 

Minister of India Jawaharlal Nehru de-seated the Prime Minister of Kashmir under the 



 

140 

 

article 370 the people of Kashmir lost much of the hold over the administration of 

Kashmir. This action of the Indian government raised the feeling and sentiments of 

Kashmiris and increased the resentment of the masses towards Indian policies (Cosgrove, 

2014).  

Again in the year of 1987, the Muslim seats were grabbed by the opposition and the 

Muslim candidates were removed from their offices. Then the act of cross-border activity 

took place youth from Kashmir came to Pakistan for training and went back to neutralize 

the power of Indian troops. Resented and rejected people of the Kashmir also supported 

the freedom fighters and backed them morally, economically and praised their cause. The 

Kashmiri raised themselves and interstate matter became the intrastate matter (Lyon, 

2008). 

Political institutions are ineffective due to the interventions of the Indian bodies in 

Kashmir. The political system is tinted and rusted after the restrictions and regulations of 

the Indian establishment. The actual control of the state in virtual and in actual is in the 

hands of Indians in every aspect. The medium and channel of expression for Kashmiri 

peoples are also banned and restricted to communicate and express their concerns and 

discontent (Cohen, 2002). The living factor behind this discontent is the rude and insane 

treatment of Indian troops deployed in Kashmir. These multiple issues have created a gap 

to fill, Pakistan is alleged for the proxy war support in Kashmir, in the meantime, the 

tensions have become militarized and both the countries have moved from gossip to gun 

over the issue of Kashmir (Cohen, 2002).  
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The bombing of the parliament in 2001 and assault on the State Assembly in Srinagar are 

other two events that added fuel to fire. The diplomatic gateway was closed and the 

armed borders were activated. This diplomatic gap has affected almost every tie between 

India and Pakistan. India has demanded that Pakistan should act against the terrorist 

activities for the restoration of the diplomatic relations restoration, whereas Pakistan 

always negated the blamed placed by India over Pakistan. This leaves the intensity 

between both the countries intact and unchanged. 

The strategic interest of both the countries is their prime priority, meanwhile, both the 

countries are in a state of opposition (Kramer, 2017). The consideration of the interest of 

the Kashmiri people is nobody prime consideration. Pakistan’s perspective is self-

determination and the perspective of the other is proxy war conflict. Both the countries 

are in opposition and advocate their different perspective removing the cause of Kashmiri 

people at once. The vision of the freedom fighters is union with Pakistan and the version 

of the common masses is independence. This clash along with other side issues brings the 

overall situation at a standstill. 

Seven decades have passed and the Kashmir is still disputed area, two nuclear powers are 

claiming themselves as the actual stakeholders (Hardy, 2014). Parties have witnessed low 

and high tides of relations. Numerous displeasing events have increased the distance 

between trust of two countries and confusion has piled up. In the case of India, the 

conflict has set its base on the religious divide otherwise the conflict would have been 

linguistic or cultural. Religion touches the bottom of the heart of the people and the most 

sensitive issue is religion (M. S. Alam, 2016).  
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It overcomes other reasons of the divide. The dictatorship in Pakistan has its deep-rooted 

presence because of the core issue over Kashmir. The cross-border activities and rough 

state over the border even enhances the importance and existence of troops and 

legitimates their role in different political matters as a necessary evil. The sweeping laws 

of anti-terrorism in India are willfully used against the Muslims and withdrawn when 

they do not suit the interest of India. India every step and notion is increasing the despair 

and distrust of the Kashmir (Pandey, 2015). 

The inclination of youth towards Islamic militancy “Jihad” is the only vent to release the 

pressure of political, economic and other dissatisfactions and grievances. Unfair electoral 

processes being held by the Election Commission of India in Kashmir furthered the 

regret and distanced the Kashmiri people from the lawful ownership of their own land. 

The election of 1987 is an appropriate example of the subject debate (Korbel, 2015). The 

persistent and less damaging attacks are planned and drafted to bring India to any 

negotiating position and another view of the same is that to neutralize the Indian 

insurgencies that are persistently present inside Pakistan. About 600,000 armed Indian 

troops are present in the small valley of Kashmir and they dispatch their duties as state 

organ. The total population of the Kashmiri people is about 13 million as per the 

statistical records of 2003. This is the world’s highest population to troops ratio (N. A. 

Khan, 2017).  

Indian troops violations in the conflict zone are at a glance as under: 

 The total area occupied by Indian security forces occupy 90,000 acres that includes 

rich farms and orchards. 
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 Over 1500 buildings are captured for miscellaneous purposes by the troops and 

still need more to fit in. 

 In this land grabbing 100,000 people have died in two decades. 

 The detention rate of Kashmiri people has crossed 70,000. 

 Over 20,000 Kashmiri innocent and commoners have been tortured. 

    10,000 have simply disappeared and 

 And last but not the least almost over 80,000 people faced the passport denial by 

the Indian establishment. 

These factors have multiplied the resentment factor in the Kashmiri people and Jammu 

agitation has increased to the highest level. Kashmiris are deprived of their natural 

resources, land, homes, economic activity and above all their right to live, freedom and 

liberty (Butt, 2017). The influence of the external factors is also evident in the instigation 

of the issue between Pakistan and India. The Soviet defeat in Afghanistan and Palestinian 

resolute motivated the Mujahidin anew for the fight against the usurper India in the valley 

of Kashmir. On the other hand, the military funding of United States to Pakistan also 

instigated doubts in the heart of Indians back in 1956. Because in the United Nations 

conciliation for the sapping of the conflict included 18 American members that supported 

the cause of Pakistan (M. A. Mir, 2015).  

Whereas, on the other hand, Moscow came into action in the support of the Indians. This 

was now a tug of war as Pakistan was backed by U.S and Indians were backed by the 

other pole of Soviet Union. The issue of Kashmir was even hardened in this respect. The 

role of United Nations and support in the resolute of Kashmir was crushed under doubts. 
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The international talks over the issue of global war are in abundance and every now and 

then considers a serious issue. The possession of nuclear weapons by both countries 

makes it even hardened and difficult to find any peaceful end. Terrorism is another 

offshoot of unrest need to be dealt with iron hands (Shaffer, 2016).  

On the contrary, till the time America is stuck in Iraq and Afghanistan, it will not do 

anything oppressing and will continue Pakistan in the military support. India also 

displays its role in the support of increasing terrorism in the region in general and 

Pakistan in particular, recent apprehension of Indian spy actively involved in the 

miscreant’s activities in Balochistan and Pakistan shows Indian backing in the 

development of terrorist’s activities (Kupecz, 2017). Kulbhushan Sudhir Jadhav is the 

Indian spy now being portrayed by Pakistan on an international forum and he has 

accepted his malicious activities in Balochistan. The environmental effect caused due to a 

nuclear explosion and every now and then the testing and experimentation continent faces 

severe climatic shifts. This issue of climate shift is another hot and viral topic to be 

studied properly to probe and investigate the issues behind all happenings.  

The melting of glaciers like the glacier of Kola hoi is a live example in front of us (Syed, 

2015). The water scarcity in the region will be the 21st-century conflict basic reason. The 

melting of glaciers and is causing the wastage of fresh water into the salt water of the sea 

because of non-availability of water reservoirs and it also causes flash floods harming the 

lives of many. The non-availability of water in future will directly affect the fertile 

agricultural land and the dispute over the just distribution of water may lead to 

unforeseen circumstances that things will no more be in the control of both the countries. 
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There are no more ideological relations and entities in the world the today's globe is 

about what you have to sell to us and what you have to buy from us (Price, 2014).  

The media and the educational system play the vital role in the awareness building among 

the common people of the country in this regard. The religious and ethnic divisions start 

right from the start of the educational system and media also fuels the fire of these 

conflicts in one way or the other. The biased and decayed curriculum and andragogic 

strategies especially the archaic examples and events shared by the teachers to students 

are affecting the line of course for the children of both countries. The educational system 

has a clear and unresolvable divide and one educational system is not ready to accept the 

other educational system (Ghani, 2018).  

This sets the stage of hatred for the children and the children are the future of both the 

countries. The educational system is not modernized and the role of memorization is vital 

and mandatory. Whereas critical, thinking, higher order thinking, and socialization are 

neglected fields in today’s educational system of both the countries. The one nations hero 

is the enemy of the other nation and the difference of doctrines is deep-rooted in flush 

and blood (S. Rao, 2015).  

The mainstream media needs to project the similarities and harmonization instead of 

differences and contradictions. The media can perform the role of an educationist in this 

regard and both the countries can reap a good crop of peace and harmony. The 

misinformed and doubtful publican never grasp and extract from the opportunities 

available to them to its fullest. The issue of Kashmir has the potential of change in the 

favor of both the countries but it needs a positive approach and just division of natural 
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resources available in abundance. Both internal and external factors need special 

treatment to eradicate the obstacles resisting the peace process (Zeb, 2018). 

The archaic, obsolete and stereotype way of thinking has raised the perspective of 

opposition between India and Pakistan. On both, the ends tensions are present in the 

shape of opposing factors present within the state. The prejudiced action of the Hindu 

fustiest create excuses to blame and dint the Muslims in the shape of insurgencies. These 

activities are promoted and advertised by using religious festivals and occasions to invite 

people and develop nationalistic and religious hype like in the Amaranth Yatra same is 

promoted and preached. In the shade of these religious gatherings land is grabbed and 

people are derived in a planned and sketched way to act against the Muslims. Shiv Sina is 

another political power present all over India demonizing the Muslims interest and 

Pakistani verdict (Y. Khan, 2017).  

They develop a negative image of Muslims and Pakistan in the people of both the 

countries. The intensified state leads to the restrictions if visas and cross-border 

movement of the common people planning their tour to visit across the border for routine 

economic activity or for any other purpose. The exclusion of Kashmir issue by India in 

the talks of Pakistan and India limits the dialogue agenda and negotiation process. If the 

issue of the presence of security forces among civilian is not abolished the overall 

process of peace seems illegitimate in its feel and sense. The lack of committed and 

competent leadership is another core problem of Kashmiri peoples (Ghani, 2016).  

To balance the democratic, diplomatic and political field they need competent and sharp 

leadership, which can handle Pakistan and India simultaneously and engage them in 
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healthy dialogue process for the overall peace that favors both the countries. The talks 

those are restricted to higher level delegations should have a trickle-down effect that 

everybody is involved in the peace process (Haqqani, 2018). The restlessness in the 

people of Kashmir and despair is increasing day after day. The grievances are genuine 

and grew bitterness. The incompetence of the state organs like judiciary and 

administration is another issue waiting for positive reforms (Hilali, 2017).  

Transparency is the most important pillar of the system is missing. This transparency 

factor if removed creates doubts and confusions leading to aggravated frustration and 

suspicion. The factors which are non-state and external provide an opportunity for the 

forces to overrule any set standard operating procedure and allows them to exercise the 

immunity powers given by the government. India never signed the Geneva-III accord. 

The inflexibility of the Kashmir issue needs time and resources for its resolution as it 

benefits both the countries for short and long-term benefits. Furthermore, India is much 

confident because the overall control of the government of Kashmir lies in the hands of 

Indian troops president in the valley. The violent resistance in Kashmir justifies the heavy 

deployment of troops in the Kashmir valley (E. Hussain, 2015). 

In the study, it has been mentioned earlier that the complexity of Kashmir conflict in the 

presence of external and internal factors has increased. Due to the fundamentalist 

approach to religion, the issue is out of control of any of the three stakeholders, India, 

Kashmir, and Pakistan. Indian verdict about the cause is that Islamic fundamentalist is in 

the quest to promote and preach Islamic doctrines to the other religious people and target 

the soft targets to do so. They also add that this practice is being followed throughout the 
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world (S. Hussain, 2017). That is why militancy in Kashmir not due to the active 

involvement of India or Pakistan but the Islamic fundamentalists. These freedom fighters 

are neither from Pakistan nor from Kashmir but the majority of them belongs to different 

Islamic countries from almost all over the world. The violence due to these factors has 

increased even higher. The overall situation has brought Jihad concept and warfare in the 

valley to support Islam and the independence of Kashmir (Yaqoob, 2016).  

Pakistan is also a victim of terrorism from last two decades, this issue is not of India and 

Pakistan but over the global level, multiple countries are facing the same issues and need 

to sit together for the solution of this terrorism thing. External factors like China is 

another bone of contention between Pakistan and India and the relations of China with 

Pakistan are never welcomed from the other side of the border. Especially the concern of 

the world in general and India in particular over the building of China Pakistan Economic 

Corridor (CPEC) is under debate at present. This rage of other nations often becomes 

destructive. Pakistan is well aligned with China and always backed by China over various 

issues. Now Pakistan is shifting its dependence for the defense requirements from the 

United States of America to China and other countries. This strategic and military 

alliance has made India feel the pressure and heat. India is the strategic and economic 

enemy of China in Asia (Chun, 2016).  

Indian government engaged herself with the United States to counter the Pak-China 

relations are it is alarming for China. The balance of power in the region is necessary and 

India is balancing the power with China with the support of United States of America. 

The concern of United States is not China, India or Kashmir but the role of US in the 
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region is a limitation of the nuclear assets of Asia, control over the Taliban. The United 

States in actual a trade partner of India and military alliance of United States are with 

Pakistan (Ayaz, 2015). 

For international community and world, Kashmir has become a dilemma between 

Pakistan and India. India always opposed external forces intervening the matter of 

Kashmir, India never accepted Kashmir as an international issue and always keep herself 

on the back foot in this regard. In other words, the international community has not 

played its part in the solution of Kashmir issue and the necessary pressure over India has 

never been built. The world needs to build ample pressure bring India to the democratic 

solution of Kashmir issue. Indian perspective of Kashmir is two ways between Pakistan 

and India itself, whereas the invention of any other third force is never welcomed by 

India (Iqbal, 2014).  

On the other hand, external forces are also reluctant to intervene due to Indian strong 

position in the world in almost every sector as India is a very big market opened for the 

world. Many other countries sharing borders with India are in direct influence of India 

and fell hesitant and reluctant to go against the Indian policies. Many other reasons are 

hindering the peacebuilding process of Kashmir like the very first of them is the inter and 

intrastate affairs of Kashmir (Hogan, 2014).  

Secondly, a democratic country like India never put in the hands of military invasions is a 

big marketplace for economic activity. Whereas, lastly both the countries are in 

possession of nuclear weapons to balance the power of both the countries. The atomic 

vulnerability makes the situation even volatile. At least, if the external forces are not in a 
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state to resolve the matter but they can play a crucial role at a very basic level like they 

can support the cause of free and fair elections and raise their voices against the human 

rights violations. The bilateral discussion is only conducted at the first tear of state 

organs, it needs to be lowered to the second and third tear for effective facilitation of the 

dialogue process (Sharma, 2016).  

This will increase the scope and effectivity of the talks. Civil society and retired 

community can do positive things for the dialogues transformation process and conflict 

break down. It is a stark reality that if Pakistan and India are not serious about the issue 

than the solution of the Kashmir conflict is impossible. The satisfied resolution needs a 

mutual understanding of Indo-Pak with the appropriate involvement of Kashmiri 

stakeholders (Frasch, 2016).  

A little change was instigated in the legislative process with the conduct of elections in 

Kashmir in near past. The practical oppression is evident from the turnout of elections 

that is 60 percent almost favoring the change through a democratic process. The limited 

legislature of the state of Kashmir has limited resources and limited power.  These 

powers include the infrastructure building like roads, educational institutions, hospitals 

and they also possess the job creation opportunities for the common people of Kashmir 

(Aziz, 2017). The ease is provided for drastically dealt people of Kashmir after a long 

time. Kashmiri people were under stress from last two decades but the stress has found 

relief in the shape of the recent electoral process and limited power shift has been felt 

toward the Kashmiri people. These powers can reduce the brutal attitude of the Indian 

troops to the common public (Mills, 2017). Although we cannot give a clean chit to the 
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whole electoral practice being exercised by India in the valley something is better than 

nothing. The election was contested for a total of 87 seats and a total of 1354 candidates 

participated as potential owners of these seats. The involvement of the Kashmiri people 

in the electoral process is a good sign and the turnout is another positive change to the 

democratic process development (Effendi, 2016).  

The militants were against the electoral process being held under the supervision of India. 

A total of 600 companies of law enforcing agencies were sent for the conduct of electoral 

process in Kashmir. The election was heavily manned with the presence of military and 

paramilitary forces for security and to counter any unforeseen situation. Curfew and 

patrolling ensured the conduct of the elections, few critics believe the electoral process an 

eyewash as in the curfew how one can come and cast his vote (K. Mukherjee, 2014). 

This is too hard to believe that the role of recent elections in the peace process is as, as a 

catalyst has its role in a chemical process. The militant’s guns are silent after the increase 

in the non-violent independence cause of Kashmir. They are in search of a legal resolute 

of their independence, freedom, and liberty. Violence has brought but nothing now the 

peaceful solution waits for the educated and sophisticated approach. If the concerns of 

the general masses are addressed effectively and at an appropriate level than the resolve 

is possible and near. The basic needs and the just distribution of the natural resources will 

lead the conflict towards a fair and lasting solution of the Kashmir issue. All the 

ingredients need to mixed in ratio and balance, people need basic necessities state needs 

its identity and resources (Shankar, 2016).  
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Kashmir cause is 70 years old and still young and vibrant due to the efforts of the 

Kashmiri people. A solution to the conflict is not simple, it is complex and divide is 

found over the peaceful resolution of the independence of Kashmir. The main solutions 

that we find in the above discussion are a military or territorial issue. The strive for 

justice for the Kashmiri people, trust factor restoration and peace are set objectives. 

Positive and negative decisions and right and wrong actions are responsible for the 

present state of Kashmir conflict. Transformation of the complex situation into peaceful 

needs time and attention of both the countries. This change will stretch itself and it will 

take time to make the complex easy and understandable. If the peace process is 

accelerated, it will bring limited benefits and ultimately it will add to the overall situation 

of the conflict (Junaid, 2017). 

The issue of autonomy the people of Kashmir has its own drawbacks and reverse effects, 

as after the removal of Article 370 situation favors the success of the core issue of 

Kashmir between Pakistan and India. The overall scenario has been altered after the 

removal of the said article and electoral process. The area of Ladakh, Jammu and 

Kashmir should be made autonomous and free in the decision-making process, also 

supporting the religious liberty and autonomy (Das, 2014). All the three regions 

mentioned in the above lines should be taken as the true representatives and stakeholders 

of the region’s cause for peace and prosperity. In addition to that, the political rights also 

need supplementation of social and economic development. The human rights violations 

also demand the provision of the basic rights of human beings to be protected and 
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safeguarded. Above all the just distribution of natural resources like water and land are 

also fall under the category of human rights abuses (Chandio, 2016).  

State economy needs strength and it is only possible when the dignity of the people is 

ensured and guaranteed. The accusation of the land by the lawful and legitimate owners 

needs assurance especially under the control of Indian army is to be given back to the 

owners of Kashmiri people. Abundant misuse of Kashmiri water potential for the favor of 

Indian land needs proper and final verdict of justice and equality (Jahn, 2015). Indian 

troops are not ready to withdraw their caps from the land that captures illegally but if the 

violence, in the valley finds any rest it may that the withdrawal of the troops may release 

few things for the Kashmiri people. Autonomy of the Kashmir will increase the 

confidence of Kashmiri people and we may find a decrease in violence. The abundant use 

of explosives is also a threat to the climatic changes and pollutes the environment badly. 

These environmental damages are permanent in nature and no possible solution is 

available to reverse the damage caused to the environment.  

The land is required by the farmers to produce and sell crops to earn a livelihood. 

Orchards and lush fields are under the control of Indian troops (Kapur, 2015). Human 

rights violation control is another hot issue persistently annoying the international 

community. Another objective for the resolution of Kashmir issue is the safeguard of 

human rights and eradicate the human abuses. Justice is required to compensate all the 

victims of human rights abused by the troops present in the valley and strict disciplinary 

actions in the shape of punishments to the abusers may also reduce the displease factor of 
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the Kashmiri people. Grievances need proper and careful handling in the hands of justice 

and authorities (S. Khan, 2017).  

Kashmiri’s wronged by the maltreatment of Indian policies and insulted and abused in 

the hands of Indian troops need proper, artistic and psychological treatment to balance 

the emotional and mental disorder. Mental ailments need state of the art treatment and 

balancing of distorted and scattered feelings. The national human laws are to be set anew 

in line with the international humanitarian laws. Indian army needs to abide by Genevan 

Protocol-III, which advocated the safety of basic human rights. If the same handled 

properly at the appropriate level may increase the issue and it will further fuel the 

conflict. Kashmiri people need a proper legal framework and forum for their advocacy 

(Wirsing, 2003).  

The goal of independence can better be achieved through dialogue process in addition 

legal fight is far better than the militancy. Negotiating process should compromise 

between India and Kashmir: Kashmir and Pakistan, and India and Pakistan and all the 

three together to find a peaceful way out. Cross-border activity and cooperation between 

the areas of Kashmir under the control of Pakistan and Jammu and Kashmir under the 

rule of India should increase and ceasefire should be observed in true letter and spirit. 

This act will allow the flexibility and Line of Control will act as a door opener for the 

opportunities of people of the region (A. Rao, 2007).  

At present Line of Control is notorious for its rigidity but the cross-border active 

participation in tourism and trade will generate an economic activity that will further the 

satisfaction of the people. If the masses are happy and contended than who cares about 
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that who governs us, everyone is concerned about the peaceful and standard way of life. 

The economic activity can stop any possible conflict because if the purse and stomach are 

filled than human mind find entertainment, peace, and prosperity. All the militants if 

given full opportunities to play their positive role in the development of society, and they 

will never be attracted toward any such activity which puts their life on danger (Indurthy, 

2003).  

The peace process is to be well planned and any biases of prejudice are to be avoided. It 

needs joint efforts of the other countries of the region to interfere and characterize the 

declarations that should assure the safety of the continent. The best way to achieve best 

and rapid result is to engage in the dialogue process and this dialogue process should 

continue at all tiers of stakeholders and they should continue till the time any viable 

solution is found and implemented accepted by almost every stakeholder. Bargaining 

may add to it, one may withdraw himself from his argument and find a better place at 

another instance for the larger interest of our generation s and Asia. The role of 

international factors is inevitable and crucial. Their role is basic as well as crucial 

because in this global world one depends on the other for the fulfillment of his needs and 

achievements of objectives (R. Kumar, 2008).  

The inactive and plagued relation of India and Pakistan serious and influential help is 

necessary to find a way out of this conflict because this rift between these two countries 

has already cost the Kashmiris 70 years and many have lost their lives, many injured and 

many tortured. Interference from an outsider is never accepted by Indian side and they 

always behaved as an antagonist in this regard. Setting oneself aside is never a solution 
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for the serious problem, as both the countries are nuclear powers they need to behave in a 

matured way and respect the basic and humanistic rights of others (Mattoo, 2003).  

Like other countries, Kashmir also seeks sovereignty and it is still an unsolved agenda of 

partition after more than 70 years of independence. But on the other hand, India always 

gives a cold shoulder to this serious and dire conflict never ready to entertain any 

international verdict on the issue. Any third body intervention is difficult for the solution 

of the conflict as India has grave differences and considers that enemy who favors the 

independence cause of Kashmir (Gidvani, 2009). China is the example of this argument 

as India never accepted the intervention of China and stood in front of China as enemies. 

Both the countries India and China are also addressing the territorial issues between 

them. India always fights with its neighbors and always finds friends situated next to 

enemies. India had continued economic rivalry with China and treats China as a potential 

competitor (Sodhi, 2013).  

China for its support helped Pakistan and also provide full support to become a nuclear 

state, Pakistan made its own atomic bombs and for the achievement of nuclear status, 

China provided Pakistan required support in the form of uranium, nuclear plants and the 

delivery system capable enough to make nuclear deployments. In return, Pakistan 

balances the power of Beijing to New Delhi. International factors can come forward to 

help in the form of strict implementation of Article 370 (Weiss, 2002), human rights 

understandings, military evacuation to neutralize the tense situation in the valley and 

supervise and direct in the course of fair and free elections in the disputed area of Jammu 

and Kashmir. The role of United Nations in this conflict is silent and feels irrelevant, as 
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United Nation has lost its agenda and writ over international community to implement its 

own passed resolution in the conflict-stricken areas of the Kashmir. United Nation need 

to prove its presence and legitimacy over the countries through the fulfillment of its 

passed resolutions (S. Ganguly, 2002).  

A proactive and concerned approach in this regard is solicited to keep the prestige of 

United Nations intact. On the other hand, United States of America had credible 

influence over the country like Pakistan by the factor of the economic and strategic 

alliance in the region against terrorism and over India, it has another related paradigm as 

it empowers India to counterbalance the power of India against China. Unites States 

involvement can possibly change the persistent threat of nuclear war between Pakistan 

and India over the issue of Kashmir (Roy-Chaudhury, 2004).  

If the set objectives of Kashmir conflict resolution are set at a transitional level, it may 

lead the situation to less but always persistent violence and destruction in the region. The 

factors hindering the peaceful solution of the problem are many as discussed in detail 

previously but at first, the length of the old and long-awaited quarrelsome relation 

contaminated over the long historical perspective. Kashmir has become the crucial 

element of the identity of both the countries. This issue is rooted in generations of both 

the countries as it is an unresolved agenda of partition. This is our third generation facing 

and discussing the issue of Kashmir independence (Hajni, 2008). Secondly, India shares 

a troubled and turbulent relationship with the central government of India and Kashmiri 

people. People by heart and never accepted the rule of India legitimate, genuine and 

authentic. Which is why the Indian troops exerting the writ of the Indian government on 
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the power of weapons and arms and it elevates the resentment and discontent in the 

population of Kashmir. Thirdly, political loyalties of Indian occupied Kashmir are 

versatile and diverse in nature. People support India, Pakistan, and Independence. This 

situation forms three groups pro-Indian, pro-Pakistani and pro-Independence within the 

same valley making the conflict even complex. This states of affairs make the situation 

even worse and clumsy for Kashmir and restrict any possible end to this conflict (Blom, 

2002). 

Negotiation with each other is the possible and final result with the added concept of 

autonomy of Indian Occupied Kashmir in the presence of Article 370 intact in black and 

white. There are tools and instrument available to craft peace in the valley through 

dialogues, negotiation, talks and pragmatic involvement of all stakeholders from every 

ear of society. It is another possibility that everybody in Kashmir supports autonomy or 

alliance with any of the two countries contesting for Kashmir from last 70 years (Garver, 

1996). India will also present a notion of unwillingness to leave Kashmir until a genuine 

pressure from the international society is not exercised with collective effort. The 

situation needs and demands a win-win situation for every stakeholder in the shape 

Kashmiris autonomy under the control of India and just distribution of water reserves 

with Pakistan. But this solution will act as a short-term remedy, with the passage of time 

things will again build as non-state actors again gain attention and their activities against 

the Indian troops twitch. Indian will never agree on the loss of its secular identity in the 

region (Choudhary, 2012). 
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If the short-term policy works it will add numerous benefits to all the region in the shape 

of water reserves, tourism, economic activity and above all security and peace. The 

genuine upholding of socioeconomic culture will exhibit positive changes in the region 

and human rights will be valued and protected. Peace will help for the sustainment of the 

environment and just distribution of natural resources will address the conflict of water 

and land. Pending cases of human rights abuse will find appropriate justice and 

compensation in terms of returning to normal routine and living a healthy and peaceful 

routine (Koithara, 2004). 

For the long-term objectives achievements of short-term objectives are mandatory and 

crucial. Long-term commitments need the fulfillment of short-term commitments, 

institutions and organization build and strengthen themselves over the passage of time 

and refine themselves with the flow of time. Kashmir needs its three pillars of its own for 

better management of its issues, judiciary, establishment, and media (Kalis, 2013). 

India’s brutalities if projected through the appropriate forum to the world will shatter the 

image of India as the longest democracy in the world. Domestic handling of Kashmir like 

North Korea hides Kashmir from the eyes of the world. The public need to be on the 

same page with the help of civil society the local government can be pushed to raise the 

voice of autonomy and independence. United Nations should take India accountable over 

the issue of Kashmir and its brutal act of management in Kashmir demands serve to deal 

with the international community (Suzuki, 2011).  

Human Rights Commission in line with other organization and Non-Governmental 

Organizations (NGOs) should visit and send their delegations to the valley of Kashmir 
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for the first-hand experience of the massive violations of human rights can bring India to 

a viable solution that would guarantee the safety of the region. International Funding for 

the Kashmir cause can also prove worthy enough for the solution of outstanding basic 

and fundamental agendas of Kashmir with the help of those groups working in the field 

(Jaffrelot, 2006).  

  

3.7 Operationalization of Key Concepts Nuclear Warfare  

Nuclear weapons are ultimate weapons of destruction and basically designed for the 

balance of power against the enemy. These weapons are the last choice of defense in any 

military situation or possibly deployed as a political strategy. It decoys the enemy and 

destroys it all, no bird, insect, living or non-living things can escape from the damage of 

nuclear weapons. In a comparison to another arsenal, they damage in much breadth and 

width. Less time much destructions and also the damage is deep and irrecoverable. 

Generation to come face the devastating results of nuclear weapons Hiroshima and 

Nagasaki are the living examples in front of the world. The technology of atomic bombs 

utilized than was far very less than the today's nuclear arsenal (Hymans, 2010).  

The nuclear effects may last for more than a decade, one wrong decision may lead to an 

irrecoverable and irreversible disaster. Nuclear winter hypothesis is consulted in this 

regard that almost every human on the face of the earth is effected with the winter of 

nuclear weapons deployment (Ostrom Jr, 1978). During the course of war till date (2017) 

only two nuclear weapons have been deployed around the world. The first nuclear attack 

was carried out by the United States on Hiroshima and second in Nagasaki in Japan in 
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1945 during the World War II (Jongman, 2017). At present following countries are 

nuclear states having nuclear weapons in their inventory: 

 United States of America 

 Russian Federation 

 United Kingdom 

 France 

 The Republic of China 

 India 

 Pakistan 

 North Korea 

 Israel (undeclared)  

 

3.8 Peace   

Less trend in violence leads to harmony and peace. Peace is characterized by harmony 

and less violent attitude. This characterization also includes the lack of conflict of 

behavior and frightening of violence attitude. Sincere and genuine attempts for the 

initiation of peace process suggests healthy and effective inter-personnel relations leading 

the nations to more developed international exposure in the form international 

relations(Bhutta, 2017). This ultimately brings prosperity and socio-economic welfare in 

connection with the establishment of gesture of equality. It waters the working 

relationship that aids the political and diplomatic stability. This stability matures one’s 

position in the stream of developed countries. Etymologically, the term peace has its 
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roots in Anglo-French word “pes” and in archaic French, it is “pass”, which means peace, 

harmony. coherence and coordination (A. Biswas, 2017). 

 

3.9 Conflict  

Literally, the word conflict is intrinsic inharmoniousness between the intentions of two or 

more charismas of navies. Oxford Dictionary defined the word conflict as a disagreement 

through which engaged parties perceive a threat to their needs, concerns, and interests. In 

this context of dissimilarity, there is a level of difference in the positions of involved 

parties. Conflict is always present and it is a perpetual part of the routine life because of 

persistent negative significances due to inevitable adverse practices caused by abnormal 

and difficult situations. It also includes the premature and sudden death of someone 

(Kroon, 2018). 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

 

4 SCENARIO OF NUCLEAR WAR BETWEEN INDIA AND 

PAKISTAN  

The study is aimed to examine the possible outcomes of the Indo-Pak nuclear conflict, 

particularly the loss of lives, in this section. The purpose is to check our first and second 

hypothesis that “The Kashmir conundrum carries the risk of nuclear war between India 

and Pakistan”. And “Consequences of the nuclear war between India and Pakistan could 

be hazardous”. The probable consequences of such a war will be discussed later on. A 

report by the Natural Resources Defense Council of the United States (NRDC) says that 

diplomatic efforts have been increased to keep these two countries out of indulging in a 

nuclear war (A. Prasad, 2016). A classified Pentagon analysis document states that there 

will be more than 21 million casualties in case of a nuclear conflict between these two 

countries. It was an independent study conducted by the Natural Resources Defense 

Council (NRDC) to analyze outcome any nuclear war between the hostile nations like 

Pakistan and India (Kapur, 2005).  

Apart from the current emergency situation, if there would have been a possible war of 

nuclear nature between two neighboring countries like Pakistan and India, two situations 

were deliberated.  The one situation supposes that it will be like 10 blasts of 15 Kiloton 

(Air Blast) in Hiroshima without the radioactive pollution as fallout and the other 

situation supposes that there will be 10 blasts of 25 Kiloton like Hiroshima along with the 

considerable fight. These two nuclear situations are discussed in the following lines along 
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with some other consequences in case of a war of nuclear nature between two 

neighboring countries like Pakistan and India (Toon, 2014). 

 

4.1 Nuclear Possessions of Pakistan and India  

The Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) supposes that the real statistics of the 

nuclear weapons and their range, of these two countries that is India and Pakistan, are 

difficult to be obtained but it is estimated that they have in total 130 to 140 nuclear arms. 

It may seem opposite to the common man belief but it is deduced that India has at least 

120 to 130 nuclear weapons whereas Pakistan has at least 130 to 140 nuclear weapons 

(Nawab Sher, 2016). The weapons of these two countries are fission based which are like 

the weapons manufactured by the United States in the years from 1940 to 1950. 

According to Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC), their blast power is 5 to 25 

kilotons and we know that one kiloton is capable on the power of 1,000 tons of ordinary 

TNT. If we compare, the bomb dropped on Hiroshima by the United States was of 15 

kilotons and the bomb dropped on Nagasaki was of 21 kilotons (Kitano, 2016).  

A current Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) report reveals that according to an 

army officer of Pakistan the main nuclear arms of Pakistan consist of missiles. The case 

of India is different as they have bombs which are to be dropped by aircrafts. The 

software initiated by the Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) Nuclear Program 

was to determine the effects of a war of nuclear nature between two neighboring 

countries like Pakistan and India to check and scrutinize the United States planning 

process of a nuclear war. They worked in collaboration with the ‘Energy’ and ‘Defense’ 
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departments, sharing population and weather information to estimate the effects of 

attacks of various types of nuclear arms (Zech, 2016).        

  

 

4.2 Primary Scenario: 10 Large Cities of India and Pakistan with 15 

kiloton Bomb (Air Burst) 

The fatalities data from the bomb on Hiroshima was manipulated to guess the 

consequences in case of the bomb blasts in 10 huge cities of Pakistan and India: 10 

Indian cities and 10 Pakistani cities. The nuclear arms of India and Pakistan are mostly of 

the size of the bomb dropped on Hiroshima that is of 15 kilotons. The distance from 

ground zero in Hiroshima determined the fatal wounds and casualties of the public. 

Besides, there were other reasons as if the public was inside the buildings or outside 

them, the construction of their buildings, the physical fitness and age of the sufferers 

when attacked (A. Biswas, 2017). Those, who were near to the ground zero, were having 

more casualty ratio. Those who were away from the ground zero were having less 

number of casualties but more injuries. The following table shows the first situation in 

case a situation leads to nuclear deployment between India and Pakistan, affecting 10 

major populated cities of each of these two countries, manipulating the information 

obtained from the attack on Hiroshima (M. B. Alam, 2017).  
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Source: These figures were shared by the ‘Natural Resources Defense Council’ of United 

States. 

 

 

 

ESTIMATED FATALITIES OF 15 KILOTON NUCLEAR ATTACK IN LARGE CITIES 

OF INDIA (AIR BURST) 

 
 

NAME OF CITY 

 

TOTAL 

POPULATION 

 

ESTIMATED       

FATALITIES 

 

ESTIMATED 

INJURIES 

NEW DELHI 10,927,986 144,500 368,250 

KOLKATA 5,290,862 580,690 1,038,480 

CHENNAI 10,108,888 342,240 655,940 

MUMBAI 12,691,836 320,580 938,200 

BANGALURU 12,339,447 263,270 680,450 

HYDERABAD 12,977,784 349,250 757,230 

AHMEDABAD 3,719,710 233,640 717,160 

PUNE 2,935,744 333,170 883,540 

SURAT 2,894,504 123,280 412,670 

KANPUR 2,823,249 233,260 713,610 

http://worldpopulationreview.com/world-cities/ahmedabad-population/
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Source: These figures were shared by the ‘Natural Resources Defense Council’ of United 

States. 

 

 

 

 

 

ESTIMATED FATALITIES OF 15 KILOTON NUCLEAR ATTACK IN LARGE 

CITIES OF PAKISTAN (AIR BURST) 
 

 

NAME OF CITY 

 

TOTAL 

POPULATION 

 

ESTIMATED       

FATALITIES 

 

ESTIMATED 

INJURIES 

KARACHI 14,910,352 333,160 1,063,990 

ISLAMABAD 2,006,572 2,600 8,550 

LAHORE 9,245,000 98,100 532,350 

PESHAWAR 1,218,773 109,840 330,350 

FAISALABAD 3,203,846 90,940 328,180 

RAWALPINDI 2,098,231 84,230 247,900 

MULTAN 1,871,843 22,470 170,970 

HYDERABAD 1,732,693 210,020 503,640 

GUJRANWALA 2,027,001 175,100 497,650 

QUETTA 1,001,205 49,190 156,800 
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The bombs were exploded in the air which was dropped on Hiroshima and Nagasaki to 

maximize their effect of destruction and fire without radioactive fallout, so the 10 bombs 

on the 10 major cities of India and Pakistan will be blasted in the air. The uranium-235 

bomb named “Little Boy” was blasted 1,900 feet above in the air over Hiroshima on 6 

August 1945. There were 3,50,000 citizens living in that city and at least 1,40,000 of 

them died before the beginning of the new year (Majumdar, 2017). Another bomb named 

“Fat Man” of plutonium implosion was blasted by the United States above 1,650 feet in 

the air over Nagasaki, killing nearly 70,000 citizens out of a total of 2,70,000 populations 

before the beginning of the new year. In the case often blasts of the size of Hiroshima 

bombs on 10 big cities of India and Pakistan would result in more than three to four times 

casualties and destruction, in comparison to Japan, as Pakistani and Indian cities are 

densely populated (Forsyth Jr, 2017).  

 

4.3 Secondary Scenario: 10 large cities of India and Pakistan with 25 

Kilotons (Ground Burst) 

The other situation which was analyzed by the Natural Resources Defense Council 

(NRDC) was in a much brutal and deadly confrontation of Pakistan and India. It analyzed 

the effects of 25 Kilotons nuclear bomb blast on the ground, opposite to air explosion of 

Hiroshima, which will result in considerable deadly radioactive pollution as fallout. 

When a nuclear bomb is blasted in the air then the fallout is not produced by it (St 

Ledger, 2017). The “Little Man” exploded above Hiroshima was in the air at the height 

of 1,900 feet. It was a considerable altitude and the light and tiny particles of the blast 

were mixed with the upper layer atmosphere and were carried by air. It was after days or 
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even weeks when these small particles landed on earth their ability to create radioactive 

pollution was minimized considerably and did not produce such deadly radiations which 

become the reason of immediate sickness and death (J. Jain, 2014).  

The detonation of the nuclear bomb in the air is difficult to accomplish as compared to 

ground detonation with greater impact. In case the blast of the atomic bomb takes place 

on earth or near it, the fireball of the nuclear blast will combine things and metal from the 

surrounding, with the radioactive remains of the blast, intensifying its overall impact (C. 

A. Potter, 2016). These become heavier radioactive elements and return to earth in 

minutes or maybe hours from the time of the blast, leading to a deadly nuclear fallout 

which may spread out even to hundreds of kilometers away from the place of the blast. 

For the exact estimate of the lethalness of the bomb, the information of the blasting 

power of the bomb and the direction of the air is necessary (Needham, 2018). 

Estimating the damage caused in the second situation of ground blasts in the big cities of 

Pakistan and India, keeping in mind the missiles of Pakistan and its aircrafts, all the cities 

of Pakistan and the cities of India are more vulnerable. Including the capital cities of both 

the countries, the most populated cities like Mumbai and Karachi will be hit.  It is 

supposed that 10 bombs, each of 25 Kilotons power (Needham, 2018), are blasted in 

Pakistan whereas the same power and number of bombs are blasted in India, generating 

extensive deadly radioactive pollution. This radioactive pollution or fallout would result 

in far more damage than the explosion and its fire. This second situation envisaged by 

Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) is more dreadful as a greater number of 

bombs of high power are used with ground blast producing widespread lethal fallout.  
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Some of the big cities are supposed to be bombed twice (Frankel, 2015). The table 

below shows the consequences of such bomb blasts: 

Source: These figures were shared by the ‘Natural Resources Defense Council’ of United 

States. 

 

 

ESTIMATED FATALITIES OF 25 KILOTON NUCLEAR ATTACK IN LARGE 

CITIES OF INDIA (GROUND BURST) 

 

NAME OF CITY 

 

TOTAL 

POPULATION 

 

ESTIMATED       

FATALITIES 

 

ESTIMATED 

INJURIES 

NEW DELHI 10,927,986 126,450 331,600 

KOLKATA 5,290,862 396,950 700,940 

CHENNAI 10,108,888 226,450 431,930 

MUMBAI 12,691,836 210,210 500,710 

BANGALURU 12,339,447 172,060 409,670 

HYDERABAD 12,977,784 227,370 501,050 

AHMEDABAD 3,719,710 133,440 350,450 

PUNE 2,935,744 198,950 472,170 

SURAT 2,894,504 70,890 198,770 

KANPUR 2,823,249 138,290 353,920 

http://worldpopulationreview.com/world-cities/ahmedabad-population/
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Source: These figures were shared by the ‘Natural Resources Defense Council’ of United 

States. 

 

ESTIMATED FATALITIES OF 25 KILOTONS NUCLEAR ATTACK IN LARGE 

CITIES OF PAKISTAN (GROUND BURST) 

 

NAME OF CITY 

 

TOTAL 

POPULATION 

 

ESTIMATED       

FATALITIES 

 

ESTIMATED 

INJURIES 

KARACHI 14,910,352 201,270 480,030 

ISLAMABAD 2,006,572 28,470 64,270 

LAHORE 9,245,000 110,080 205,310 

PESHAWAR 1,218,773 117,770 232,440 

FAISALABAD 3,203,846 55,840 130,530 

RAWALPINDI  2,098,231 122,850 245,880 

MULTAN 1,871,843 90,090 214,420 

HYDERABAD 1,732,693 147,040 338,190 

GUJRANWALA 2,027,001 132,740 342,800 

QUETTA 1,001,205 36,150 81,600 
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Within two days of the attack, the estimates state that more than 22.1 million citizens of 

both the countries, Pakistan and India, will have to face deadly radiations of 600 rems 

(roentgen equivalent in man) and it may exceed this quantity too. At least eight million 

citizens will be exposed to a dose of radiations from 100 to 600 rems, which is capable of 

causing illness that may be fatal in case of children, the sick and the old (Selee, Fairley, 

& Hersey, 2016). The Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) estimates that about 

21 million citizens of both the countries will suffer fatally from the fallout of the attack. 

The explosion and the resulting fire will bring considerable destruction within a mile and 

a half let alone its fallout. According to the estimates of Natural Resources Defense 

Council (NRDC), in this much area, about 20.7 million population reside (Bellman, 

2017).  

The survival rate in India will be higher that is 99% as compared to the survival rate of 

Pakistan which will be 93% of its population. It means that they will still possess the 

power to prolong the situation of war. In 1998, Pakistan and India exploded their atomic 

bombs; it incited the specialists to analyze if it has promoted peace in the region (Clary, 

Kampani, & Sankaran, 2016). The specialists who favored the idea of military power as a 

means of defense against the aggressor argued that in the cold war the ability of the great 

powers to have nuclear weapons kept them away from attacking each other.  But this 

cannot be applied to the prevalent war-like situation between Pakistan and India 

(Sankaran, 2014).  

Contrary to the cold war situation, they have fought three wars with each other since their 

independence and hate each other more than anything else in the world. The present 
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crisis between these two countries is the result of the fundamentalism of Muslims and the 

nationalism of Hindus. Another difference is that the nuclear arms of Pakistan and India 

are less in number as compared to Russian and American nuclear weapons, who are 

capable to destroy each other completely (L. G. G. Banerjee, 2017). As we have 

presented the two situations which will create horrible consequence of loss of people and 

damages but it cannot spread up to the stage of "Mutual Assured Destruction"(MAD) 

which was final restraint during “Cold War”. We have discussed two situations of atomic 

aggression of India and Pakistan against each other (Dunbabin, 2014).  

The same was the deterrent policy of the United States and the Soviet Union in the early 

phase of the cold war. With the advancement of technology in their weapons; they 

followed another course of actions like making a target their atomic forces, conservative 

armed forces, leadership, and commerce. The present defense strategy can comprise of 

these targets by both the countries i.e., Pakistan and India. Attacking dams with atomic 

bombs, for an instant, will have disastrous consequences in respect of fatalities, 

destruction, and commerce. Military installations and forces at one place are also 

important targets (Busch, 2015).   

 

4.4 India and Pakistan: Possible Failure of Nuclear Deterrence 

The relations between India and Pakistan have been worsened from the day of nuclear 

tests in May 1998. There have been many disasters since these tests and it ultimately led 

to the 2002 real war-like situation, ready to inflict each other even with nuclear weapons. 

It was surprising to see that the people and the policymakers were not afraid of this 



 

174 

 

nuclear confrontation. In fact, the military and political leaders are not ready to accept the 

altered truth: as Einstein remarks in his famous words, “Almost everything has changed 

after the invention of bombs, if not changed then it is the way of thinking (Karnad, 2016).  

The world is an arms race and this race is growing, the nuclear war is linked with the 

doctrines being practiced by the militaries. Countries are nuclear powers but the masses 

are poor, uneducated and powerless. Uninformed and religious fundamentalists are well-

off. Hinduism and Islam are changing both the countries at rapid speed. Nationalism is 

deep-rooted in both the countries.”. The possession of nuclear weapons is a great source 

of deterrence because of its fear by the antagonist country. But this supposition places 

rational decision above emotions which is lacking in the South Asian situation (Yamin, 

2017). That’s why it is feared that the theories about nuclear deterrence may change due 

to the future deadly confrontation of these two countries.  

The crises between Pakistan and India are related to nuclear arms. Pakistan after being 

defeated by India in the war of Liberation of Bengal in 1971; the then Pakistani Prime 

Minister Zulfiqar Ali Bhutto met with the nuclear scientists of Pakistan and initiated the 

nuclear program of Pakistan (Nawab Sher, 2016). The 1974 nuclear tests of India also 

intensified this race of Pakistan to become Nuclear power. In 1998, When India again 

carried out five nuclear tests; it led to the tests by Pakistan although Pakistan was 

unwilling to do it because of the fear of sanctions. But this worked as a magic for 

Pakistan to protect itself from its enemies. It not only countered India’s nuclear power 

but also neutralized India’s far greater ground, sea and air forces (Bunce, 2017).  
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The Pakistani generals have the mindset that they can achieve the goals of their foreign 

policy because of the nuclear arms.  This was the reason that Chief of the Army Staff 

Gen Pervaiz Musharraf ordered troops to fight alongside the Islamist militants to capture 

important posts in the mountainous area of Kargil (Carranza, 2015). The resulting war of 

Kargil can be recorded being first war caused due to nuclear arms. Pakistan became 

isolated on the diplomatic front and India attacked back. The then Pakistani P.M. Nawaz 

Sharif went to America in 1999 was warned to either pull out or be ready for a full-

fledged battle with India (Ahmed, 232).        

It is written by Bruce Riedell who was a Special Assistant to President Clinton that 

Clinton told Nawaz Sharif bluntly that Pakistan army had intended and are prepared to 

use atomic missiles (Mario Esteban Carranza, 2016). In this case, the order must have 

been from Gen Pervaiz Musharraf alone or with the consultation of other generals. When 

it was revealed to Nawaz Sharif, he consented to withdrawal immediately disowning the 

former state of having no control over the fighters.   Although Pakistan was defeated in 

the Kargil war, its military and political leaders kept on saying that their nuclear power 

has kept India away from attacking Pakistan (A. Biswas, 2017). 

Pakistani army backed this idea to justify the possession of these weapons. There was a 

planned insurgent activity in the Indian parliament in 2001, by Muslim militants in the 

city of Delhi. India became ready to have a decisive fight with Pakistan over Kashmir, 

exploiting the American slogan of “war on terror”, India planned to justify a targeted war 

in Pakistani Kashmir (Morgan, 2017). The already tormented Musharraf may have no 

interest that what happened in India as his country was not the planner of the attack or 
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vice versa discontinued every relation with a neighboring country and even her airspace 

was not allowed to be used by the Pakistani passenger planes. these tactics of resulted in 

making the jihadists a third autonomous force without the influence of Pakistan. It is 

possible that this third force may commit some gross cruelties in India to begin a war 

between India and Pakistan, destabilizing these states and to take revenge from America 

(Craig, 2017).  

During an interview session with the Outlook Magazine in 2002, former Chief of 

Pakistan Army, Gen Mirza Aslam Baig, proclaimed that we are capable enough to make 

the first assault, and followed by another, or even back to back a series of strikes. You 

can be killed while crossing from one side of the street to the other,’ he observed, ‘you 

could die as a result of a nuclear war, you have to die someday nonetheless. Pakistan 

declined the “no-first-use” rule. Indian Minister for Defense Mr. Fernandes, when 

interviewed by the International Herald Tribune averred that India is able to survive a 

nuclear strike but Pakistan is not able enough to sustain the catastrophe of a nuclear strike 

(Shankar, 2016).  

Indian Secretary for Defense Yogendra told to the Outlook Magazine of 2002 that the 

answer to Pakistani misadventure is a surgical attack and if it goes in vain then both the 

countries should be mentally ready for the complete catastrophe. We must be prepared 

for total mutual destruction." It was claimed by an Indian analyst for security-related 

issues Challenge said that India can attack every inch of Pakistan with its best capability 

at any time and any destination, it is Pakistan who should be ready to receive the 

punishment (Craig, 2017).    
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A plan of action was chalked out by India to eradicate the militant’s camps of Kashmiri 

jihadists, it was, in fact, refusing to accept that Pakistan as a nuclear state. India has also 

denied this fact in the past too and before the May 1998 tests by Pakistan, the then Prime 

Minister of India Inder Kumar Gujral had been repeatedly heard saying that Pakistan is 

not capable of becoming an atomic power. This miscalculation may lead to a fatal 

nuclear disaster between these two countries (A. Biswas, 2017).  

Even after the tests, the senior political and military leadership of India is not ready to 

accept it as a truth. They doubt the ability of Pakistan to use them properly and more 

dangerously believe that as Pakistan is a close ally of America and America will forbid 

Pakistan to use nuclear bombs. They also believe that America will destroy the Pakistani 

atomic power if need be. In most places, the Indian analysts repeatedly denied the nuclear 

capability of Pakistan like K. Subrahmanyam claims that Indians can have slept in peace 

(Kroon, 2018). 

Challenging a nuclear power like Pakistan may lead to very dangerous consequences. 

The belief that America will prevent Pakistan from using nuclear weapons, or even 

destroy it, is also very perilous. It is not an easy task to find and demolish a single nuclear 

weapon. It has happened in the Cuban Missile Crisis that images were taken of the 

location of Russian missiles and the planes were minutes away to attack but it cannot be 

said to be effective. In the near past, we see that the US had a little success in destroying 

the Iraqi Scuds. It has never been tried by any country to steal or destroy another country 

bombs. India is promoting its technology to be able to overcome Pakistan (Leghari, 

2017).   
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4.5 Arms race 

India and Pakistan both these countries have increased their military budget since 1998 

nuclear tests.  The defense budget of India for the FY 2017-18 is 2.74 Lakh Crore which 

is 6 percent higher than the last year budget. And the defense budget of Pakistan for the 

FY 2017-18 is 920.2 billion rupees which is 7 percent higher than the last year budget. 

The recent increase in the defense budget of India is more than the defense budget of 

Pakistan. An additional increase of is intended for buying a second aircraft carrier and 

early warning surveillance system (Sheikh, 2015). It is intended by the Indian Air Force 

to increase its squadrons from 39 to 60 by 2020 and acquiring Russian Sukhoi-30s and 

Rafael fighters from France. India is also developing the technology of first strike 

capability. In this respect, the Agni missile is equipped with a nuclear warhead (Tully, 

2015). 

The Pakistani army also struggles and desires to equal India in this race but the economy 

of the country is not favoring. As the World Bank statement points out that Pakistan was 

full of opportunities in 1990 but Pakistan, unfortunately, lost those opportunities. 

Pakistan’s performance until 1980 was better than the whole South Asian countries after 

the act of partition. But, in the year of 1990, the developmental process ceased and it 

came to stand still. With slow economic growth, the poverty rate increased and the crisis 

increased due to the worst performance of the state organizations (Rublee, 2017).  

With the revival of economic state, the Pakistani military leaders will restart 

strengthening its nuclear power. It is estimated by them that India will be a loss where 
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she cannot use heavy weaponry and aircraft. In this case (W. Wagner, 2015), war will be 

mainly on a horizontal level with no attack on nuclear assets and India will have 

following  options to avail:   

• To move into Upper Sindh or Lower Punjab for breaking train and road links.   

• The destruction of Pakistan Army installations like army bases, oil supplies, air 

bases, railway yards and communication networks.    

• To block Both the ports of Pakistan i.e., Gwadar and Karachi.    

The army of Pakistan will fully defend all these vulnerable points at all costs.  There are 

some conditions specified by Pakistan in which they will resort to nuclear weapons 

(Dash, 2016). General Kidwai an official of Strategic Planning Division of Pakistan 

specifies that Pakistan will utilize nuclear warheads if the nation's existence is 

endangered to an extreme and this message was clear and focused. 

• If Pakistan’s territory is attacked by India   

• If most of the Pakistani forces are destroyed by India   

• If India is successful in blocking Pakistani economy   

• If India succeeds in generating a rebellion in Pakistan or destabilizes Pakistan 

politically   

India is focusing on training its forces to be able to fight in a nuclear war situation. The 

biggest Indian war game is Pooma Vijay, complete victory, is stated to focus on the 

training of army and air force in a nuclear war situation. The planning and preparation of 

both the countries clearly show that they expect a nuclear confrontation in case of any big 

fight between these two countries (Mustafa, 2017). 
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The world was alarmed and became fearful at the massive movements of the forces of 

both the countries in 2002. A suicidal nuclear war between the two countries seemed 

imminent. Foreigners began to leave both of the countries. In spite of all this emergency 

and the concern of the world community over a nuclear war between these two countries, 

the common people attitude was not changed from normal. They were having all their 

routine activities in the normal way. Their attitude was one of what happens will happen, 

so no need of worry. The main reasons behind such type of thinking are the religious 

conviction of both the countries and the lack of information about the fatalities and 

destruction of a nuclear war. Even at the peak of the crisis the schools were open, there 

was no hurry on banks and people were not stocking food etc (Z. Khan, 2016b).  

The belief structure of both the countries has been shaped by the material conditions of 

an agricultural society deeply dependent on the unforeseen factors of timely rains and 

suitable weather which increases the belief of surrendering to the big forces. So, nuclear 

war is not feared by the people of both the countries as it is something bigger than their 

control. The other main reason for not fearing the nuclear war is the ignorance of the 

masses about the horrors and destruction in case a nuclear war takes place. In a planned 

poll eighty out of hundred shown their interest and opinion as a favor for Pakistan that 

information about the Pakistani nuclear program is almost next to impossible to find. 

Whereas, twenty-five out of hundred were not on the same page (F. H. Khan, 2015).  

The shelter has been developed by the Indian Defense Research and Development 

Organization.  This shelter will be able to protect 30 people for 96 hours after a nuclear 

attack. It will protect them from the chemical, biological and nuclear effects of the blast. 

It seems that its production will be increased in the near future. In a survey, in India, after 



 

181 

 

the election of 1999, it was realized that even more than 50% of the population even do 

not know that India has had its nuclear tests in 1998 (M. Ahmad, 2016). The 

consequences of a nuclear blast are not even known by the educated people. A bunch of 

students in a University of Islamabad was asked about the consequences of a nuclear war 

and their reply was that it will be the last day of the world. Some other students said that 

nuclear bombs are just the bigger bombs. Most of them said that it is the job of the army 

and that’s why they do not care about it. Most of them were unaware of the horrors of a 

nuclear war like the damaging of the gene pool, the radioactivity of the fallout and the 

atomic firestorm (Mario E Carranza, 2016).  

The site of a nuclear test is glorified in Pakistan by placing its replicas and models at 

every important public place. These are considered as a mark of glory and national 

success not as something causing destruction and death. Most of the crises of Pakistan 

and India have lessened the fear of the consequences of a nuclear war. It means that they 

do not fear to use atomic bombs against their enemy and this is really alarming. The main 

cause of this ignorance of the nuclear war and its consequences is that in Pakistan the 

information about nuclear war are restricted and no TV channel can show much detailed 

program on nuclear war and its consequences (M. J. Hashmi,  2015).  

It is surprising that in India too there is an effective group which may change the thinking 

of the people and the leaders about the terrible results of a nuclear war. An educated 

public opinion will be able to influence the political and military leaders to follow the 

right path and do not indulge in a nuclear conflict. The public is also sure that there can 

be no nuclear war and our nuclear weapons are saving us from the war as the greatest 
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deterrence. Both of the countries are lacking any civil defense mechanism (Mahnken, 

2016).  

A great peace activist and India’s former Admiral Ramu Ramdas sarcastically remarks 

about the situation in India with regard to the preparations of the government to save its 

people from the horrors of a nuclear war that no shelter has been constructed in Delhi to 

save people from air raid because here the lives of people are not considered as important 

to be saved. There are also no stores of food and water which may be safe from the 

radioactive effects of the nuclear blast (Dunn, 2017). In the big cities the region of South 

Asia, it is impossible to provide protection to the many millions; whose basic needs, like 

food, homes, health facilities and clean water, are not even satisfied in the peacetime. But 

it is the cry of the day that demands for such shelter be raised by the people from their 

government so that the masses should not suffer due to the wrong decisions of their so-

called leaders. The preparation for such shelters and the discussions over this topic may 

open the eyes of some of the people to realize the horrors of a nuclear war and they may 

protest to be given the right to life (Willasey-Wilsey, 2017).  

 

4.6 The United States and Nuclear Weapons of South Asia  

 

The concerns of the whole world were set aside by the superpowers and aimed at 

achieving their own causes and intentions. In the bigger plans and courses of actions, the 

little countries were considered just tools. As the Taliban’s in Afghanistan who were used 

by America against the former USSR and then they were abandoned. After the nuclear 

test by India in 1974, America tried to stop Pakistan from developing their own bomb 
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because of the fear of a nuclear race and war between these two countries. But America 

was not successful in its efforts although it threatened Pakistan with various sanctions. 

Bill Clinton, during his presidency, in the early 1990s tried in vainly to persuade both the 

countries to bring to halt their nuclear programs (K. Hewitt, 2014). Again, when in 1998 

both the countries had their nuclear tests it was hoped that they will be forced to accept 

and endorse the treaty of the comprehensive ban on testing nuclear warheads. in 2000, it 

was almost signed by India and Pakistan (Smith, 2013).        

But the Republican Senate refused to ratify the treaty and Clinton efforts came to 

nothing. This killed the treaty and it remained open for all the countries including 

America to resume its nuclear tests. This course of action has been adopted because of 

the strategy of President Bush government (Joeck, 2013).  

The Bush administration encouraged a non-control on any type of weapon control besides 

those which are clearly in favor of the U.S. First of all, the CTBT was undone and then 

the Biological Weapons Convention. America also pulled herself out of the treaty of 

Anti-Ballistic Missiles. This is the first occasion that a country has pulled itself out of an 

anti-arm treaty which is a bad precedent (Bell, 2015).  

All these courses of action led to an intensified nuclear race of arms. The Nuclear Posture 

Review (NPR) of the Bush government declares that the United States can utilize its 

nuclear facility against countries which are not nuclear powers, or they do not possess 

biological or mass destruction weapons. It is considered that nuclear weapons as any 

other type of weapons can be used by America that it is a possibility that Unites States 
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can launch its warheads against the enemies of its allies or its own. The United States has 

invented various kinds of special nuclear bombs like a bunker buster (Baylis,  2017).  

The U.S. had been busy in the cold war to improve its weapons in all way and had less 

concern about Pakistan and India and the war between them. In the cold war scenario, 

both the countries were trying to win the sympathies of America that are why America is 

not worried about them. The recommendation of the Nuclear Posture Review is that 

nuclear strike capabilities essentials and requirements may encompass an assumption that 

any regime change may make the nuclear assets accessible to unwanted actors that are 

hostile. After the attacks of terrorists on America in 2009 in the month of September, the 

atomic bombs of Pakistan are a special matter of concern for America. Pakistani military 

assured and insisted that there is no risk of its nuclear warheads to be captured or taken 

by the militants (Joshi, 2013).  

In fact, many of these weapons were shifted to more isolated and safer places. All this 

emergency was because of the two pro-Islam Generals of Pakistan Army and heads of ISI 

Lt. Gen Mehmood Ahmad, and DCAS, Gen Muzaffar Hussain were recently removed 

from their offices. The U-turn on the policy regarding Taliban by the Pakistani army has 

spread a wave of dissatisfaction on the part of the army by the common man and by 

Islamist faction within the army too. This U-turn was made possible by the immense 

pressure of America. The danger of hijacking of the nuclear weapons of Pakistan was 

intensified by the fact that two higher officials of the nuclear formation, Bashir Uddin, 

and Majid Chaudhry, visited Afghanistan many times. These two experts were sound to 

advocate the Islamic radical perspective.  The possibility was there that both the experts 
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may have released ample information and may be material to them that may develop their 

own nuclear weapons (Ross, 2013).  

It had happened in the 1966 America that those, who were having a soft corner in their 

hearts for a country like Israel, working with the United States Materials and Equipment 

Corporation for the nuclear facility were able to shift 100 kg of augmented uranium to 

Israel to be utilized in the nuclear weapon program of Israel. According to CIA, this 

material has been used by Israel in its weapons. Pakistan nuclear assets are in danger to 

be taken by the terrorists or even the information provided about the nuclear weapon may 

be enough to motivate to gather the material needed for its construction. In this way 

becoming a nuclear power can only become a matter of time. The storages and the 

reactors of atomic bombs and the possibility of terrorist control over the nuclear bombs 

will lead the world to its ultimate destruction (Wolfsthal, 2014). 

It is reported by Alastair Campbell in his diaries the type of warnings which were given 

by generals of Pakistan and India. A Pakistani general said that a nuclear attack can be 

launched by Pakistan on India within the time span of eight seconds. Musharraf told the 

communication director of Tony Blair to remind India that the weapons we are hiding 

from Taliban; India is forcing us to bring them out. There was a great concern of Britain 

on this remark of Musharraf and later Mr. David Manning wrote that Pakistan was even 

ready to “go nuclear”.  In recent diaries of Campbell, these warnings are conveyed. The 

Power Burden, which is being serialized in the Guardian newspaper on two days of a 

week that is Saturday and Monday (L. Black, 2014).  
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The diaries talk about the happening of September 2009 attack and culminate with 

Campbell's verdict to stand down in 2003 after fighting the war of Iraq. ‘The 8 seconds 

warning’, of getting Pakistani atomic missiles ready to attack India, was conveyed to 

Campbell in the dinner with the Pakistani President Pervaiz Musharraf at Islamabad on 5 

October 2001.  Campbell has written in his diary that during a dinner I talked with two 

generals discussed that India kills its own people just to blame freedom fighters to weak 

their cause. It was believed by both generals that India and Pakistan will fight a nuclear 

war, although India has a greater population and is seven times bigger than Pakistan 

(Fruhling, 2017).  

At the end of the dinner, one of the generals requested me to tell the Indians that it only 

takes eight seconds to lit the nukes. Pakistan was paid a visit by the British Prime 

Minister Tony Blair within a month after the 9/11 attacks to gain the support of Pakistani 

government against the war on terror in Afghanistan. The attack on Afghanistan started 

on 7 October 2001 and the Pakistani government showed its interest in capturing Osama 

bin Laden but this was difficult to believe them (A. Collins, 2016).  

The relations of Pakistan and India again worsened because of the attack of the terrorist 

group in 2001. In which seven people died and five militants were killed.   Lashkar-e-

Taiba and Jaish-e-Mohammed, these two Pakistani based Islamic groups were held 

responsible for this attack by India. These groups were also blamed for sending militants 

in the Indian Controlled Kashmir to fight against India. The tension between these two 

countries was increasing with the passage of time and the U.S. Secretary of State, Mr. 

Richard Armitage, visited subcontinent in 2002 (Fuhrmann, 2014).  British Prime 
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Minister Tony Blair again visited the Indo-Pak subcontinent in January 2002, which was 

the most stressed situation between these two countries since their independence since 

1947. A paper was prepared by Manning for the British Prime Minister Tony Blair 

exposing a real threat of a nuclear war in the region. Tony Blair was really alarmed by 

the content of this paper and said to David that no launching of nuclear warheads is in 

plans over the conflict of Kashmir, is it so, but if the situation demand then there is also a 

possibility of doing the same unwanted nuclear attack (Narang, 2013). 

When the British Prime minister Tony Blair returned to U.K. A discussion was made 

over the nuclear issue of Pakistan and India in the cabinet of United Kingdom after his 

visit. Campbell wrote in a diary that Sir Boyce, Admiral of CDS is of the view that India 

and Pakistan war suits us. If they indulge in the fight we can easily achieve our targets. 

Geoff Hoon is of the view that military compulsion should be limited to the calling off 

military reserves. Another statesman said that Prime Minister of India A.B. Vajpayee was 

not satisfied with behavior and conduct of General Pervez Musharraf (Perkovich, 2017).  

In Kashmir, the disposition of Military troops is in millions and it is still the same. The 

number of Indian troops is very dense in contrast with the Kashmiri people in the valley 

of Kashmir. He also commented that the death toll may reach up to a total of 500,000 

deaths as the nuclear capability of Pakistan is far better than Indian nuclear capability. 

The cessation of relations between both the countries has affected the overall peace 

process f the region. Indian side believes that any insurgent activity in Kashmir and India 

is sponsored and fabricated in Pakistan and executed on Indian soil. Another charge on 

the Pakistani establishment is that they train the militant groups of Kashmir and these 
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terror groups perform miscreant activities. David Cameron when visited India also 

supported and favored the Indian version of charges and blames Pakistan for the 

deteriorated situation in 2010 (Bleek, 2014). 

 

4.7 Aftermaths of Nuclear War Between India and Pakistan  

International Physicians for Prevention of Nuclear War and Physician of Social 

Responsibility are anti-nuclear bodies, according to the two nuclear Asian powers are 

able enough to trigger a nuclear war that will leave behind almost 22 million dead. In 

other words, the holocaust of human civilization by themselves. India and Pakistan 

nuclear adventure will prove as the famine of this century on this planet. Generations will 

suffer from the aftershocks of this famine and scarcity of natural resources will affect 

them to the roots. Even a limited nuclear activity can prove disastrous enough to ruin the 

balance of the natural circles. Weapon of mass destruction spares no one whether human 

or animals, non-living and living pay the price of man’s mismanagement. Land of both 

countries feeds the major parts of the world, especially China, Afghanistan and other 

neighboring countries (Joshi, 2013).  

For instance, China is an overcrowded country and as a result of the war, it will face 

serious food scarcity. The people in China are also at risk because of any nuclear activity 

within the region will affect the whole region and the consequences will be serious 

enough to undo or restore normalize the state of routine affairs, as the region is also at the 

verge of water scarcity (Pardesi, 2014). The indirectly affected people will prove another 

addition to the dead in the war, states Helfand, co-president of PSR. She furthers the 
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discussion that the tension between India and Pakistan over the issue of Kashmir will 

directly affect the other inhabitants of the region. They already fought wars predict any 

unforeseen situation in the future (N. L. Miller, 2014).  

The present nuclear technology of both the countries in far advanced shape than the 

American dropped bombs on Hiroshima and Nagasaki. These weapons have furthered 

capacity to kill and create a catastrophe. The atomic technology is much damaging than 

the technology of 1945. The nuclear war fought between any country on any part of the 

world will reflect its signs and affects over the globe, especially if the countries like 

Pakistan and India engage themselves in this hilarious crime than effects are even 

enriched. Both the countries are in the possession of limitless natural resources, water 

reserves and above all the circulation of all four kinds of weather that enrich the fertility 

of the land (Dalrymple, 2013).  

If all this is affected by any clash between these two countries than the natural resources 

possessed by the countries benefiting the world will diminish and disappear. The several 

crisis and wars have already been in action between the two countries since the time of 

partition of 1947. The testing of a nuclear facility has been achieved by both countries 

and tensions are again gaining hype between both countries. The attack of Herat 

Consulate of India by the militant's group escalated the tension and it refreshed the 

enmity of both countries. This attack was executed by the heavily armed trained and 

equipped militants in 2014. This all happened in the city of Western Afghanistan in the 

presence of American troops on the soil of Afghanistan but the blame was charged on 

Pakistan and its military establishment. Indian diplomats were the target during a 

ceremony occasioned by the then Prime Minister (Raghavan, 2016).  
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The crisis was upheld by the deployed troops and the situation was taken over. RAW 

blamed Pakistan for the fabrication of the attack. They also presumed that the higher 

officials of Pakistani side are also at the back of this activity carried out by the militants. 

The tensions are also piling up on the working boundary of Pakistan and India even when 

the ceasefire orders persist. The Line of Control bears the fire of small and medium 

weapons in the shape of artillery and infantry firing. Many die in the crossfire activity 

from the troops and even the civilian is not spared. Both the countries have issued clear 

instructions to respond to any act of aggression (Miraglia, 2013). 

Although both the prime ministers have paid visits to each other still the issue stands as it 

was before. The regular dialogue process of Pakistan and India over Kashmir has been 

put aside but still, the visit of both counterparts to each other’s country means a lot. Ajith 

Doval an experience Indian National Security Officer is particularly working on the 

counter strategy of Pakistan, as he is considered a very hard liner of Pakistan. This 

appointment has been made in the personal capacity of the present Prime Minister Modi.  

As the track record of Modi himself is not in the favor of Muslims in general and poses 

anti-Muslim sentiment (Sathasivam, 2017).  

The predecessors of Bhartiya Janatha Party have criticized Modi on the appointment of 

Ajith Doval. India took these steps after the attack of 2008. The movement of troops is a 

routine matter between both countries on several issues of mistrust. As the two countries 

had a limited fight over the issue of Kargil in 1999. Pakistan Army moved to take control 

of the mountains of Kargil in 1999. These heights are the key to a roadway to Kashmir 

from the Indian side. The Airstrikes and acts of the field troops increased. Both the 

countries tried to choke their vital and major points to cease the activity and take control 



 

191 

 

over the bargain situation. India tried to cut the oil and fuel supplies of Pakistan in the 

Arabian Sea. The fight of Kargil is still controversial, both the sides claim that they were 

having the upper hand (M. C. Miller, 2014).  

The nuclear forces were also standing on one leg and they were alert to respond to any 

unforeseen situation at the earliest. American president Bill Clinton came into action and 

he favored India, pressurized Pakistani prime minister to step back on the issue of Kargil 

in July 1999. If the settlement would not have been placed over both countries than there 

were chances of bigger encounters between both the countries. It may have exchanged 

the nuclear capability of both countries (S. Ganguly, 2013).  

The difference is even observable that both the countries now possess nuclear weapon 

delivery systems. Both the countries have the fastest growing nuclear arsenal throughout 

the world. Pakistani nuclear reactors are backed by China. Both the countries have long-

range hit capabilities that are able to hit any country of the each other. India even extends 

its ranges to Beijing, China (Z. Khan, 2014). 

In response to the retreat of Nawaz Sharif in the favor of India, his government was 

overthrown by a military coup enacted by the Army Chief General Pervez Musharraf. 

India blames General Pervez Musharraf for the misadventure of Kargil in 1999. Pakistani 

opposition parties also claim to take control of every inch of Kashmir in the defense of 

helpless Kashmiri people. Imran Khan also pressurized Nawaz Sharif to step down and 

further the political process by-elections. The political process creates a gap for the 

development of peace process dialogues. After the Afghan War, American influence in 

South Asia had declined. Islamabad and New Delhi are more empowered and can hold 



 

192 

 

up against the upheavals of America than ever before. The results of any nuclear conflict 

will be horrible enough to repent (Helfand, 2013). 

The nuclear war will not decide who was right, it will only decide that who is left. Show 

of nuclear power is an insane show, hazardous to every speeches and creed over the 

earth. The story may feel mythical, but the lust of maximum damage never permits the 

gray matter to think about the catastrophe caused due to heavy use of nuclear weapons. 

Lack of war plan leads to the ultimate use of power. This ultimate display of power 

results in the shape of irreversible worst situation. The Cold War proved an end of the 

nuclear race but the present situation is different as the countries like North Korea and 

Iran are once again started the race of gathering nuclear arsenal (Carranza, 2018).  

The insecurity of the small nations due to the aggressive and forced behavior of the 

nations in power force the countries to build their defense and equip it in line with the 

needs of the hour. To stop any pointless tragedy of human history the arms control and 

proliferation of the nuclear arsenals needs the consensus of the world to find a permanent 

and effective solution of the problem especially in the perspective of the countries like 

Pakistan and India as they have shared interests in the same disputed region of Kashmir 

(Pradhan). Human deaths and other heavy costs are possible results of any nuclear 

potential display. The blast of nuclear weapons will create long terms deaths in the cities 

of both countries, and who will survive the strikes will live a horrible life full of miseries. 

Both the countries possess nuclear arsenal but the necessary training, medical recovery 

equipment, and trained staff are not available, any biological, chemical, nuclear or 

radioactive attack is a threat for the public as no medical facilitation exists for the 

treatment of the bruises and burns of such weapons causalities (Hanson, 2018).  
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The stocks of the weapons are increasing but the other aspect is left blank. Medical 

facilities in contrast to missiles facilities are nil. Both the countries are capable to launch 

their nuclear weapons from land, surface, and air. The stocks of the Indian armed forces 

are as follows as published by indian Atomic Scientists. 
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INDIAN NUCLEAR CAPABLE MISSILES 

 

S.NO 

 

NAME 

 

CLASS 

 

RANGE 

 

PAYLOAD 

 

STATUS 

1 Agni-1 SRBM 700 KM – 12000 KM 1000 KG – 2500 KG OPERATIONAL 

2 Agni-2 MRBM 2000 KM – 3000 KM 500 KG – 1000 KG OPERATIONAL 

4 Agni-3 IRBM 3500 KM 2490 KG OPERATIONAL 

5 Agni-4 IRBM 3500 KM- 4000 KM 800 KG OPERATIONAL 

6 Agni-5 ICBM 5000 KM- 8000 KM 3000 KG UNDER DEVELOPMENT 

7 SURYA-I ICBM 5200 KM-11600 KM 700 KG- 1400 KG UNDER DEVELOPMENT 

8 DHANUSH SRBM 350 KM 500 KG OPERATIONAL 

9 NIRBHAY CM 800 KM - 1000 KM 1500 KG OPERATIONAL 

10 BRAHMOS CM 300 KM – 500 KM 300 KG OPERATIONAL 

11 P-70 AMETIST ASM 65 KM 530 KG OPERATIONAL 

12 P-270 MOSKIT CM 120 KM 320 KG OPERATIONAL 

13 POPEYE ASM 78 KM 340 KG OPERATIOINAL 

14 PRITHVI-I SRBM 150 KM 1000 KG OPERATIONAL 

15 PRITHVI-II SRBM 250 KM 500 KG OPERATIONAL 

16 PRITHVI-III SRBM 350 KM 500 KG OPERATIONAL 

17 SAGARIKA SLBM 700 KM-2200 KM 500 KG-800 KG OPERATIONAL 

18 SHAURYA SLBM 700 KM 800 KG OPERATIONAL 

19 PRAHAAR SRBM 150 KM 200 KG UNDER DEVELOPMENT 

20 EXOCET ASCM 40 KM – 180 KM 165 KG OPERATIONAL 

 

 This Indian Bulk is under the custody of armed forces and always under certain tests and 

preparations. India is the highest investor in the field of its defense in the region. Few of 

its missiles are difficult to be traced by the satellite imagery. They are all in the inventory 

of the Strategic Force Command known as the custodian of the nuclear assists of India 

(Schaffer, 2017). 
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These weapons are capable to be launched from fixed or mobile launch pads, can be 

launched from road and train. Nuclear weapons carry various capacity payloads. 

Whereas, the response time of launching a missile is as low as fifteen minutes. There 

were few unsuccessful launches but at the end, the missiles were launched successfully 

for the test flights. Indian rail launched and ballistic missiles are under the developmental 

stages, will grace the Indian armory in the coming days. They are in abundance and in a 

variety ranging from short to medium and long-range missiles (Litwak, 2017). Capable 

enough to target 5,000, 8,000 or even longer distant hostile targets. It is reported that with 

the range limit of 8,000 Agni V has the capability of targeting China (Jha, 2018).  

In another recent article of Nuclear Scientists, the capacity and capability of Pakistan 

have been described in detail. Pakistan has equipped its Falcon Fighter F-16 with the 

capability of nuclear weapon launch. United States Defense Agency presented the 

statistics that Pakistan would achieve a total of 130–140 warheads by the end of 2020; it 

appears that Pakistan has already achieved that limit in 2006-07. This growth rate has 

falsified all the predictions. Official statements of United States claim that Pakistan has 

the potential capacity of almost around 140 nuclear warheads at its inventory (Karrlsson, 

2017).  

These statistics were published by the New York Times. In addition to that, it has state of 

the art nuclear weapons delivery and launches system in the world. In the coming ten 

years the growth rate will even great in number than ever before (Thakur, 2017). Pakistan 

never published its atomic strength officially. Even the minimum requirement of the 

deterrence is not shared by the Pakistani officials. But the developmental phases are 

successfully achieving milestones which indirectly predict the growth rate of Pakistan 
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nuclear capacity. This increased growth rate demands an open acceptance and declaration 

of the nuclear assets to be disclosed worldwide. Whereas, the unpublished and unshared 

Pakistani arsenal as heard through the mainstream media, whether print or electronic are 

as under: 

Pakistan has the following nuclear-capable ballistic missiles (Davenport, 2017). 

 

 

 

PAKISTAN NUCLEAR CAPABLE MISSILES 

 

 

Pakistani Intelligence Agency ISI claims that few of these missiles have the stealth 

technology embodied in them. That can hit the targets at pinpoint, can fly at low altitudes. 

In addition to that have the capability of terrain hugging and state of the art flight control 

systems. With the possession of these much heavy destructive weapons of mass 

 

S.NO 

 

NAME 

 

CLASS 

 

RANGE 

 

PAYLOAD 

 

STATUS 

1 ABABEEL MRBM 2200 KM 1000 KG UNDER DEVELOPMENT 

2 SHAHEEN 3 MRBM 2750 KM 500 KG – 1000 KG UNDER DEVELOPMENT 

3 HATF 9 “NASR” SRBM 60 KM 500 KG- 1500 KG UNDER DEVELOPMENT 

4 HATF 8 “RA’AD” CM 350 KM 2490 KG OPERATIONAL 

5 HATF 7 “BABUR” CM 350 KM-700 KM 450 KG – 500 KG OPERATIONAL 

6 HATF 6 “SHAHEEN 2” MRBM 1500 KM-2000 KM 3000 KG+ OPERATIONAL 

7 HATF 5 “GHAURI” MRBM 1200 KM-1500 KM 700 KG- 1400 KG OPERATIONAL 

8 HATF 4 “ SHAHEEN 1” SRBM 750 KM 500 KG OPERATIONAL 

9 HATF 3 “GHAZNAVI” SRBM 290 KM 700 KG OPERATIONAL 

10 HATF 2 “ABDALI” SRBM 180 KM – 200 KM 300 KG OPERATIONAL 

11 HATF 1 SRBM 70 KM – 100 KM 530 KG OPERATIONAL 

12 EXOCET ASCM 40 KM – 180 KM 340 KG OPERATIOINAL 
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destruction both the countries need to behave in a positive and matured way but the 

history reflects the symptoms of nationalism, overreaction, failure at the diplomatic and 

political levels (Leigh, 2017).  

The precedent choose from the history clearly defines the two countries as stark and hard 

enemies, never ready to accept the existence of each other due to their religious doctrines 

deeply roots into the blood of their nationals. The situation demands rational bargain 

from both the sides in order to settle down the dust of mistrust that has created the 

disturbance in the region. The nuclear capability will not only kill enemies but it also kills 

the other, even not interested in the act of war and want to live in peace and harmony 

(Barry, 2018). The heavy troop's buildup is another hot reason behind the ever-present 

clash between the two nuclear states. 

This discussion needs a peep into the matter that if it happens as we discuss, what are the 

possible and horrible consequences of the nuclear show. The radiation exposure may turn 

the nuclear war into the tragically history of the human breed. For Pakistan and India, the 

issue is not just the loss of economic or other material gains, the sign of life in this part of 

the planet is at a stake. Many will be swallowed and slaughter in the hands our own 

fabricated death in the shape of nuclear missiles and warheads as mentioned above about 

both the countries possession and belongings. Two opposite views are present 

simultaneously, one is a realist and the other is a rationalist (Toon, 2017). The loss of 

import and export is recoverable but the loss of human lives is irrecoverable. If both the 

countries extend their steps towards self-destruction, will the outside world come to help, 

as we have killed us by ourselves? The created mess will be our own, and the cost will 

also be borne by us (Kristensen, 2017).  
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Our future generations will never give a good name to us if we put the peace and security 

of the continent at risk. Both the countries need to think and revisit their policies in this 

regard as the loss will never be one-sided, in this case, the whole world in general and 

South Asia, in particular, will pay the heavy price (Akhtar, 2018). The assessment of the 

possible consequences by the International forums as United Nations and International 

Atomic Agency may be carried out in order to warn both the countries to restrain 

themselves from any such action. The transparent stocks holding and weapon delivery 

systems need their justification. International activist and agencies like NGOs and United 

Nations should warn both the countries that international community will never support 

and help any of the countries for their misadventure (Narang, 2017).  

Any nuclear exchange will have no accreditation or support of the United Nations in any 

degree and scope. The two viable options and arms control in joint consideration seem 

the only way out of the situation of the crisis between India and Pakistan over the issue of 

Kashmir in particular and water crisis in general (A. Khan, 2017).  

 

4.8 Options for Pakistan 

There are two possibilities of wild cards available to Pakistan at present. In the nuclear-

armed race between the two countries, firstly, the proliferation of nuclear weapons in 

concern with Pakistan and secondly it is possible in the case of that possibly Pakistan 

becomes an extremist state or it goes into the hands of extremists. These both perspective 

speakers are biased and India is favored. Pakistan, no doubt leading towards the 

advanced and developed stage of fissile material. Maybe Pakistan starts the production to 
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sell its assets in order to expand its economy as China has sold weapons to Saudi Arabia 

(Haqqani, 2018).  

Pakistani Missile Systems are reliable and acknowledged throughout the world. This 

sharing will hold the control over the nuclear assets by Pakistan. In the case of Saudi 

Arabia, if provided with nuclear weapons for the safeguard of their territories, the overall 

command, and control system will lie in the hands of Pakistan. This situation pretty much 

seems like rent a nuclear missile program. If China and Pakistan back and support Saudi 

Arabia, there is a visible disorder in Iran over the supply of nuclear weapons to Saudi 

Arabia. It is a fact that Iran and Pakistan are not threats to each other. If the reserves of 

Pakistan cross a certain level of need, possibilities are there that Pakistan may sell few 

systems, plans or components of the nuclear missile system designs to other countries 

searching for the same. Precisely, Pakistan is an individual cannot be put out of the 

picture of nuclear inventory holders (Ewers, 2017).  

In the support of the second argument, critics and international forum especially India are 

of the view that there is a marginal threat and risk of Pakistani nuclear program slip into 

the hands of extremist’s groups as Pakistani is facing worst security situation where even 

armed forces troops are targeted and destroyed by the extremists. Even the possibility is 

there that if Pakistan itself becomes an extremist state with heavy nuclear arsenal. United 

States security troops may play a role of protagonist to save Pakistan and its nuclear 

assets from the hands of extremist groups. This situation may lead Pakistan and other 

stakeholders to a rational bargain for the benefit of decreasing the impact of nuclear war 

(Kristensen, 2017). It has a positive aspect which denies the assumptions and a negative 

aspect which brings the United States to the control or direct the situation. The 
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maintenance of foreign help and aid, safety measures, and demand of arms control may 

prove beneficial for the deterrence and restraint in the use of nuclear weapons by both 

countries as an outsider like the United States has a hold over the world. But the internal 

situation of both the countries specially Pakistan may start radicalization of certain 

outstanding agendas (Gartzke, 2017).  

 

4.9 Relative Analysis with other Asian Countries   

4.9.1 Iran 

Without any possession of nuclear weapon Iran has activated another race of nuclear 

weapons. In response to Israel’s extension of nuclear developments in land-based long-

range missiles systems possibly to counter Iran has created doubts in the mind of 

Iranians. Israel has also tested surface launch of nuclear weapons. The United States has 

also offered the region of the gulf with the provision of extended facilities of deterrence 

(Merom, 2017). In the sale of THAAD including PAC-III, early warning radar systems 

the United States has extended its deterrence facility to the Gulf countries. The 

cooperation of United States with Israel is for the modification of the short-range 

missiles. In the developmental process of Israel, thermonuclear technology is also 

introduced. A resourceful person of Saudi Arabia has also claimed that the nuclear option 

for the defense of Saudi Arabia is under their consideration (Bentley, 2017).  

The failure of Gulf states dialogues never meant the end of dialogue process but the 

defense capability upgradation is another and separate issue of a sovereign state. Iran’s 

approach is limited in the process of dialogue and under this umbrella of dialogues delay 
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the nuclear program is sustaining continuously. Whereas, the option of negotiations and 

dialogues process is in parallel under consideration. It is pertinent to mention that the 

international sanctions being put on Iran in order to minimize the nuclear activity are 

hampering the nuclear programs of Iran. It is not stopping but the delaying tactics are at 

work under the carpet (Kahan, 2017).  

The military import of Iran is hampered, in addition, it will also prove and cause a 

political and economic dent. It is possible that Iran will also consider and concede in 

order to sustain a minimum level of compromise and reforms. Recent sanctions have 

lasted for years and every day sanction counts in billions for a country like Iran. Iran has 

approached a level of IRBM in the nuclear developmental process (Jessen, 2017). This is 

a twenty-first-century breakout of the nuclear arms race. The new and shifted paradigm 

of Iran’s nuclear program is as under: 

 Developmental stage of IRBM 

 Enrichment of Fissile Grade 

 Passive or Cold Nuclear Weapons Trials 

 Building of New Dispersed or Sheltered Nuclear Services 

 Advance Centrifuge Facilities 

 Testing of a Genuine Nuclear Stratagem 

 Arming of Missiles with an Experimental Nuclear Warhead 

  

The American reliable and accurate systems armed with the nuclear facility of Jupiter and 

Lacrosse M-4 MGM-18 is a living and persistent threat for the world, in the presence of 
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these facilities one can justify its position for the developing of nuclear and ultra-nuclear 

weapons. What comes next in series from the United States of America in the field of 

destruction, as defensive and offensive research and development department is always at 

its tows. The world is getting unsafe with every passing day. These nuclear arsenals are 

pretty enough to destroy the planet Earth more than hundred times. The Iranian effort of 

making nuclear weapons in the presence of sanctions is commendable, that how they able 

to do this monumental task even in the presence of international sanctions (Baker, 2017).  

The process of weapons manufacturing and deployment is completed and nuclear status 

has achieved that pinches right in the forehead of the world powers. On the other hand, it 

is also important to know that how the United States of America will react against it and 

how the United States will let it go, and the support of the international community is 

also another matter that which side they will put their weight (Rezaei, 2017). 

The reaction of Israel, how it reacts in this regard is worth seeing. The discussion and 

debate over the development of nuclear assets are that much hidden and concealed that 

even the common public is not allowed to discuss any related issue such as the firing of 

missiles, holding of weapons, surface, aerial delivery, and land launches are discouraged. 

The United States is also silent on the Israel issue, US condemns and discusses Israel’s 

ventures in a covert manner and never talked the conflict in open. It is early to say that 

Israel is capable enough to hit all the nuclear strategic targets and nuclear enrichment 

installation in Iran. Iran has pointed it every available missile to every inch of Israel. In 

this situation, the hard heads of Natanz and Fordow aroused many questions on the issue 

of aerial delivery of nuclear penetrators (Rezaei, 2017).  
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The nuclear capability of these armed penetrators is a totally mythical and concealed 

story having many doubts about it. The United States of America is capable enough to hit 

any target in the Gulf region as many bases and airstrips are in full control of American 

in the region, these capabilities can be practiced and re-practiced. Israel is far behind the 

United States of America in the race of all these facilities and faculties. Turkey pseudo 

mixing up with Israel, Syrian civil war, and the unrest in Iraq are other factors that cannot 

be overviewed in the nuclear race of the region (Rezaei, 2017).  

The United States never wanted to accept and witness Iran as a nuclear power in the 

region. If America or Israel get entangled with Iran than the nuclear effort will only 

option for Iranians to safeguard their motherland. Iran had also apprehended an American 

Nimitz crossing into the sea boundary of Iran, Iran is pretty much ready to face any 

possible consequences in return for its deterrence capability improvements. The only 

option left with the international powers s to generate and support proxies within the 

region like Gaza, Lebanon, and Iraq. The fire lit in the region in the shape of proxy wars 

will at least transfer its heat to Iran. Any trigger ignited by United States of America or 

Israel, or for that matter even if is a joint adventure the results and counter strikes from 

Iran will heavily or totally damage the interest of Israel and United States of America in 

the region in particular and in global perspective in general (Bandeira, 2017).  

Emerging threats to United States of America like North Korea, South Africa, Brazil, and 

Argentine are not neglect able, as the case is very different in contrast with Iraq and 

Libya. This state cannot be overlooked and understated by the Americans. The today's 

world is very different and precise about its own country, almost every country has 

developed its defenses as the country like Afghanistan has proved a stuck bone in the 
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throat of the Americans. If Iran achieves its set objectives in the nuclear accumulation 

than it will never stop and redraw its new paradigm for the achievement of excellence in 

the field (Kroenig, 2018). It may also look into the following perspectives also: 

 Thermos-Nuclear Boosted Weapons Designs 

 Launch as and When Receives Any Warning 

 Launch Under Any Possible Attack by The Hostile Forces 

 Facility of Dispersed and Sheltered Militaries 

 

Iran also faces threats from Turkey, Saudi Arabia, and Israel, in this state there no option 

left for Iran except to build its own defense wall to protect their homeland. It is evident 

that the race in the field of nuclear technology is less intrinsic but much extrinsic. A 

country is forced to spend tons and tons of resources and money to build and strengthen 

its defense. Same is the case in the situation of India and Pakistan that any misuse of the 

nuclear assets will harm the vested interests of both countries. Iran has the capability of 

deploying and using concealed nuclear weapons on Israel from ships in the form of 

hidden guns from the sea surface (Dabashi, 2017).  

Iran can also launch a proxy war in Israel as at present, it is in animation in the form of 

Hezbollah. If any city of Israel is attacked then as counter strike multiple cities of Iran 

will be under attack and the same will be repeated by Iran as it also has that much facility 

that can reach and target deep into Israel. At present, the main role of nuclear weapons is 

the balance of power among the rival forces and the display of nuclear facility is a 
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souvenir that restricts the power to take any insurgent action against the less powerful 

countries (Kroenig, 2017).  

No one is ready to minimize, stop, eradicate or even limited its nuclear facilities as the 

superpowers are not doing the same, even stepping into dangerous strategic facilities. 

Saudi gain of deterrence that is extended and effective is backed by the United States of 

America. The sanctions, redlines drawing and the arms control dialogues are futile as 

everybody sits debates and talks but at the ground, the silent and visible race of nuclear 

weapons development, testing and piling reserves is an ongoing and permanent process 

(Tabatabai, 2017). 

North Korea is an addition to the drama of nuclear stage. Back to back failure of its 

missiles experiments has not weakened its morale and enthusiasm. The failure of Taepo-

Dong-2 in 2009 due to the technical ground in the satellite, another launch of the same 

with the name of Unha-3 again a failure even at the first stage became successful in the 

year of 2012 when Taepo-Dong-2, in other words, Unha-3 became North Korean first 

milestones achieved in the field of satellite technology. It is an achievement to place 

one’s own satellite into space, this milestone took North Koreas one step ahead in the 

field of technology. Reliability and authenticity need further explorations and probe to 

remove the technical flaws (Mousavian, 2017).  

The United States of America has been threatened by the North Koreans for nuclear 

strikes earlier. This threat was posed even when North Korea was not in a reliable state in 

the field of nuclear and missile technology. North Koreas also clearly mentioned that it 

will also deploy, create and develop its aerial delivery with the capability of long-range, 

accurate and reliable weapons. Recently Unites States President Donald Trump during 
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his speech in United Nations called the North Koreans President with the name of 

“Rocket Man” as his craze of missile development, launch and arsenal development 

(Litwak, 2017).  

 

4.9.2 North Korea  

Today’s world is a global village, and in this perspective, the vested interests of the 

nations are heavily dependent upon one another and everybody takes keen interest and 

spies the latest developments being achieved by any country of the world.  North Korea 

is no exception to this presumption. North Korea has warned simultaneously Unites 

States, Japan, South Korea and few other allies of the same. It directly means they have 

no limited capability, and their warnings and threats mean a lot for the international 

community. She has theatrical nuclear strikes and counterstrike capability (Leigh, 2017).  

North Korean’s missiles are ready to take risks and put the world at risk as well. Threats 

are serious and the day after day experimentation of North Koreas has made the situation 

even tense and vibrant. North Korea has recently warned America to hit an American 

Owned Island. It is difficult to calculate the threat level and judge the severity of the 

situation as the serious questions wait for a response in the persistent restraint (Anderson, 

2017).  

Due to the balance of power by the North Koreans, they have left very few ways out for 

the United States. The roots of North Korean power and restraints lie in China. Unites 

States is under a crisis that China is able to maintain a buffer region between China and 

the United States. If in the present scenario the United States of America deploys any 
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nuclear weapons in response to North Korea, her own existence will be challenged, as the 

threat to North Korea is a direct threat to China. The extended deterrence of America and 

its nuclear disposition in addition to preventive assaults if pointed to North Korea will 

affect the fabric of China and United States badly. China has proved herself as a potential 

competitor in the field of its defense (Lankov, 2017).  

On the other hand, the concern is severe about the North Korean development into a 

nuclear state. This nuclear race has extended and crossed the borders into the land of 

chemical and biological warfare. Japan and South Korea are other key allies and cannot 

be left out of the picture. Everyone needs a balancing force and need to neutralize the 

threat from the hostile states. Again, the option of arms control is under consideration but 

at the same time, the Iranian model is also in front of us. That sanctions and isolation 

cannot restrain and forbade a state from becoming a nuclear power (Boyle, 2017). As a 

result, United States has few options to exercise, it can extend her expertise and weapons 

to South Korea and Japan in return as China is supporting North Korea. This reason can 

bring the nations back to the arms control and negotiation table (Perry, 2017).  

As a result, there are possibilities of North Korea rolling back of nuclear development 

program in the persuasion of China. If there is no possibility of rollback then possibly 

North Korea may consider the option of halting its nuclear program. The United States in 

2012 has allowed the Seoul to increase and extend its ballistic capacity in terms of 

payload up to a maximum of 500 kilograms and in terms of range up to almost 800 

kilometers. The extension in the limitations of the ballistic capabilities of South Korea 

will genuinely counter the strategy of North Korea. The threat posed and enacted by 
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North Korea has made serious unrest in the Americans and they plan to counter in the 

day in and day out (Perry, 2017).  

In the past, the same United States has limited South Korea that not to develop ballistic 

capability more than the range of 300 kilometers but the grounds are set anew and things 

are different after the threats of North Korea warnings. After the agreement of 2001, 

South Korea shifted its range from 180 to a maximum of 300 kilometers. The restrictions 

set in 1979 were lifted once again. This new changed and schemed target and range shift 

of South Korea enables South Korea to target any place within the North Korean 

perimeter. There are multiple versions of the matters discussed between China, United 

States, North and South Korea (Rosen, 2017).  

One is balancing the other in order to counter the third party and in this race, the world is 

accumulating the nuclear warhead in number. The one corner of the world is conspired 

by the other and the balance of power is shifted, lifted and restricted in the favor or 

opposition of interest of one country or the other.  Many accords have been made, 

molded, rejected and disregarded among the discussed countries over the issue of arms 

control but instead of arms control the present arms count is always greater than previous 

(Mathews, 2017). 

In a nutshell, it is a possibility that the US starts to back South Koreas and Japan in the 

construction of precision-guided weapons, conventional in nature and missile technology 

as an offset to the progress of China in the field of nuclear technology. For the United 

States, North Korea is a persistent threat that cannot be overruled at any cost. The United 

States in the shade of backing South Korea and Japan passively pushing North Korea to 

build its defense for any unforeseen situation (Colglazier, 2018). This strategy of United 
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States will reduce the distance between China and North Korea. Resultantly China will 

continue to aid North Korea in the development and piling up of nuclear warheads, that 

will even deteriorate the concerns of the United States (Zhao, 2017).  

China also faces its own maritime conflicts in the region of Pacific and these threats are 

also directly linked to the nuclear program of China. China and North Korea in alliance 

and separate pose serious threat to the United States of America, as American troops 

presence in South Asia just next to China in Afghanistan, is in the scope of China. 

Whereas, it is also evident that India to counter China in the region is supported by the 

American in almost every field of technology. On the other hand, China and Pakistan are 

strategic allies (Anderson, 2017).  

 

4.9.3 China  

The Chinese achievements in the field of nuclear warheads development and gathering 

the stocks of nuclear weapons over the past years. We cannot separate the Chinese efforts 

of building and stretch its nuclear program parallel to United States of America and 

Russia. China needs to counterbalance its power in line with both countries that is Russia 

and United States. The pose intentions of the United States of mixing up with Japan and 

South Korea will ultimately bring China and North Korea closer and stronger for the 

common interest of countering the power of United States (Shirk, 2017).  

Many authentic sources and report of the Chinese military power by the Department of 

Defense disclose China as potential and continuously increasing force in the world. 

Edition after the edition claim that missile force of China has immensely increased in the 

past few years. In the edition of the year, 2012 reflects that Artillery Corps of China has 
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restructured its capacity of short-range missile arsenal, the improvement has been made 

in terms of payload and range extension (Volpe, 2017). The conventional missiles of 

medium-range are also being procured for the strategic purposes by the same Corps to 

improve and enhance the precision strike capability for destruction of surface targets in 

the sea and permanent installation of the ground.  

These conventional weapons are abbreviated as MRBMs. These missiles can hit the 

Nimitz and aircraft carriers, combat naval ships even far from the coastal boundaries of 

China deep into the sea. The standoff, one target one missile precision strikers are also 

being produced by China in order to hit and strike while remaining standoff position 

(Whitlark, 2017). These weapons can be launched from land and sea simultaneously and 

the outcomes are dependable, reliable and result oriented. Other in hand projects by 

China in the field of weaponry are as under: 

 Additional road-mobile DF-31A (CSS-10 Mod 2) 

 Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles (ICBMs) 

 Improved, Silo-Based DF-5 (CSS-4) ICBMs 

  Land-Based Air-to-Air and Surface-to-Air Missiles 

 Land Based Cruise Missile Programs 

 Several Alternatives to Aggressive Missiles 

 Progression of Presently Deployed Older Systems 

 Forming Up of Additional Tactical Attack Units 

 Evolving Methods to Counter Ballistic Missile Defenses 
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Peoples Liberation Army of China has acquired numerous very precise, accurate and hard 

hitting, made in China cruise missiles over the past few years. Previously China was 

dependent for its missile requirements on Russia and China procures missiles technology 

from Russia (Audi, 2017). In the inventory of China, the domestic production includes 

the following range of weapons being utilized by the Peoples Liberation Army at present: 

 Land-Launched CJ-10 

 Ground-Attack Cruise Missile (GACM) 

 Domestically Fashioned Land and Surface Launched YJ-62 

 Anti-Ship Cruise Missiles (ASCM) 

 Russian Made SS-N-22/SUNBURN 

 Supersonic ASCM installed SOVREMENNY Class Guided Missile 

 Russian SS-N-27B/SIZZLER Supersonic ASCM with Russian-built KILO 

Grade Submarines 

 

On the boundary line shared with Taiwan China has deployed almost 1100 SRBMs in 

2011. Same has happened in the southern hemisphere of China with numerous 

installations and different specifications of deployed weapons in terms of payload, kill 

capability and range (Berger et al., 2017). In the news of 2011, it is officially confirmed 

by Chinese higher officials that she has developed the domestic built anti-marine 

technology for ballistic missiles. These missiles are derived from the variations of 

another weapons system which is medium range and has low kill capability (Perkovich, 

2017).  
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With this enhanced capability, PLA is capable enough to hit and target large ships 

including aircraft carriers. Specially deployed in the Pacific Ocean pose a permanent 

threat to the sovereignty of China. The range of these anti-ship missiles exceeds 1,500 

kilometers. The warhead installed on these missiles is able to hit a moving target and has 

excellent maneuvering characteristics. Philip Karber, a defense analyst is of the view that 

there is no discussion on the topic of Chinese nuclear capability in terms of its number, 

size and kill capability. An assumption also reveals that by 2005 China extended its piles 

of weapons from a meager number of 80 to a bulk of around 2000. Few other probes also 

state that China has exceeded the number of 3000. Other than weapon the artistic 

delivery and launch systems are also in the possession of China. The deployment of 

cruise and ballistic missiles are performed with the help of these weapon delivery and 

release systems (S. Khan, 2017). 

The scenario in the race of nuclear regime has turned into a very catastrophic picture that 

is being drawn by the hostile nations on the canvas of the globe. Planet earth has 

accumulated enough self-destructive material; any possible trigger can lead to the 

ultimate destruction in which the survival of almost every species is in danger. Reduction 

in the stockpiles of the nuclear weapons has become mandatory and the United States has 

already reduced its number of weapons from almost 32,000 to 5,000 and in the field of 

strategic warheads (Friend, 2018), this number has become near to 2,500. Followings are 

few statistics presented by the Arms Control Association: 
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Source: These figures were shared by the ‘Natural Resources Defense Council’ of United 

States. 

S No COUNTRY TOTAL WARHEADS 

1 France 300 

2 Russia 

Total 7000 

1,499 (Strategic) 

1,022 (Strategic Non-deployed) 

2,000 (Tactical Nuclear) 

3 China 240 

4 

United States of 

America 

Total 6800 

5,113 (Nuclear) 

1,722 (Strategic Nuclear) 

806 (ICBMs) 

2,800 (Non-Deployed) 

500 (Tactical Nuclear) 

5 United Kingdom 

160 (Strategic) 

225 (Stockpile) 

 

6 

 

Pakistan 
140 

 

7 

 

India 130 

 

8 

 

North Korea 10 

 

9 

 

Israel 80 
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These warheads available with the countries are in different shapes and positions, for 

instance, few are deployed across the borders and always ready to fire, others are 

positioned as reserves and remaining are in dismantled condition. This is the race of 

being and becoming world superpower that makes, incites and tends to regain control 

over the management of the world as per their own code and conduct (Sweeney, 2017). 

But this is the twenty-first century and the world are not the same as was in the previous 

century. Every country whether small or big have concerns about its sovereignty. The rift 

between the countries and distrust over the arms control needs to change into a true and 

focused worldwide effort of reducing these deadly technologies (Martz, 2017). 

It is rightly said that if we remove insects from the face of the earth the earth will be 

destroyed in few decades but on the contrary, if we remove human beings from the face 

of the earth, the earth will regain its original shape within few decades (Gusterson, 2017). 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

5 MEASURES TO ESTABLISH THE PEACEFUL RELATIONS 

BETWEEN INDIA AND PAKISTAN  

In this chapter the third hypothesis will be discussed which suggested that “the solution 

of the boundary issues between India and Pakistan may lead to settle the other boundary 

issues in the region of South Asia”. Kashmir issue is considered to be one of the oldest 

possible issues that need to be resolved. This core issue between these two states 

emerged as soon as the two states secured their independence from the colonial British 

empire and remain still outstanding right from the time of independence from British 

subjugation. There are so many outstanding issues between these two independent 

democracies like Sir Creek, Baglihar Dam, Wullar Barrage etc. yet Kashmir issue has 

been nominated as one of the nuclei for sidelining the issues to be resolved. It is the key 

to make the tense situations prevail in the territory. Both the countries vow to own the 

disputed territory on the plea that they are right in their cause (Yousaf, 2017).  

Pakistan thinks to be right in claiming it on the grounds of religion as this territory 

possesses the majority Muslim community whereas the largest democracy advocates that 

every human being is free in its land as India is the largest secular entity of the world. So 

ideological polarization keeps it unresolved as both of them have been claiming it and 

even have fought three to four wars only on the issue of Jammu and Kashmir. More than 

that so many low scaled tensions and conflicts are apart from these large-scaled 

adventures and campaigns (Jahangir, 2016).  
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So, hundreds of precious lives on both sides of the border could have been saved had this 

core issue been resolved amicably between the two neighboring states. So much so, this 

region may have succumbed to the devastation of nuclear bombs.  An amicable solution 

of the issue between the two countries is the need of the hour which may loosen the 

tensions between the masses of the neighbors which may lead to monetary and commerce 

uplift. In the past, so many endeavors were undertaken in order to resolve the problem 

but all went in vain as the politics have been done on the basis of the said issue (Spate, 

2017). Although there are United Nation Security Council (UNSC) vivid resolutions 

since the time of partition the Kashmiri’s have not been extended an opportunity to 

exercise their right of self-determination through a referendum so that they may be on the 

driving seat for accounting their destiny. The only hurdle behind has always been the 

political ends and gains on both sides of the border. The right to determine the future of 

their destinies have always been denied to the inhabitants of the beautiful piece of land 

on earth by both the nations. Both claim Kashmir as their everlasting and integral part 

even the vocal cord (S. Ahmed, 2016).  

Pakistan claims it to be the incomplete issue on which the partition was planned. Now the 

question arises that if there is any probability of freedom for Kashmiris and if it is 

practicable then how would it be able to fight an internal and external war against the 

economic and political hurdles that it may face had this supposition been taken as reality. 

As the two conflicting states may not permit it to govern this entity independently. The 

research underhand is supposed to investigate all those queries that may point out the 

pros and cons and implications that may encounter with these opportunities. 
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Megabudgets on defense installations at the cost of the public welfare funds have 

restricted both the nations to create a hype and terror in the region (Jeong, 2017). 

The issue may be seen in the perspective of being a result of subjugation, tyranny and 

partial conclusions drawn by the two involved nations at the cost of the Kashmiris' right 

of self-determination and mending own ends by quoting the issue. It is a matter of sorrow 

and regrets that in the past the outcome of the cold war between United States of America 

and USSR was unable to modify the think tanks of Pakistan and India. Rather, the 

Kashmir issue has heightened the tensions irreparably once the Kashmiris themselves 

launched a surge in the 80’s for separate and free Kashmir in the valley which is held by 

New Delhi (Mitra, 2017).  

Both the nations put allegations to each other for escalating the issue as Pakistani 

Government alleges New Delhi of violations of basic rights which may be given to them 

as humans on the earth whereas its counterpart alleges to intervene the sovereignty by 

backing the Kashmiri freedom fighters. So many table talks and opportunities have been 

provided to both these countries but no visible breakthrough have been met up till now. 

The Kashmiris have been denied to exercise their right of self-determination as the 

territory may be seen as overwhelmingly marshaled by the 50,0000 Indian soldiers and 

thousands of the Kashmiris including women, elders, and students who succumbed to 

death or have gone disabled by fatal injuries (Yousaf, 2017). These figures reflect the 

numbers in Indian occupied Kashmir whereas the part owned by its counterpart Pakistan 

has very low casualties rate. The subcontinent was partitioned on the foundation and 

basis of two majority communities having a totally different way of leading their lives as 

the two were unable to exercise their practices by living together (Fayaz, 2016). 
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Pakistan considers Kashmir as the sole reason behind all the unresolved issues between 

the two nations as the then Kashmiri ruler didn’t offer the Kashmiris to go for the 

partition scheme. Indian point of view is totally different as they say that an accord was 

signed by the then ruler of Kashmir with British Empire. Geographical location of 

Kashmir with its three administrative districts namely Jammu, Ladakh, and the Kashmir 

valley makes it a further bone of contention which is claimed on the basis of ethnicity, 

religion, culture and the regional clash of interests (Fayaz, 2016).  

The valley has the majority of Muslim population with ninety-five percent population 

majority of which have a convincing leverage for a separate homeland or merge into 

Pakistani state. Whereas the less in numbers pro Hinduism put their support for Indian 

superiority. Jammu is having Hindus in far abundance who vote for Indian support 

against the pro-Pakistani minority on the plea that their privileges may be refused by the 

Pakistani state. As for as Ladakh is concerned the inhabitants of the region feel that they 

have been less focused as compared to other regions and the followers of Buddha and 

Muslim Shiite are more in numbers over here. Jammu district is heavily populated by 

followers of Hinduism and they are of the view that they have been paying off the cost of 

the conflict between the two rivals and the people of Kashmir have been deprived of their 

right for determining their future (Butalia, 2017).  

 

5.1 Recommended Solutions for the Issue of Kashmir  

The seven decade of the Kashmir issue is completed but the issue of Kashmir is still 

unresolved. The inflexible stands by both stakeholders make it difficult to reach a viable 
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resolution of the problem although different acceptable solutions have been suggested by 

various neutral parties. No state out of the two is willing to be at the back foot. The 

political interests have been catered for by exploiting the issue of the state of Kashmir by 

both the stakeholders (Kurr, 2015). There is a fear of breaking out a nuclear war in South 

Asia only due to the inflexible standing by the Pakistani and Indian leaders. It is the high 

time in perspective of the foregone to involve ourselves to settle the delicate and 

potentially disastrous problem forever although it is not that simple to solve. The issue 

needs powerful determination if we wish to settle in reality (B. Biswas, 2017).  

The stakeholders need to take confidence-building measures and try to reach a solution. It 

is the need of the hour to shed apart all the distrust and step forward to settle the problem 

once for all. The capitals of both the countries should play their role to build the 

confidence between these two countries and the mutual cooperation is the basic key for 

any process on Kashmir issue between the government of both the countries are essential. 

Other aspects of the issue can be amazingly viable provided that the trust boosting steps 

are initiated by these two states. Until and unless the key issue of Kashmir is resolved no 

progress can be made on other problems between these two countries (Zia, 2015).  

The stakeholders may sustain peace internally and resolve a durable stability and avoid 

tense circumstances in the region as well as all over the world. For this, both have to 

extend compromising attitude. The disaster of the world trade center in the USA, 

Pakistan was pressurized heavily internationally to go all out to the militancy in the 

region. An accord was signed by the then Pakistani head of the state Musharraf in 2004 

which was shared by foreign affairs minister of both Pakistan and India to print and 

electronic bodies in Pakistan capital. The accord says that Pakistani state will not permit 
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terrorists to use the land and from Indian counterpart, the commitment of inclusion of 

Kashmir issue in upcoming bilateral dialogue was vowed. Later on, so many meetings 

took place wherein various options to resolve the key issue came into consideration 

(Behera, 2016).  

The peace process was stopped due to the attack on Mumbai on 26 November 2008. The 

two sides presented some tilt to solve the core problem with other trivial problems. For 

this purpose, so many trust boosting steps were forwarded in shape of transporting 

families across the border and two-pronged commerce. The interstate trust developing 

measures revealed the positive intent on both sides. All the steps for boosting trust got 

nullified once the failure of their potentiality could not bore required outcomes. And all 

the services got a bad end as the things went more complicated. The proponents of the 

sovereign state of Kashmiri peoples in shape of various freedom organizations showed a 

rivalry against these trusts boosting steps as these were not going to win for them the 

freedom from subjugation. Appended below are the proposed resolutions that were 

revealed by the various freedom fighting organizations on and off (R. S. Hashmi, 2017).  

 

5.2 Plebiscite by the UNO  

India complained in UNO on 31 December, 1947 that Pakistan has entered into Indian 

held Kashmir just after partition. UNO assured both the nations to hold a referendum in 

the territory but for this Pakistan was asked to pull out its forces and India was asked to 

minimize its number of border security forces from the valley.  That is the time since 

when the plebiscite has been awaited to be conducted. For this Indian wish to handing 
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over the Pakistani Kashmir first and then the said activity may be conducted. Since then 

bleak chances of the conduct of such pledge is seen (Cheema, 2015). So much so the time 

bar has made this phenomenon quite a difficult and challenging option to conduct such an 

activity which may make one stakeholder angry once the decision comes against it. So, 

the relevancy of the said resolution has gone beyond reality (R. Khan, 2016).  

 

5.3 Trusteeship Choice by UNO 

One of the suggested solutions of the problem of Kashmiri people can be putting the 

territory under the patronage of UNO and later on the people of the region may be given 

the right to choose their destination for their safe future. The choice in hand may provide 

ample opportunity to Kashmiri people to get united on both sides of the demarcated line 

and will also provide the opportunity to save the face for the Indian government. This 

will also shed the pressurizing situation for both the states. Having said all this choice 

may not be practicable for both the countries in the first place and the other thing is this 

that the idea has been rejected by India time and again that some external force shows 

some interest in the said issue. Moreover, disarming of the freedom fighters may not be a 

feasible choice for pro-Pakistani groups (Mingst, 2016). 

 

5.4 Sovereign State  

The concept of a sovereign state for Kashmiris is new. Anyhow the concept has got 

support from the majority of the Muslims of the valley. Almost the seven decades have 

passed and the people of the region have fed themselves up from the violations of the 
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basic rights, corruption by the leaders and horse trading. In this regard, the people of the 

region have developed distances from the ruling class (Osuri, 2017). Apart from this, 

some freedom groups favor Pakistani affiliation whereas the others demand separate and 

sovereign states there is no sweeping verdict. Also, this point is to be borne in minds that 

if it gets independence, even it will have to have a dependency on both the nations as it 

would be having no access to seas and oceans. and the Hindus would find themselves in a 

difficult situation as they will be at the mercy of militants in the newly born state so they 

may not vote for independence (Zutshi, 2017).  

 

5.5 The way forward  

The proponents of the battle ridden region may get benefits in Pakistan, India or USA. If 

the region of southern Asia is to have some ray of improved situations, then all the 

triangular states have to modify their inflexible thinking to facilitate the inhabitants. The 

claims of incomplete state without Kashmir by Pakistan may have harmed a lot the cause 

to resolve the issue. The extreme positions are needed to be put aside to avoid devastation 

and resolving the issue once and for all (Powell, 2016). Shutting down militant 

supporting camps by Pakistani state is a welcome step ahead but more is needed to be 

done in this context. The tyrannical and subverting policies by the Indian state have given 

a dent on Kashmiris which may not be reversed. The agencies who work for the human 

rights have rightly pointed out the brutalities by the Indian forces. One remedy to the 

damage done to the Kashmiri people would be to abandon the region from the Hindustani 

forces and permit them to commence moderate and life of normalcy. This may be done 
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by complying with article 370 for granting sovereignty under Indian constitutional 

resolution of the issue (Kaufmann, 2017). 

The Indian and Pakistani leaders have developed a habit of avoiding responsibility and 

imposing it on diplomatic corners of the United States and the United Kingdom. 

Undoubtedly, US is taking consistent interest to avoid the outbreak of the devastation in 

the region. The Jihadi groups are posing threats to the western interests otherwise a 

superficial involvement may be seen by the US. Al-Qaida like organizations may be the 

focal point. Nuclear weapons and anti-state actors should not be awarded legitimacy on 

the plea of getting equal defense by the involved states. There is only one way of making 

the globe a safer place only by eradicating it from the nukes irrespective of the locality, 

region, and area (S. Hussain, 2017). 

 

5.6 How to Minimize Nuclear Dangers in South Asia  

The seriousness of the conditions and circumstances in the south Asian region can easily 

be mimed by the disarmament and compulsory steps need to be adopted to minimize the 

dangers of nuclear wars. The same was restricted by both the nations in the year 2002 by 

reaching an agreement. The need of deactivating nukes which are ready on launch pads 

should prevail so that the danger of an outbreak of war may be minimized. But the 

ultimate solution is only the disarming (Mishra, 2014). For this, some steps should be 

taken like, Firstly, both the nations should be involved in talks at the outset which should 

not focus on Kashmir problem. Rivalries may be diminished by talks of trust and both of 

them should not expect their ends from each other. Secondly, there should be some 
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authorized committees which should estimate the impacts and implications of attacks on 

monetary and economic centers, bases and civic centers by the opponents (Tertrais, 

2017). That may support us to create an awareness of devastating outcomes and put an 

end to wrong notions and misconceptions among the common masses against the use of 

nukes. The death is a false notion and can never be preferred to life (Bunn, 2016). 

A reciprocated cooperation is key to reach for putting the nukes away from cities as it is 

in the larger betterment of both the nukes possessing nations. Expected initiative in 

devastating the opponent’s nukes is stimulated by some motives. The likely and proactive 

response may prevent the other from reactive attack from the opponent. Personal attacks 

also prevent the commanders to restrain from retaliation (Z. Khan, 2016). This is why 

nukes controls ought to be set up in the premises of cities and the installation centers. The 

announcement of the plans should not be focal to the cities. In this context, no situation 

can permit the common masses’ targeting, particularly by nukes. A lot of losses of 

common masses may be minimized in both the countries and it ought to be eluded at any 

price (Sundaram, 2018).  

 

5.7 Borders Issues in South Asia 

Intimately the South Asian region politics is beyond the problem of the differentiation 

boundaries. And it is based on the waters of mountainous areas which are linked with 

Himalaya and that involve all the regional countries irrespective of the size of the nations. 

Disputed region of Tibet may be considered the origin of all the water streams and water 

bodies like Ganges, Indus etc. All these water bodies connect All the regional nations like 
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Pakistan China, India, Afghanistan, Nepal Bhutan and Bengali Nation (Themner, 2014). 

So many relations of the countries are at restraint and in tension. Salween Brahmaputra 

river and Mekong rivers have connections with the making and breaking relations of the 

regional countries including Myanmar, Laos, Thailand, and Vietnam. Careless border 

specifications by the Colonial Powers has been one of the major reasons behind the 

deteriorating relations among the neighboring nations of the area. The borders were 

demarcated by them in an arbitrary way. The Arunachal Pradesh state of India keeps on 

igniting the tensions with the Peoples Republic of China. Same is the case with Tibetan 

territory controversial division with Indian claimed stakes (Elleman,2014).  

Durand line in the west of Pakistan is a hot issue and the cause of tensions with 

Afghanistan.as Afghanistan keeps on exploiting the contentious issue by claiming of 

possessing ethnic and territorial relations and associations. Bordering regions of Kashmiri 

state linked with India Pakistan and China are considered to be the hottest ones among all 

of them. Since partition on 14, August 1947, Pakistan was quite justified in dispatching 

Pathans warriors from the NWFP province on the basis of the Muslim majority in the 

region. and the poor knowledge by the colonial powers for demarcating Bangladesh from 

western Pakistan were the fatal blunders (Wallensteen, 2015). National army of India was 

immediately deployed in the paradise on earth and the invasion by the warriors from 

Pakistan came to a halt and the territory including capital Srinagar was captured on the 

invitation of the then rulers of the state of Kashmir. As a consequence, the controlling 

line between the two parts of the Kashmiri state was established. The claim of possessing 

the territorial affiliation by both the nations results in deployment of the big number of 
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militarized forces in the region. Similarly, Peoples Republic of china forwards its own 

claim of Kashmiri regions backed by the Pakistani state (Weatherbee, 2014).  

The stop extended by the Pashtuns of the western regions of the territory with a ferocious 

and non-fearing bravery was a great demotion to the conquering the rest areas and 

expansion wishes during the middle of 19th century. The rulers had to suffer formidable 

losses in the Pashtun held territory. In the wake of freedom in 1947, the region was 

divided into two independent nations i.e. Pakistan and India. Pakistan wanted to own the 

Muslim majority areas of Pashtuns but the Pashtuns denied the demarcation and 

separating the ethnic Pathans and turned down the boundary of Durand line between 

Pakistan and Afghanistan. The areas conquered by the colonial British went with 

Pakistan (J. J. Hewitt, 2017).  

As the Pashtuns had never admitted the British rule. In the given context, Pakistan had a 

fragile association with ethnic Pathans who extended separation. And it was Afghanistan 

who voted against Pakistan when Pakistan wanted to be a part of United Nations later on 

in 1947. It was done on the basis of grasping the Pashtun areas subjugated by the British 

in the past. Muslim leaders and Prince of the Kashmiri state got united in order to get the 

Kashmiris an independent and free status without joining the claimant neighboring 

nations in the year 1948. On this cause, Pakistan sent hundreds of thousands of armed 

men in the Kashmir state to capture so that the Afghans may not follow the same course 

(Schottli, 2015).  

The attention of the world was diverted and during this period the Kashmiri ruler went to 

India and promised to be a part of the state if they stop the attack by the Pashtuns from 

NWFP province. The attack was based on the plea of saving Islam and the offspring of 



 

227 

 

those Pashtuns are today's Taliban. The attack by the Pathans was stopped by Indian 

soldiers in the valley and the issue is lasting till now between the two nations. Hence the 

national tilt of the Pathans and its avoidance and involving a policy of Pashtuns joining 

hands with Afghanistan may be given the cause of the Kashmir problem (D. E. Smith, 

2015).  

So, the only responsibility lies on Pakistani state of exploiting the Pashtuns and creating a 

regional issue by developing tensions with both India and Afghanistan. And the same has 

the past to 1873 invasions by the British. When a communist revolution happened in 

Kabul in the late 70s, Pakistan's fear of probable spillover effects on Pashtun jingoism 

triggered Pakistan to get on inciting a mutineer war against Kabul that guided to USSR 

incursion to the land of Afghanistan. United and supported by the USA, the Pashtuns 

were decided to be armed brainwashing those Jihadis to extremism based on their 

religion. Pakistan was given the financial assistance and the ammunition by the 

Americans whereas the war on the land was to be fought by the Muslim Pathans. 

Pakistanis Pathans have to then concurrently get on to the subversion of Indian territories 

by stimulating revolt there (Sriram,2017).  

Once the USSR soldiers went back Pakistan once again developed and fabricated the 

involvement of the Pashtuns and created Taliban and an authority was given by the 

Pakistani state to take Afghanistan on so that the Pashtuns may be engaged so that they 

may not think of separation from them. Al-Qaida and Bin Laden were the productions of 

this campaign which led it to the occurrence of twin towers dilemma in the USA. And 

now Pakistan has generated a within terror activist to follow the avoidance policy to give 

freedom to the Pashtuns in the western areas of Pakistan. Pakistan pledged many times to 
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capture the culprits of the twin towers however all went in vain. USA and North Atlantic 

Treaty Organization forces have been made to bleed by backing the Taliban and 

extremist forces in Afghanistan. Pakistan wants to develop an alliance with the Peoples 

Republic of China against the US. By doing so Pakistan may illegally possess the 

Pashtun land against the international players (He, 2015).  

The only cause that makes Pakistan support the fanatics and fundamentalists. Because 

Pakistan is totally dependent on the war against anti-Islamic forces in the region in order 

to divert the internal deteriorating situation of the national politics. Simultaneously the 

Pashtun problem is being undermined by the Pakistani government and the bravery 

required to tackle the problem is not existing which makes it quite difficult for the 

international forces to recognize the real internal problem of the fanatic state of Pakistan. 

Autonomy is a path that is not one way and it demands not only the privileges and rights 

but compulsions as well (Adeney, 2016). It is the will and wish of the Pakistani 

government to proclaim the independence and duck and undermine the issues related to 

internal insurgency and claim all controversies as the internal issues. The violent 

Pashtuns are unwilling to admit the centralized autocracy of Islamabad over Pashtun 

region (Spate, 2017).  

It may nullify the recognition that they possess. They are in a considerably enough in 

numbers to be outnumbered by the Centre. They are powerful enough to be able to 

disaffiliate from Pakistan at any second. The breakaway is the only way in front of them. 

The natural break down into three to four racial and cultural components is the only 

solution than that of developing hardcore extremists which may be helpful in diminishing 

or ending the fanaticism by the centrally organized country (Javaid, 2016).  That would 
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also support the concept of a peaceful region and the interstate issues may also get 

resolved amicably.  The sovereign Pashtun country may help diminish the 

fundamentalism and thus it would no more be a refuge for the fanatic groups. Pakistan 

may function far better in shape of four disintegrated countries than a single whole with 

misdirected destinations. Punjab, Baluchistan, Pashtunistan, and Sindh may be 

considered a viable solution. Once the USA badly lost the war in Vietnam most of the 

USA residents identified that it was truly a battle that united the people of that country 

(Sathasivam, 2017).   

The situation was not based on the subjugation of one nation by the other one. Actually, 

southern and northern parts of the Vietnamese could not be disintegrated and alienated 

from each other they could have been rated as halves of a unity. The thing that they were 

one unity but due to inflexible USA government leaders view of the situation and popular 

like-mindedness and liking attraction and wish to resubmerge was misunderstood. It was 

focused on the Socialist and communist umbrella (Reiter, 2016).  

In the same way, the Pathans reside on either part of the so-called and pseudo-Pakistan 

Afghanistan border.  They could never and have never been submissive to accept the 

divide in the similar culture of Pashtuns Owing to now some days rigid leading American 

players are once again supporting the so-called line between the two nations. It is 

creating hurdles among those who want to be merged into one entity. Some wish to be 

unified under a socialist umbrella. It would be sensed that it was actually too late for the 

USA that it was a blunder for them not to let the Pashtuns united. The Pakistani 

government is negating the Pashtuns right of self-determination by involving them into 

so-called fanaticism and try to make this state the fifth biggest nukes holding state. For 
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that Pakistan is projecting soft image and piling up the arms as much as required (Small, 

2015).  

 

5.8 Tactics for Universal Weapons regulating / Fissile emilitarization  

The 1st general advisor for America Mr.  George Bunn who advised American 

government on ammunition regulating and demilitarization company supported to hold 

talks in order to fissile Reduction Accord, later on he became the representative of 

America to Demilitarization Forum explains that the Nuclear-powered weapons spread, 

which is spread by state or anti-state players puts huge danger to the safeguard of safety 

of the universal scenario. Abdul Qadeer Khan and the associates were intimidated by 

Korea and Iran to provide nukes may help in reaching a conclusion that they may provide 

it to the scoundrel country or some identical group for developing some weapons of mass 

destruction at a low cost (Thakur, 2015). The cease in spreading the nukes to the peaceful 

regions may be diminished by collaborative efforts among the nine countries possessing 

nukes. Apart from that some potentially possessive nations of nukes and much more 

having the potential of developing such capability within no time have to campaign to 

halt the spread of these nukes. In unstable power losses and the campaign to stop the said 

expansion may also result in restricting the ecological effect of relic energies, and the use 

of the technology may be consumed for better facilities of energy (Kierulf, 2017).  

Contextually, the emerging worldwide understanding related to the necessity of decrease 

in nukes and nonproliferation has been developing rapidly. Like, the Obama regime’s 

effort in the year 2009 and his oration with respect to global non-spread of the nukes 
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holds a key progression. Resolution number 1887 that got endorsement in Un security 

council regarding demilitarization was accepted by all the nations unitedly. CTBT in 

2011 increased in a number of states who voted in favor to 157 or so (Ritchie, 2017).  

The prevailing set up have to be upgraded and strengthened provided that this may 

impressively tackle the dangers of the spread of nukes in present-day situation. The same 

can be achieved by making the world peaceful by subtracting the weapons of mass 

destruction. During the early nineties, the Global mechanisms in order to fight atomic 

propagation became quite fruitful, but the same is validating inability to curb the present-

day difficulties. Pakistan, India, and Israel are considered to have attained atomic 

weapons once the cold war was on the rise and later on it prolonged for fifty years which 

permitted many more nations to join the race. And it is the right time to say that no nation 

has misused these nukes since 1945. Anyhow, no case has been observed for spreading of 

the nukes since last three decades.so many nations like Syria, North Korea, Iran, Libya, 

and Pakistan were prevented to attain the capacity by the bilateral institutes which have 

been set up for this objective (Zartman, 2015).  

The expansion sustained by Iran atomic schedule in spite of the execution of fiscal 

prohibitions and approaching worldwide disapproval has been a grave threat for the 

world especially USA and Israel and Kingdom of Saudis in the Gulf region. Apart from 

that prevalent anti-expansion tales like acceptance of non-expansion of the nukes by the 

emerging states of USSR and abort by Libyan leaders has proven to be a big success on 

the canvas of global level. Nowadays non-expansion difficulties may be tackled in a 

speedy manner by the international organizations. Like North Korean issue and Iranian 
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issues’ tackling by the head of states’ decision is a big step to constrain the non-

expansion of nukes (McEachern, 2017).  

At the outset, these opportunities are not supposed to be adequate to put a restraint on the 

nuclear technology expansion all over the world. For these the Iranian and North Korean 

states etc. are striving to acquire atomic potential. This sort of instances keeps the goals 

of minimizing the nukes free globe. It is about five decades’ period that has passed that 

Atom for peace was given by Dwight D. Eisenhower in United Nations general assembly. 

The idea was focused on to share the knowledge and nukes information for the objectives 

to have the peace in the mind with the countries that don’t possess the said technology. 

This could be achieved through mediator like global agency (Esfahani, 2017).  

Later on, the neutral agencies were established to act as watchdogs against atomic 

proliferation and expansion and helping those which are not in possession of the 

capability for constructive ends in mind. The member nations ensured the non-expansion 

agenda in order to fulfill the issue faced by the nations who wish to remain in peace and 

harmony with the world. Now in recent times the Nonproliferation accord that puts 

restrictions on all the members it has but with the exemption to China, France, Russia, 

United Kingdom, and the USA from consuming atomic ordnances and obligates them to 

ultimately eradicating their nuclear collections (Cimbala, 2016).  

The accord gives us the basis for the global government to avoid the expansion of atomic 

arsenals all over the world. The states with a number of 187 fully extend confidence in 

order to clear the world from nukes and atomic arsenals. The exceptional countries that 

don’t sign this treaty are Pakistan, Israel, and India. So many nations need to strengthen 
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the same treaty however they need strong support by the supporting countries 

(MacFarlane, 2015). 

There were big failures that Non-Proliferation Treaty had to face. Right from the year 

1991, amelioration of uranium, parting of plutonium etc. with all ammunition and bomb 

associated campaigns which were hidden by Iran and Iraq and North Korean stated from 

international watchdogs had been unearthed by them. IAEA was able to find the course 

followed by Iraqi regime pro gulf war in the 1990s for which credit goes to UNSC for 

guidelines challenging further meddling checks than that of the IAEA prerequisites 

(King, 2018). The North Korean regime nuclear set up was revealed through the internal 

intelligence sources and then the same was accepted by the regime itself.  The stalemate 

observed with Iranian government is due to the secretly conducting enrichment of 

uranium and plutonium (Shultz, 2015).  

All the countries are bound to give access to the international agencies for examining 

whether the reactors related to nuclear power are being used only for the same purpose. 

Tehran was found guilty of not giving access to the watchdogs. Moreover, amelioration 

of uranium, the parting of plutonium may not be found the violation of the accord if it is 

used for the benefit of the masses for power generation like Japanese government and so 

many others are using the same for energy production (R. L. Brown, 2015). amelioration 

of uranium, parting of plutonium for the peaceful objectives had been violated by Iraqi 

Iranian and N Korean regime and the access after allegations were denied as well. Apart 

from this these nations acquired the technological support from Pakistan which 

propagated the dangers of spreading and considered to be the open violation of not 

providing the same support to the nations which have not acquired the capability as yet. 
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These nations are reluctant to pull themselves from the race of nukes once the India and 

Pakistan tested their nukes and acquired the capability in quick succession back in 1998 

(Garvin, 2017). 

One of the major violators is the USA for not complying with the Non-Proliferation 

treaty responsibilities. As United States of America wanted the nations to sign an 

agreement of CTBT in 1995. The accord was discussed by the then president of USA in 

the preceding year in 1996 but the US upper house didn’t support the bill. The 

comprehensive test ban treaty has opposed the bill and the same was likely to be done by 

the Bush government in the next years. It reveals a wider affinity by the then president to 

reduce agreements by those states that single-handedly negating the same accord as Iraq 

and the compliance was negated by the regime (Garvin, 2017).  

The dubious nature followed by the United States of America and its acquiring latest and 

upgraded nukes in the same era is a clear-cut negation of the phenomena that the country 

that is fighting against the nukes’ proliferation is itself getting it simultaneously. The 

country defends the nukes though it is fighting against it in one way.  These dubious 

standards are causing a great damage to the cause (Nichol, 2014). 

Atoms for Peace oration 1953 delivered by Eisenhower was propagated after the dubious 

and failing of not supporting the anti-nukes stunt.  Post-WW II when the United States of 

America solely possessed the nuclear power the then president Harry offered that the 

nukes of destruction should be eliminated and destroyed provided that other nations show 

an agreement of not acquiring the same and extend and support the accord t\o be 

available for any sort of investigations. Doubtful about the Baruch Plan the USSR 

rejected the option which elaborated that a ban and monopoly of UNSC may be 
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sanctioned by the US and other members to research the nuclear-related issues in 

laboratories but the United States would not abandon the nuclear weapons until the same 

potential by USSR and other potentially nukes’ possessing countries are clarified by the 

watchdogs or impartial agencies.  The bill 1946 was rejected by the USSR in order not to 

give permission until the US wastes its own potential (Sengdala, 2014). 

By disparity, Eisenhower suggested the support to so many other nations the objectives of 

peacekeeping and public welfare. Peaceful atomic activities for the betterment of the 

masses was endorsed by USSR France and USA and assistance were pledged by IAEA 

so that some major leak or problem may be resolved according to the give conditions. 

These nations provide developed uranium etc. to other nations for training and 

accompanied by the mentorship for the wishing nations. So that the potential user may be 

exploited by the less skilled and trained nations (Skidmore, 2016). 

Because the expert scientists advanced upward atomic knowledge curvature, international 

help kept on increasing the expansion of the latest technology for the avoidance and 

prevention of the deadly arsenals. Later on, the 1961 resolution presented by Ireland 

proposed the nukes holding nations should restrict the expansions and the new members 

should not be included in the proliferation. It was suggested in UN security council for 

putting a stop to the said spread which may put the universe at a wider risk as a whole. 

The nations possessing the nukes would develop a consensus for not further producing 

the nukes and limit the nukes would also be put in a standstill situation (Zheng, 2017). 

In the year 1962, a conference was held in Geneva which comprised eighteen countries 

and in this conference, a draft was presented by USA which had a foundation on the 

USSR resolution for disarming countries from spreading and limiting the nations which 
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possessed them. USSR resisted to the proposal presented by USA in which it was 

opposed that the USA would refrain from supporting its north Atlantic treaty 

organization supporters by providing them with nukes’ support. Like western Germany 

which was to be provided the said support under control of USA forces in case of the 

USSR supported block in European nations. There was only one country that extended its 

support in favor of United States of America. But the resolution got flopped as no nations 

were involved in the said proceedings. This multination’s force idea could not succeed at 

all (Theaker, 2016). 

Anyhow the USA had to concede that the concept of attaining the nuclear capability in 

favor of the allied North Atlantic treaty organization nations could not be triggered with 

some success in view. The then president of unites states of America commenced its talks 

with his counterpart of USSR that the permission should be granted to the supporting and 

allied nations for the safety of the global peace. However, the lengthy talks could not 

succeed and the nonproliferation agenda. The USA has to abandon the concept and had to 

chew the steel nuts in response in which West Germany was to be provided with the 

nukes under US support (Vasquez Reyna, 2016).  

The countries or nations which were not declared as nuclearized states were given an 

option to vote in favor of the accord which was making them devoid of the status of 

having atomic weapons and the watchdogs were given permission to probe or inspect the 

installations so that the decisions may be taken for considering them as a useful or public 

friendly use in underhand by the said nation. Apart from this Great Britain, the USSR, 

and the USA reached an accord that they would provide help to those nations which had 

to run the nuclear capability for peaceful purpose. The purpose of disarming the world 
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from this menace of nuclear energy program is to be achieved by these countries so that 

the talks may be forwarded for a universe which is fully nature affinity holding and full 

of peace and harmony (Twigge, 2016).  

Non-Proliferation Treaty based talks went underway so that a viable solution for all those 

nations who did not possess the capability of nukes so that the pursuit of converting the 

ability into a practical situation may be avoided. For this, a lot effort by the international 

watchdog organization approved by the lower and upper houses of these nations to abort 

any such notion but only use the potential for useful aims and outcomes. The first refusal 

came from Indian state which was at the forefronts of the said treaty campaign as for as 

talks are concerned. It wanted that it should be given the authority to develop its self-

dependent nukes in order to counter China that already possessed the potential (Lebow, 

2017). It was followed by arch-rival Pakistan as it conditioned to be part of the said treat 

provided that India is a part of the same. During the decade of 1960 USA tried it’s hard 

to keep Israeli state away from acquiring the status and capability also rejected the talks 

offered. Once the talks of the accord were underway France and China did not take part 

in the said talks but they acquired the status of nuclear ability and then they showed their 

consent to take part in the talks. The nonproliferation treaty draft awarded a righty or 

permission to these two nations to have the right and enjoy the same status as USSR, UK 

and USA possessed (Mazzarr, 2016). They were given the status later on. The accord or 

treaty was put into practice once the countries started the endorsement in 1968 and the 

same was put in practice in the year 1970. Anyhow the talks on the status given to the 

non-possession of nukes came under detailed discussion which focused on the option of a 

peaceful extension to these nations.  Once the European nations who were the supporters 



 

238 

 

of USA became fully consented with the terms and conditions of the treaty, they did not 

become the part of the said accord at their own (Jeong, 2017). 

Review talks are being held on nonproliferation treaty for detailed view and extensive 

deliberations every five years afterward. These talks have an ongoing consolidation 

agenda so that ways are formulated how to implement the treaty for fruitful and healthy 

purposes had how to reduce and disarm the nations who use the said capability for 

negative or destructive notions. The silver jubilee of the treaty of non-proliferation was 

celebrated in 1995 which also reviewed the prospects of the said spread and for putting 

end to the armament which are destructive and which are a threat to the peace of the 

world. This conference in the 1990s was aimed at a nuclear-free universe as soon as the 

possibility prevails in hand (Jeong, 2017). Even by way of the lawful rule got extended 

by these promises, the same watchdog came under extensive pressure exerted by other 

powerful nations. Before the gulf war, the big bolt was given to this international agency 

when Iraqi regime refused to extend the right of inspecting the installations held by the 

regime and they became suspicious too. Once the legal and lawful authority was given to 

the agency by United Nations SC determinations which got an adaptation in a post-war 

scenario. USSR and France supported the Iraqi regime to get the uranium enriched for 

the ability in focus by the hardcore Iraqi powers (A. Banerjee, 2017). 

These discoveries shaped a great strive to IAEA led the powerful campaign in order to 

award and accord an authority for investigation and the same is to be done through some 

assertion. International stakeholders who were involved in talks in the sketch of 1997 for 

that authority disagreed anyhow the Nonproliferation treaty needed to be accepted as for 

as the protocol was concerned with previous standards of procedures. In Pursuance of the 
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design and model a revisionary safety accord, it is up to the watchdog agency. New 

safety accord was approved by only eighty-one states out of one hundred and eighty-

seven nations till the middle of the year 2003. And more than that merely thirty-seven i.e. 

approximately twenty percent approved it with testifying the accord through their law-

making agencies i.e. Parliaments.  So much so the novel and new accord have not been 

even approved by the parliament of the USA state.  Some non-nuclear countries are on 

the waiting and seeing mood and they are asking how the extra responsibilities will be 

faced and dealt with them (Fuhrmann, 2015).  

The comprehensive test ban treaty CTBT embargo on testing for nukes and the US like 

states extends more embargo on the basis of nukes’ problem. The Iraqi bitter memory 

demands new and different approach to dealing with this sort of problem like the pure 

example of a North Korean state. Small and little remains and evidence were utilized and 

implemented by the watchdog agency in the nineties like monitoring of the ecological 

setup and picking the data in the air, on the walls of natural flora, rivers, streams, and 

watercourses in Iraqi territory. That was openly needful and power giving supporting 

mode which got implemented in 1997 to have an easy access and reach to the nukes 

places simultaneously (Pilger, 2017). 

The outputs by the use of such sort of approaches and many other ones gave support to 

give the courage to the agency to suppress the North Korean state for wider 

investigations in the nineties but the regime totally refused the same. A deadlock the 

watchdog agency and the Pyongyang ultimately made the USA and the North Korean 

state quite close in the nineties which says that the Structure for the disarmament 

campaign was to be finalized. And the two nations got settled to disarm the Korean state 



 

240 

 

from all the steps of enrichment of the plutonium to stop the activities for attaining the 

said capability (Moniz, 2016).  Both the nations were ready to share all confidence-

building measures quite easily. These confidences building measures were to be followed 

by the construction of energy purposes nuclear reactor for Japan and South Korea and the 

signing of the accord took place in 1994. North Korean withdrawing in 2002-03 and 

rebellion against the signed accord which took place in 1994 and also its withdrawal from 

nonproliferation accord baffled the whole world in one way (M. Moretti, 2016).   

For about a year or so the Iranian regime has stopped exclusive cooperation with the 

agency and the triggering of the concern was explored which could not be able to restrict 

the regime from conducting uranium and plutonium enrichment experiments.  There have 

been many proofs which were collected through ecological supportive approaches. The 

samples are quite evident that Iranian regime has been enriching uranium and the samples 

found by the investigators are proving evidence of tubes employed for the enrichment of 

uranium and some deposits of under enriched uranium. Iran was ready to be a part of 

supportive accord in collaboration with UK, Germany, and France for temporarily halting 

the enrichment plans by the regime. And the same was reached quite successfully 

(Rublee, 2017). Although the watchdog agency shared a report which reveals the regime 

has never been in a position to reveal the previous investigators the stop to uranium 

enrichment efforts. The DG of the agency reached a conclusion that the agency needed 

clear-cut evidence that the strives were based on developing the nukes. the dismay of 

representatives in the USA. International watchdog agency and its governing body in a 

coalition of the United States of America backs the agreement and the verdict for 

sustained reviews in Iran for underground accomplishments.   
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Iranian, Iraqi and North Korean states have been involved in producing of plutonium 

isolations and uranium augmentation. Now Iranian regime has been extending renewal 

demands to the nonproliferation treaty responsibilities with the subject of not cooperating 

the watchdog.  The thing of anxiety is this that if a state starts to earn accessibility to the 

technological expertise, it is possible and likely for these nations to get out of this accord 

like the North Korean regime did. The regime of Iran utilizes and is still involved in 

utilizing the enriched plutonium and uranium in order to get the potential of the nuclear 

state.  The NSG which is a body that has been involved in providing the plants of 

plutonium and uranium developed to those regimes who do not possess the capability 

(Chakraborty, 2016).                  

The same has been put with a multinational proprietorship and get a grip in order to get 

accessed by the various nations who could be able to have a check on one another. 

Anyhow so many western and European nations along with the Japanese nation who have 

not attained the capability of nukes with so many other nations like South African, 

Argentina, Brazil and others have taken sufficient steps to conduct steps for the facilities 

of enrichment and processing facilities. Is there any need for this area to acquire rule and 

dominance for multinational possession?  Is the Nonproliferation watchdog agency still 

involved in showing the soft heart to those nations who possess the nukes against all 

those who have the potential of getting the status and insulting the watchdog agency to 

mend and decide its own terms?  DG of the watchdog agency Mohammad ElBaradei has 

endorsed that whatever the amelioration and recycling amenities utilized for the aims of 

civilian welfare ought to be consumed and utilized in coming time provided that the same 
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may not fell in the hands of non-state actors and the same may not be consumed for 

making arsenals that may destroy the universe (Asghar, 2017).   

The United States of America has pressurized in the reign of President George Bush the 

states like Iran, Iraq and North Korean state to put them in a restrictive cycle so that the 

states may not get the ability or potential of nukes possessing state. Contrary to this that 

has been done sometimes in one way or single-handedly or the agency led authoritarian 

course which looks that it is not going to produce steadfast and long-lasting results by the 

nonproliferation agency. The prevailing example that the USA invaded Iraq in order to 

clear it from weapons of mass destruction in the year 2003 when so many nations 

followed America in order to no proliferate the regime but the same was done without 

seeking the rightful permission from the United Nations Council that deals with security 

issues (Horner, 2016).  

The American government was of the view that Iraq was going to have the potential of 

getting the status of destructive biological, chemical and nuclear arsenals and at the same 

time the capability of missile system that may have been a big danger to the world peace. 

The nonproliferation agency was trying to inspect the territory and was present in the 

country to get the evidence that the regime was involved to get weapons of mass 

destruction. And the attack without voting in the UNSC by the American state resulted in 

putting the inspectors in immediate way of getting out of the country.  There was almost 

no evidence which may have given the verdict to the world powers to attack the regime. 

The Bush administration was too hasty to attack the Iraqi regime and put hundreds of 

people to death without any authorization, so world powers should not be hasty to decide 

the destination of the others in presence of the security institutions (Corden, 2017).  
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The issues of that kind took place with the sixth article of the nonproliferation treaty and 

it was reached on that the real accord talks for getting the assistance of those that do not 

have the potential of the nukes capability. In order to disarm or minimize the capability of 

nukes or assisting material by these nations, the nuclear capability possessing nations 

including America extended the promise of holding talks with them.  After that, in order 

to get the support of the involved parties for implementation of nonproliferation in the 

year 1995, the USA showed its consent to chase the efforts that may be continuous and 

progressing in order to minimize the atomic arsenals worldwide and the final objective 

was to achieve the aim of attainment of the peace of the globe (Fihn, 2017).    

A review meeting was held in the year 2000 when nonproliferation accord holders 

extended similar vows. Here in this meeting, Clinton led USA regime committed the 

world with similar vows. It also focused to initiate star II and the star III which had 

already been discussed in previous rulers which focusses on the disarmament of all those 

who are striving for the program for the anti-ballistic missile system.  The same accord 

was aimed at achieving the goal of making the globe a safer and better place to live on. 

The treaty and the vows extended got tattered once the American rulers showed cold 

behavior and the promises were left unaccomplished. The USSR parliament conditioned 

the treaty to the condition of withdrawal of the US from the anti-ballistic missile accord 

with duma. So, the accord could not sustain for a long time and came to its ultimate end.  

The alternative of the said treaty namely Strategic Offensive Reductions started by USSR 

with American ruler was signed in the year 2002 (Corden, 2017).  

The accord states that the long-ranging missiles would be taken back or made 

dysfunctional and the limited warheads would be installed on each side by the nations. 
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2200 hundred warheads were reached on and the treaty was signed in 2002. This accord 

is not of the view anyhow that the weapons needed to be shattered rather it demands for 

no investigations and includes more authority to take back the clauses which said to 

destroy the warheads in tandem in START II and then START III and ultimately the 

minimizing the nukes to the possible level for the peaceful purposes and for the purpose 

of welfare of the masses (Sidhu, 2018). Is it a viable step towards the contentment of the 

nations for soothing the nonproliferation accord agency? The head of the watchdog 

agency was of the view that the USA was not trustworthy enough because it did not want 

to reduce the nukes and it was playing with the players involved and those who have 

staked it the matter. And the USA was only asking or pressurizing others to reduce the 

same. In past America has been pledging and giving lullabies to the member nations and 

violating the same by itself in the name of securing its territory and not letting the world 

to ask it for reducing the nukes (Altmann, 2017).  

Another violation by the United States of America was that it did not show any aptitude 

not to attack any country which did not possess nukes but may have the capability for its 

territorial safety.it was being done on the name of weapons of mass destruction. It was 

reviewed in NPR 2001 and then later on in another view that is 2002.  In this way, the 

USA minimized another key assistance of non-atomic arsenals and ammunition and 

another promise was not upheld by them. All these measures were used or employed as a 

tool of running away from the pledges and not considering the international laws for 

upholding the legal way of adopting them. It was the authoritative and single dominance 

of the powerful nations not to consider the others for mending the sole ends. It showed no 
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commitment to the peace of the world rather it was focused solely on the personal ends 

(Reif, 2017). 

 

5.9 The Achievements by Nonproliferation Treaty  

The standard of Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT), the endeavors, and challenges faced by 

the involvement of the USA and other stakeholders who endorsed the watchdog agency 

has worked tremendously otherwise at this juncture of the history more than thirty 

nations might have won the capability of nukes had it not been investigated by the 

international agency. The defense bureau in 1963 took a deep view of the countries who 

are able enough to achieve the label of nuclear arsenals and had guessed that probably ten 

extra nations might have the ability to accomplish to achieve the launching pads within 

ten years. The purpose was that how could these nations be kept away by the Kennedy 

regime (Mukhatzhanova, 2017).  

The USA supported by allied nations with the additional support of India, China, 

Czechoslovakia, Israel, and then by the polish nation so much so the Swede. So, we may 

say that by the 70s more than half a dozen nations might have possessed the atomic 

arsenals. The department for defense provided a list which had not mentioned the nations 

like Taiwan, South Korea, Australia, and Switzerland which did possess the wise and 

technical support that could have triggered them to capable countries (Pella, 2016).   

The South African nation, later on, became a member of the nonproliferation accord 

though it had built the nuclear installations for nukes lauching.no republic of the former 

USSR had been included in the list like Kazakhstan Belarus and Ukraine. These nations 
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had former USSR’s nukes supported sites inside them. The incentives were extended to 

these nations amid talks between the two polarized nations in the past to help these 

nations join the nonproliferation accord. Those nations would never have been in a 

position to abort the status of nuclear-free countries and would never have given up the 

status. The Argentina and Brazil had not been involved in the list of all the nuclear 

arsenals schedules but later on involved through talks to give up the effort to make 

southern America a free region from nukes. The nonproliferation treaty only paved the 

way for such agreements (Meyer, 2017).   

Iraq, Iran, Pakistan, and North Korea started far after the list by the 1963 pentagon was 

presented and these nations were not included. There would have been a far great number 

of the nations who were to be there in the nuclear group had these efforts by the non-

proliferation treaty (NPT) were not there. The initiative by the non-proliferation treaty 

(NPT) was working and still working to a considerable level as the motivations have 

been provided to those nations for keeping them away from the race otherwise more than 

thirty countries would have been showing eyes to the world and it may have been 

disastrous to the peace of the globe. More efforts needed to be put to even keep the 

nations like Iran and North Korea away from getting the capability. Start between the 

United States or America and the Russian state for a reduction in nukes and the same 

came into consideration of practicality till 2011. The USA and USSR did not need to put 

more efforts and not scare the global nations through the financial assistance need to be 

put in a way to curb the menace (Meyer, 2017). 

In recent times the American premiere has centralized the issue or nonproliferation treaty 

and lot many meetings had been asked to take place to call for summit leaders 
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conferences. And serious efforts had been made in order to make the countries restricted 

to welfare purposes by the involvement of the united nations security council. Like 

Iranian regime has been giving sufficient chances to compromise its nukes for the sake of 

world peace. The approval of the comprehensive test ban treaty for the sake of reduction 

of the said menace may also speed up the support of the nations who somehow have been 

indulged in the pursuits of achievement of the status of nuclear-powered nations (Thakur, 

2017). The USA has taken a step to have speeded up the talks with Pentagon for the sake 

of cutting the arsenals by the American nation to be a model for the countries like North 

Korea and Iran so that a major achievement may be acquired. Non Proliferation Treaty 

(NPT) acts as the core constituent for the rule of global limitation of nuclear weapons in 

the world (Thakur, 2017). Its legal framework consists of the following three-pronged 

strategy: 

(i)      Not to possess any nuclear weapons before the accord signatures in 1967.  

(ii) Non-assistance of the other nations trying to become nuclear state by the 

already declared states. 

(iii) Access will be granted to the Non-Nuclear Weapons States Non-Nuclear 

Weapons States (NNWS) for the procurement of nuclear technology for 

energy and other civil utilization. 

The basic two constituents of the accord were never implemented due to the violations 

and resistance of Nuclear Weapons States (NWS) including the United States. For the 

balance of power, states engaged themselves in the act of nuclear testing to ensure their 

safeguard against the Nuclear Weapons States (NWS). Without the rectification of forty 

powerful military states, CTBT was unable to be implemented in the worldwide scenario 
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as already 180 countries signed CTBT in the year of 1996. The countries like Pakistan, 

China, India, United States and Israel never stood with the elements of the CTBT (Siegel, 

2015). All the efforts went in vain for the implementation of FMCT that was enacted to 

ban the development and production of material that may assist the completion of 

weapon gradation. The United States itself proved the main hindrances in the 

implementation of CTBT and FMCT. Once again, in the leadership of President Obama, 

these talks again started and there was a debate in the Senate of United States but in 

1999, the same CTBT was rejected whereas FMCT was considered with few exceptions 

and negotiations (Baklitskiy, 2015). 

 

5.10 Avoidance of Proliferation by Stakeholders 

Legal coverage of the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) was reported in detail by Bunn, as 

the failures came in the way of Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) clearly defined the 

ineffectiveness of the treaties by the NWS openly. The non-compliance with the Non-

Proliferation Treaty (NPT) can be verified by the IAEA as it debates on those countries 

which failed to abide by the accords. UNSC can handle the countries with few restriction 

and sanctions for their misconduct on the matter of nuclear treaties. Iran is an example in 

front of the UNSC that it barely bothered the treaties of Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) 

and other related agreements, Iran defied these agreements in succession (Davenport, 

2017).  

UNSC raised sanctions and imputed Iran time and again but it continued the nuclear race 

and gained what it desired in the nuclear field. UNSC also gave a clean chit to the nuclear 
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program of Syria that it is aimed only for civil utilization. The purpose of Syrian nuclear 

program is purely peaceful and productive. IAEA is short of any system that ensures the 

authentic verification of the nuclear programs kept by the countries. It includes the 

technological inputs, intelligence, for the probe and verification of the Non-Proliferation 

Treaty (NPT) abuses in order to punish, fine, detect and prevent the Non-Nuclear 

Weapons States (NNWS) to become Nuclear Weapons States (NWS). It also requires a 

handsome allocation of financial resources in the form of a budget. Above these, there 

are other issues of access and monitoring the deep nuclear programs of the countries like 

North Korea and Iran (Pozzi, 2016).  

It is also reported that the nuclear equipment is available in the black marketing from 

rogue nuclear states including countries like Iran and Pakistan. The extended detection 

and verification program of IAEA has been extended to a total of 115 countries at 

present. The systematic upgradations have been made and the protocols have been 

rewritten. In the list of these countries already Nuclear Weapons States (NWS) countries 

are added for instance, India back in 2009. Iran and Syria still awaited to respond to the 

even tough protocols of nuclear scrutinizing. The consensus was not built even back in 

2010 over this issue from the United States in the approval of the new extended and 

frightening protocols (Debs, 2017). 

 

5.11 Prohibiting Nuclear Proliferations  

The recent years have already witnessed several multifaceted initiatives for the improves 

and enhanced mutual international cooperation in the framing of legal boundaries for the 
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prevention of any nuclear deployment that may prove a terror for the world. International 

forums need to be on the same page for the global terrorism of nuclear weapons to dig 

deep the detection and investigation of the security protocols of Nuclear Weapons States 

(NWS) and awaited Nuclear Weapons States (NWS). This all was decided back in 2006. 

Countries are putting efforts for the tracking and transportation of the nuclear grade 

material d huge transactions made for the procurement of nuclear technology. PSI was 

initiated and led by the United States back in 2003 and till date, twenty-nine countries 

have joined the same initiative (Debs, 2017).  

This union is aimed at the practice and training including sharing of fact and figures in 

the shape of valuable information about the activities related to the nuclear matters. A 

flexible approach is observed from the international community about the limitation of 

nuclear assets (Biswas, 2014). On the other hand, PSI never welcomed or granted legal 

cover to the two-way accords on the ship boarding beyond United Nations settlements. 

PSI was avoided by China and India, in addition, they have raised questions about the 

legal aspects of the banning of nuclear weapons. Without the participation of Pakistan 

and Iran PSI is unable to eliminate the non-member countries from being lodged. Back in 

2003, a ship was caught red-handed supplying Libya with contra banned nuclear 

materials, it was alleged to the activation of PSI (Fuhrmann, 2014). 

PSI only supports the strong economies club whereas, the address of the problems raised 

from the other countries and nuclear establishment including newly developed NWS are 

ignored and kept aside. It is also observed that the budget allocation and mechanism of 

coordination is a hot issue which needs a legal cover on an immediate basis, with assured 

long-term commitments about irreversible and verifiable permanent membership. China 
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in coordination with the United States jointly launched a program in which a detector 

capable to detect the radiations of nuclear testing is installed in Shanghai port Yangshan 

in December 2011. The North Korean ship was also pressurized for two years by a 

United States Navy ship on the suspected nuclear material or weapon which was being 

transported to Myanmar. Throughout the world almost a total of 135 nuclear installations 

use a uranium which is highly enriched, almost 400 nuclear weapons can be made out of 

this uranium. If any of the militant or terrorist steals or buys this material, they can easily 

develop a nuclear bomb (Horovitz, 2015).  

In this regard, the Soviet Union and the United States have secured almost 92% of the 

total nuclear facilities within a period of twenty years from 1991 to 2011. United States 

had launched many nuclear-securing programs such as CTRP, GTRI, and GICNT just to 

make sure that the nuclear facilities are in the safe hands and any stealing or illicit trade 

of nuclear materials is discouraged and prohibited. The United States also faced the same 

issue of safety in this perspective and had concerns about the nuclear conservation. In 

2007-2008 incidents regarding the safekeeping of nuclear-grade materials harassed the 

hierarchy of United States Military and there were shifts in the U.S. military. This all 

stunned the Defense Secretary Gates and the necessary measure was taken to safeguard 

the assets (Sands, 2016).  

Again, in 2011, a partially damaged component of a missile made the Dakota Unites 

States Air Base to evacuate from the Air Base. This was a situation of emergency and 

later it was discovered that it was unarmed and damaged. There have been numerous 

breakouts in the world in very sensitive and well secure installation that made the world 

to think and revisit the security of nuclear materials worldwide. Emphasis is put on the 
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countries like Pakistan, Iran, Syria, and India lying in the war zone, need to emphasize 

the nuclear weapons and facilities secure (Meyer, 2018). 

 

5.12   Arms control / Nuclear Disarmament 

The nuclear arms reduction as a goodwill gesture for the planet earth is planned by the 

Nuclear Weapons States (NWS) in the cover of Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT). The full 

disarmament has no deadline but it does have a will to disarm the world from nuclear 

weapons. It is pretty much herculean task to achieve a full-scale disarmament of nuclear 

weapons. The mixed versions are found on the subject of nuclear disarmament (Helfand, 

2013). In 1995 in the review of Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), the accord of Non-

Nuclear Weapons States (NNWS) was in the favor of the extension of the treaty for the 

benefit of Non-Nuclear Weapons States (NNWS), whereas, the United States affirmed 

the complete disarmament of nuclear weapons (Fuhrman, 2016).  

On the contrary, both the nuclear powers of the United States and the Soviet Union has 

nuclear weapons ready in an operational state, and also have the possession of huge 

reserves of nuclear weapons. These two countries hold almost an equivalent of 90% of 

the world’s nuclear arsenal in their possession. A well organized and deep eradication of 

these weapons is demanded but when it comes to reducing them to practical silence 

prevails (Forsyth Jr, 2017). These are Nuclear Weapons States (NWS), not the Non-

Nuclear Weapons States (NNWS) who keep dragging their feet in this matter of 

eradication of nuclear weapons. Disarmament became a failure, in this state of affairs the 

sanctions on Iran were also criticized. This is direct and explicit hypocritic behavior of 
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the nuclear states in power. The United States itself accepted its reserves touching a total 

of 5,113 of nuclear nature (Fuhrman, 2014). 

 

5.13 Historical Advances  

5.13.1 Iran’s Dialogue Breakthrough of November 2013 

P5+1 including the United States made a first productive deal in November 2013 with 

Iran in the past ten years. Iran was lifted few sanctions as breathing space was given to 

Iran. As a result, Iran agreed to reduce and stop its nuclear developments for a short 

period of not more than six months. This accord never provided a long-term effective 

solution to the problem. The further talks and negotiations background was created. 

Through IAEA in January 2014 it was affirmed and verified that basic commitments 

were met by Iran in the nuclear agreement (Jessen, 2017). 

 

5.13.2 The Defiance of Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) by NWS in June 2013 

It is recommended by the International Peace Research Institute of Stockholm that five 

already declared Nuclear Weapons State (NWS) are in the race of deployment of nuclear 

weapons or delivery system development if not then it is in their plan for the future. The 

report also reveals that there are no such intentions to eradicate the nuclear arsenal rather 

they plan to maintain it for an indefinite time. This act will directly harm the treaty of 

disarmament of nuclear arsenal (Thakur, 2017). 
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5.13.3 Walk Out of Egypt from Nuclear Conferences in April 2013 

Another remarkable development in this regard is the boycott of Egypt to attend and host 

the nuclear meetings. In April 2013, Egypt left the Genevan meeting for the limitation of 

the nuclear arsenal. This was further explained by the foreign affairs minister that a 

frustration was in the circles of Egypt about the progress lack in the freezing of nuclear-

free the Middle East. Even this issue was not included in an agenda point (W. C. Potter, 

2016). 

          

5.13.4 Chinese Initiative for North Korea as a Nuclear Free State April 2013 

Senator John Kerry stated in his visit to China that North Korea can be helped by China 

in the peaceful disarmament of nuclear arsenal. China is trusted and close ally of North 

Korea can finance in the limitation of the nuclear arsenal as the world fears from the 

aggression of Pyongyang. Any misadventure from North Korea can cause irreversible 

loss to the world (Chan, 2018).  

 

5.13.5 Third Nuclear Test of North Korea in February 2013 

North Korea never disappointed the International community, it did as expect the third 

blast of nuclear testing. In 2006 in the month of February, the higher officials of North 

Korea claimed about the development of miniature nuclear technological advancement. It 

also displayed the world that they are able enough even in the prevalent sanction. They 

also crossed a complex and crucial step of long-range inter continent missiles. Details 

were never shared and they remained hidden. After the test North Korea faced even strict 
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sanctions imputed by the United Nations, almost every nation even including China 

criticized and condemned the act of nuclear testing. It gave a real shock to the 

international community in the shape of its third nuclear test blast (Kurzeja, 2017). 

 

5.13.6 The End of United States - Russian Clearance Program Ends December 2013 

Both the nations agreed to dispose of maximum possessions of uranium which are highly 

enriched especially in the Soviet Union. The Soviet Union managed to transform a huge 

amount of uranium almost pretty enough to make 20,000 nuclear warheads into uranium 

that went through low graded enrichment process. The highly enriched purchase accord 

of uranium also called the agreement of Megawatts and Megatons ended in the shape of 

LEU transfer to the US in 2013 (Boehmer, 2014). 

 

5.13.7 India and United States Nuclear Deal  

In July 2005 Indian Prime Minister and his United Stated counterpart Manmohan Singh 

and Bush agreed to the space collaboration program and nuclear energy of the civilian 

nature. If the same agreement is approved by the parliaments of both the countries that is 

United States Congress and Indian legislative assembly than the US obviously lift the 

ceased trade of nuclear with India. This agreement will add to the Indian space venture 

and nuclear energy for the energy sector in the civil (Ramamurthy, 2016). 

 

5.13.8 Nuclear Collaboration 

This agreement directs India to draw a line between military and civil utilization of 

nuclear facilities. Furthermore, she needs to comply all the safety standards set by the 
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IAEA for the maximum assurance of nuclear safeguard. The previously accumulated 

reserves of fuel nuclear help are not included in this safety program. The United States 

will also develop a nuclear facility in India and the supply of nuclear fuel will be 

delivered through this reactor of United States. This agreement was approved by the 

legislative bodies of both countries back in December 2006. The export of this type of 

energy occurred after three decades from the United States to India. This deal had the 

cover of Nuclear Suppliers Group. IAEA also helped in the financial constraints for the 

safeguard of nuclear weapons under the shade of accord 123 mutually endorsed by 

Manmohan Singh and Bush (W. Khan, , 2016). 

 

5.13.9 Space cooperation 

Ties between India and United States were even closer than ever before in the past three 

decades. The United States also assisted and provided extended facilities in the Indian 

Space Investigations. This also included navigation of the satellite and its launching from 

the ground to space. For instance, back in May 2006 both the countries again signed 

another accord of mutual understanding for the deployment of an unmanned orbital 

mission to space specifically moon that was to be launched as per schedule after two 

years in 2008 (M. Hussain, 2017).  
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5.14 Expected Complications 

5.14.1 The deal upsurges Indian capability for the Production of Nuclear Weapons 

This nuclear fuel transfers from the United States to India as per the set deal will enhance 

the capacity of India to store, produce and reform its uranium accumulations. This may 

also lead India to switch to plutonium instead of uranium for the expansion of the nuclear 

program. This accord never restricted India from any possible expansion of material that 

is of fissile nature. This agreement displayed much leniency towards India as the signing 

of CTBT was also not forced on India (R. Bhat, 2017).  

India agreed to put extra safeguard only on the civil nuclear programs and of her own 

shortlisted. India started its nuclear program in 1948 and all the stockpiles gathered by 

India were not included under the IAEA safeguard measure taken for the nuclear 

security. India’s nuclear testing was also never prompted or halted and it remained 

protected from all the sanctions. India already has the capability to manufacture more 

than hundred nuclear weapons with the availability of almost five hundred kg of 

plutonium which is weapon worthy (Khan, 2017). The reactor worthy plutonium is above 

these statistics and not included in this 500 kg. The reactor worthy rough estimate is more 

than twelve tons. India extracted much out of these accords as the world was talking 

about the minimum possession and eradication of nuclear weapons India started to pile 

up and enhance the developmental process of the same (Akhtar, 2018). 

 

5.14.2 The Deal May Bring Missile Propagation  

This was a possibility that under the cover of space cooperation program the shift of 

nuclear technology from the United States to India was in process. As the United States 
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had planned to plant a nuclear reactor on the soil of India. This is evident from the reason 

that the same rocket Chand Rayan-I will be utilized for the launch of a satellite into the 

outer space as the same is being used for the satellite launch. This is another concern of 

the world that India may arm this satellite with nuclear rockets and the satellite will 

become another intercontinental ranged ballistic type missile. The integration of heavy 

payloads of weapons was engineered with the help of United States Technology experts. 

This will install and integrate multiple ICBMs in the satellite that will lead to space in 

order to form a satellite that will be intercontinental in nature (Pant, 2016). 

 

5.14.3 The Deal Might Trigger an Arms Race in South-Asia   

To respond to the accord and deal of United Nations and India the National Command of 

Pakistan commented as Pakistan will also maintain its appropriate minimum deterrence 

needs through nuclear designs. This will obviously expand the fissile upgradation and 

enhancement for the further accumulation of nuclear strength in Pakistan. It is another 

fact that both the countries that are Pakistan and India have already gone above the 

minimum defensive requirement in nuclear race. The exceeding of a nuclear arsenal is 

directly referred to the nuclear race in the continent. It is not limited to the stockpiling of 

weapons but at the same time, nuclear delivery facilities are also in the process of 

development (M. Ahmad, 2016) 

The region is strongly affected by the direct and biased approach of United States in the 

favor of India has given thrust to unrest in the region. The United States in order to sale 

its own weapons have created a misbalance in the region in the sector of defense.  For 

instance, the benefits related to geostrategic standings have been tilted and favored to 
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India by the United States of America. An analyst Ashley comments on this as the Indian 

support by the United States is directly a conflict of interest about the nuclear operation, 

on the other hand, the factor of China can never be put aside as the United States is 

making India to Balance China in the region. He furthers his opinion and reflects that the 

United States is shaping the overall picture of Asia in her favor (Mishra, 2016).  

 

5.14.4 The Deal Encroaches Upon Both Global and Local Law     

Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) article number one is violated in the accord of India and 

United States. This articles clearly spells out that every NWS undertakes that there will 

be no transfer or receipt of any kind of nuclear-related equipment or weapons directly or 

indirectly. It also prohibits from manufacturing and development of new weapons as the 

whole treaty is aimed to eradicate nuclear arsenal and halts any development in the 

nuclear field. This is an open discouragement of nuclear piling up and any nuclear 

activity even in the shape of its test. This deals also overrules all the treaties signed 

before this agreement in consensus on the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT). It also 

overthrew the 1995 agreement on nuclear eradication. The full-scale safeguard is 

necessary before any type of nuclear transfer, production, development or any other 

related fissionable materials and other nuclear detonating devices (Wong, 2018).  

Thirteen pragmatic steps are viciously ignored in the agreement of nuclear eradication in 

2000 meeting of Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), which was in principal agree upon by 

all the members of Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT). Further, it states about the Non-

Nuclear Weapons States (NNWS) that the United States will now never withstand with 
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the accords of the year 1995 and also of 2000. It is principal compromised the progress in 

the field of limiting the nuclear arsenal in the world. Whereas, UNSCR takes of Pakistan 

and India for a halt in the nuclear progression in particular (Mazhar, 2016).  

It also discourages the nuclear trade in any form and shapes especially ballistic and 

intercontinental. MTCR is also under the consideration of this deal under the 

endorsement of United States. This limits the unmanned delivery of nuclear weapons as 

the things beyond human control and there are chances that a decision taken is reversed 

and the situation becomes out of human control. The unmanned systems can deliver 

weapons of mass destructions and are capable to hit any possible territory. This accord as 

stated never aimed to counter or seize any space exploration program. In the space aspect 

international cooperation and technology exchange is open and bound to the mutual 

understandings of the signed nations. This same policy is openly violated by the United 

States when it comes to the assistance of India to counter the threat of China (Lantis, 

2018). 

 

5.14.5 The Deal Regularizes Indian Position as Nuclear State 

The de facto position of India as a nuclear state is restored and normalized in the shade of 

Non- Proliferation Treaty (NPT). It also faces no other obligatory restrictions. Indian 

participation in the world’s nuclear systematic activities, no norms, laws or set standards 

forbade or restrict India from doing so. This is an indirect step in the reverse direction 

from the accords of disarmament and halt of a nuclear program that runs all over the 

globe. Furthermore, it also permits India and never held it accountable for the delivery 
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systems and fissile material progression including testing. This will result in the ever-

strong ties between India and United States in order to gain control over strategic strength 

in Asia (Subramaniam, 2018).  

It poses alive and persistent threat to the international community and raises the mistrust 

of the world as the aspect of geopolitical tensions will decrease and the spirit of the 

intercontinental nonproliferation of nuclear arsenal. The agreement on the eradication of 

nuclear warheads is known as Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT). This is not local but 

globally accepted and agreed upon document that is kept aside by the Indians and US. Its 

spirit lies in the limitations of nuclear activity in the world and encourages the use of 

nuclear technology in the civil sector to benefit the energy and other sectors. Although it 

aimed, in the long run, to phase out all the nuclear weapons held in the world by the 

Nuclear Weapon State (NWS) and restrict the Non-Nuclear Weapon State (NNWS) to 

build their own nuclear systems which are of military grade. This accord was raised in 

public back in 1968 and it was implemented after so much debate in 1970 (C. Mahapatra, 

2015).  

This treaty was also extended even deeper as indefinite back in May 1995. As the end 

result was in the favor of this planet so more and more countries joined and signed this 

treaty. Almost a total of 190 countries have been the signatory of this Non-Proliferation 

Treaty (NPT). North Korea also acceded but never implemented the treaty in true letter 

and spirit. I also removed herself from the list of Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) 

signatories in 2003. Southern Sudan, Pakistan, Israel and India never became the 
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signatory of this treaty that discourages the development of nuclear weapons (Selden, 

2016). 

In the treaty internationally only five countries are graded as the holder of nuclear 

weapons or NWS these include United States of America, France, Russia, United 

Kingdom and China. These countries also have the permanent membership of the NSG. 

Other than this five Nuclear Weapon State (NWS) it is universally accepted that India, 

Pakistan, North Korea and Israel also possess a nuclear arsenal. The North Korean 

nuclear capability is under rigorous testing and Israel never accepted in open but its 

nuclear statues are opaque (V. Bhatia, 2017). 

A preamble and additional eleven articles are the recipes of Non-Proliferation Treaty 

(NPT). It is often considered as a three-pillared system of nuclear eradication and 

disarmament. These three pillars are as under: 

 Disarmament 

 Non-proliferation 

 Peaceful use of Nuclear Assets 

It is accepted after the submission to Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) that any acquisition 

of nuclear weapons, exchange or trade will never be pursued. This will bring the world a 

systematic and permanent eradication of the nuclear arsenal held by the countries in tons 

and stocks. Every five years’ reviews will be held in the presence of all the parties that 

signed Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT). It was aimed that the initial terms of engagement 

for the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) will be twenty-five years. Later in the meeting of 

1995, this treaty was extended for an indefinite period of time at the venue of New York 
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without any predefined conditions. This whole effort was led by the United States 

ambassador Mr. Thomas Jr (Hanson, 2018). 

As the treaty announced officially five NWS, the signatories and dates are mentioned in 

the table below. 

 

 

 

NON PROLIFERATION TREATY (NPT) SIGNATORIES 

Nuclear Weapon Country Year Signed 

France 1992 

China 1992 

Soviet Union (Russia) 1968  

United Kingdom 1968 

 United States 1970 

 

The big three concept revolves around the United Kingdom, United States and Russian 

Federation as they have the possession of original ratifies of the Non-Proliferation Treaty 

(NPT). The five NWS countries also hold the permanent spots in the security council of 

United Nations. They mutually agree that no transfer, assistance, encouragement, and 

induction will be extended to the Non-Nuclear Weapons States (NNWS) in accordance 

with the article one of the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT). The manufacturing and 

development of nuclear arsenal by the Non-Nuclear Weapons States (NNWS) is strongly 
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discouraged I accordance with the article number two of the Non-Proliferation Treaty 

(NPT) (Asghar, 2017). And furthermore, peaceful utilization of the nuclear energy is 

permitted and encouraged in accordance with the article three of Non-Proliferation Treaty 

(NPT) under the accepted safety codes of IAEA (Lantis, 2016).  

The undertakings of the five NWS clearly spell out that they will never ever deploy 

nuclear arsenal against the Non-Nuclear Weapons States (NNWS) countries. Ironically 

the implementation of the same is not incorporated. As United States of America has 

targeted nuclear weapons to North Korea which is indeed an Non-Nuclear Weapons 

States (NNWS) country till the year of 1991 from 1959. The actions of the NWS counters 

create an environment of mistrust. It has been stated by the former UK secretary of 

defense that if the rogue states deploy non-conventional weapons it may lead to nuclear 

deployment by the NWS. France also stated the same that if any terrorism sponsored by 

any of the states may lead France to initiate nuclear attack for the destruction of the 

power points of rogue states (Assembly, 2017). 

The fissile material was available and accessible throughout the world and this 

availability proved a hindrance in the process of the prevention of uranium enrichment. 

Due to the said reason back in 2004 emphasized the policy which demarked the 

processing of plutonium and enrichment of uranium. The ENR facilitated countries are a 

threat to the world that they may reform and process the gradeability of the uranium in 

order to produce the required weapons out of it. This threat was removed by making them 

a part of the virtual nuclear facility. The debate is once again in a process that how this 

fourth article will withstand the other three already drafted articles of Non-Proliferation 

Treaty (NPT) (Asuelime, 2014). 
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There are countries, a signatory to the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) and also Non-

Nuclear Weapons States (NNWS) maintained their non-nuclear status and withstood the 

articles of the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT). But a country like Iraq was under the 

strict sanctions of United States as it was alleged by IAEA for the violation of all the 

safety protocols in respect of Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT). Another example is of 

North Korea which never bothered the sanctions and treaties articles, IAEA continuously 

highlighted the violating attitude of North Korea. The Same country after some time 

became a non-signatory of the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) and continued its nuclear 

testing and development of nuclear devices (Ragheb, 2015).  

Iran is another country non-complier to the code and conduct of Non-Proliferation Treaty 

(NPT), it never reported its nuclear enrichment process and the degree on which they 

have gained the nuclear potentiality. In the case of Libya before the abandonment of 

Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) in 2003, they have started testing a nuclear program 

purely based on the clandestine level.  In 1991, Romania was another country in which 

undeclared nuclear activities were reported. This non-compliance was only related to 

non-informing the counsel of security of IAEA regime (Black-Branch, 2016).  

Few regions were also reported absolutely free of this sort of activity which includes any 

nuclear humdrum. Treaty was at work as structured for the peaceful utilization of the 

nuclear program in many regions of the world under the compliance of IAEA safety 

standards and measures. Initially, the project and program of Non-Proliferation Treaty 

(NPT) were launched by an Irish minister named Mr. Frank in 1958, but the same was 

opened for the signatures and endorsement of the world in the year of 1968 almost after 

one decade. Finland became the first signatory to accept and endorse the Non-
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Proliferation Treaty (NPT). Just after the end of Cold War the accord gained universal 

acceptance and became the need of the hour. In 1992 France and China both the NWS 

accepted and signed the treaty (S. Prasad, 2015).  

This treaty was extended for the indefinite time from a limit of 25 years in the year of 

1995. After the fall of Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia, they also became the signatory of 

the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) just after being independent. East Taimur and 

Montenegro were other two states which accepted and signed the treaties respectively in 

the year of 2003 and 2006 after independence. Cuba came in the picture in 2002 and also 

became the signatory of Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) (Baklitskiy, 2015). Remaining 

memberships of the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) are reflected in the table below: 

 

NON PROLIFERATION TREATY (NPT) SIGNATORIES 

Country Name Status 

Afghanistan Ratification 

Albania 

Ratification 

Algeria 

Ratification 

Andorra 

Ratification 

Angola 

Ratification 

Antigua and Barbuda 

Ratification 

Argentina 

Ratification 

Armenia  

Ratification 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Albania
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Algeria
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Andorra
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Angola
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Antigua_and_Barbuda
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Argentina
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Armenia
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Australia 

Ratification 

Austria 

Ratification 

Azerbaijan 

Ratification 

Bahamas  

Ratification 

Bahrain 

Ratification 

Bangladesh 

Ratification 

Barbados 

Ratification 

Belarus 

Ratification 

Belgium 

Ratification 

Belize 

Ratification 

Benin 

Ratification 

Bhutan 

Ratification 

Bolivia 

Ratification 

Bosnia and Herzegovina  

Ratification 

Botswana 

Ratification 

Brazil 

Ratification 

Brunei 

Ratification 

Bulgaria 

Ratification 

Burkina Faso 

Ratification 

Burundi 

Ratification 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Australia
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Austria
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Azerbaijan
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/The_Bahamas
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bahrain
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bangladesh
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Barbados
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Belarus
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Belgium
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Belize
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Benin
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bhutan
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bolivia
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bosnia_and_Herzegovina
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Botswana
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Brazil
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Brunei
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bulgaria
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Burkina_Faso
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Burundi
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Cabo Verde 

Ratification 

Cambodia 

Ratification 

Cameroon 

Ratification 

Canada 

Ratification 

Central African Republic 

Ratification 

Chad 

Ratification 

Chile 

Ratification 

China 

Ratification 

Colombia 

Ratification 

Comoros 

Ratification 

Republic of the Congo  

Ratification 

Costa Rica 

Ratification 

Côte d'Ivoire 

Ratification 

Croatia 

Ratification 

Cuba 

Ratification 

Cyprus  

Ratification 

Czech Republic 

Ratification 

Democratic Republic of the Congo  

Ratification 

Denmark 

Ratification 

Djibouti 

Ratification 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cape_Verde
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cambodia
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cameroon
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Canada
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Central_African_Republic
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Chad
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Chile
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/China
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Colombia
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Comoros
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Republic_of_the_Congo
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Costa_Rica
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ivory_Coast
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Croatia
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cuba
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cyprus
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Czech_Republic
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Democratic_Republic_of_the_Congo
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Denmark
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Djibouti
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Dominica  

Ratification 

Dominican Republic 

Ratification 

Ecuador 

Ratification 

Egypt  

Ratification 

El Salvador 

Ratification 

Equatorial Guinea 

Ratification 

Eritrea 

Ratification 

Estonia 

Ratification 

Ethiopia 

Ratification 

Fiji 

Ratification 

Finland 

Ratification 

France 

Ratification 

Gabon 

Ratification 

Gambia 

Ratification 

Georgia 

Ratification 

Germany 

Ratification 

Ghana 

Ratification 

Greece 

Ratification 

Grenada 

Ratification 

Guatemala 

Ratification 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Dominica
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Dominican_Republic
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ecuador
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Egypt
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/El_Salvador
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Equatorial_Guinea
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Eritrea
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Estonia
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ethiopia
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Fiji
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Finland
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/France
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Gabon
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/The_Gambia
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Georgia_(country)
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Germany
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ghana
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Greece
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Grenada
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Guatemala
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Guinea 

Ratification 

Guinea-Bissau 

Ratification 

Guyana  

Ratification 

Haiti 

Ratification 

Holy See 

Ratification 

Honduras 

Ratification 

Hungary 

Ratification 

Iceland  

Ratification 

Indonesia 

Ratification 

Iran  

Ratification 

Iraq  

Ratification 

Ireland  

Ratification 

Italy 

Ratification 

Jamaica 

Ratification 

Japan 

Ratification 

Jordan 

Ratification 

Kazakhstan 

Ratification 

Kenya 

Ratification 

Kiribati 

Ratification 

Kuwait 

Ratification 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Guinea
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Guinea-Bissau
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Guyana
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Haiti
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Holy_See
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Honduras
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hungary
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Iceland
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Indonesia
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Iran
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Iraq
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Republic_of_Ireland
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Italy
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Jamaica
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Japan
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Jordan
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kazakhstan
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kenya
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kiribati
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kuwait
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Kyrgyzstan  

Ratification 

Laos 

Ratification 

Latvia 

Ratification 

Lebanon 

Ratification 

Lesotho 

Ratification 

Liberia 

Ratification 

Libya 

Ratification 

Liechtenstein 
Ratification 

Lithuania 

Ratification 

Luxembourg 

Ratification 

Macedonia 

Ratification 

Madagascar 

Ratification 

Malawi 

Ratification 

Malaysia 

Ratification 

Maldives 

Ratification 

Mali 

Ratification 

Malta 

Ratification 

Marshall Islands 

Ratification 

Mauritania 

Ratification 

Mauritius 

Ratification 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kyrgyzstan
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Laos
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Latvia
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Lebanon
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Lesotho
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Liberia
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Libya
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Liechtenstein
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Lithuania
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Luxembourg
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Republic_of_Macedonia
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Madagascar
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Malawi
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Malaysia
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Maldives
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mali
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Malta
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Marshall_Islands
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mauritania
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mauritius
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Mexico 

Ratification 

Federated States of Micronesia 

Ratification 

Moldova 

Ratification 

Monaco 

Ratification 

Mongolia 

Ratification 

Montenegro 

Ratification 

Morocco 

Ratification 

Mozambique 

Ratification 

Myanmar  

Ratification 

Namibia 

Ratification 

Nauru 

Ratification 

Nepal 

Ratification 

Netherlands 

Ratification 

New Zealand 

Ratification 

Nicaragua  

Ratification 

Niger  

Ratification 

Nigeria 

Ratification 

Norway 

Ratification 

Oman 

Ratification 

Palau 

Ratification 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mexico
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Federated_States_of_Micronesia
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Moldova
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Monaco
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mongolia
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Montenegro
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Morocco
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mozambique
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Myanmar
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Namibia
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Nauru
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Nepal
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kingdom_of_the_Netherlands
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/New_Zealand
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Nicaragua
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Niger
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Nigeria
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Norway
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Oman
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Palau


 

273 

 

Palestine 

Ratification 

Panama 

Ratification 

Papua New Guinea 

Ratification 

Paraguay 

Ratification 

Peru 

Ratification 

Philippines 

Ratification 

Poland 

Ratification 

Portugal 

Ratification 

Qatar 

Ratification 

South Korea 

Ratification 

Romania 

Ratification 

Russia 

Ratification 

Rwanda 

Ratification 

Saint Kitts and Nevis 

Ratification 

Saint Lucia 

Ratification 

Saint Vincent and the Grenadines 

Ratification 

Samoa  

Ratification 

San Marino 

Ratification 

Sao Tome and Principe 

Ratification 

Saudi Arabia 

Ratification 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/State_of_Palestine
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Panama
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Papua_New_Guinea
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Paraguay
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Peru
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Philippines
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Poland
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Portugal
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Qatar
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/South_Korea
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Romania
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Russia
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Rwanda
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Saint_Kitts_and_Nevis
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Saint_Lucia
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Saint_Vincent_and_the_Grenadines
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Samoa
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/San_Marino
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/S%C3%A3o_Tom%C3%A9_and_Pr%C3%ADncipe
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Saudi_Arabia
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Senegal 

Ratification 

Serbia 

Ratification 

Seychelles 

Ratification 

Sierra Leone 

Ratification 

Singapore 

Ratification 

Slovakia 

Ratification 

Slovenia 

Ratification 

Solomon Islands 

Ratification 

Somalia 

Ratification 

South Africa 

Ratification 

Spain 

Ratification 

Sri Lanka 

Ratification 

Sudan 

Ratification 

Suriname 

Ratification 

Swaziland 

Ratification 

Sweden 

Ratification 

Switzerland 

Ratification 

Syria  

Ratification 

Tajikistan 

Ratification 

Tanzania 

Ratification 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Senegal
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Serbia
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Seychelles
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sierra_Leone
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Singapore
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Slovakia
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Slovenia
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Solomon_Islands
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Somalia
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/South_Africa
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Spain
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sri_Lanka
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sudan
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Suriname
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Swaziland
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sweden
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Switzerland
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Syria
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tajikistan
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tanzania
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Thailand 

Ratification 

Timor-Leste 

Ratification 

Togo 

Ratification 

Tonga 

Ratification 

Trinidad and Tobago  

Ratification 

Tunisia 

Ratification 

Turkey  

Ratification 

Turkmenistan 

Ratification 

Tuvalu 

Ratification 

Uganda  

Ratification 

Ukraine 

Ratification 

United Arab Emirates 

Ratification 

United Kingdom 

Ratification 

United States 

Ratification 

Uruguay 

Ratification 

Uzbekistan 

Ratification 

Vanuatu 

Ratification 

Venezuela 

Ratification 

Vietnam 

Ratification 

Yemen  

Ratification 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Thailand
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/East_Timor
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Togo
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tonga
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Trinidad_and_Tobago
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tunisia
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Turkey
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Turkmenistan
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tuvalu
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Uganda
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ukraine
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/United_Arab_Emirates
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/United_Kingdom
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/United_States
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Uruguay
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Uzbekistan
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Vanuatu
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Venezuela
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Vietnam
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Yemen
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Zambia 

Ratification 

Zimbabwe 

Ratification 

         Sources: wikipedia.org 

 

 

5.15 The Situation of Pakistan, India, and Israel and Additional 

Proliferation Difficulties 

These three countries never became the signatory of the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT). 

All the three countries covertly or overtly are in the possession of nuclear weapons. They 

are treated as confirming nuclear powers. Their state of nuclear stability is also 

ambiguous and opaque. Indians reflect upon that the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) is 

only about the nuclear and nonnuclear clubs. Which have become the nuclear states can 

have the nuclear weapons and rest of the world is prohibited to do the same as the five 

recognized courtiers did. All the countries who have tested, made, and manufacture the 

nuclear weapons before the year of 1967 got a legal cover in the shape of Non-

Proliferation Treaty (NPT) and the rest of the world is restricted to use his power (Kitano, 

2016).  

When the Pranab Mukherjee the foreign affairs minister of India visited Tokyo back in 

2007 he stated that we do not sign Non Proliferation Treaty (NPT), never means that we 

are not serious about the limitations and disarmament and other articles of the Non 

Proliferation Treaty (NPT), but our reservation is that it is a flawed accord which clearly 

negated the indiscriminate behavior of the Non Proliferation Treaty (NPT) (Craig, 2017). 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Zambia
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Zimbabwe
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Pakistan and India are those countries which have openly tested their nuclear weapons 

and their possession of the nuclear power is publicly admitted. First, it was India who 

tested its nuclear ability back in the year of 1974 and it made Pakistan a must to do the 

test in order to compete India in the field of nuclear testing as before the Indian testing 

both the countries have alleys fought three wars. Pakistan after two and a half decades 

tested its detonation of the nuclear weapons back in 1998 in the mountains of Chaghi. 

Indian fissile material was pretty enough to develop and manufacture more than 130 

nuclear warheads. The same reports reflected about the Pakistani capability of nuclear 

manufacturing between 130-140 in total. This was alarming for the international 

community that both the hostile nations have gained the nuclear status whether official or 

non-official but enemy state next to each other possessing nuclear powers pose a live 

threat to the region of South Asia. It is said about India that it will never use the nuclear 

weapons as the first choice of defense (M. J. Hashmi., 2015).  

Unless and until any other country attacks India with the same power. On the other hand, 

national security advisor Shiv Shanker shifted the statement of no first utilization from no 

first utilization to no first utilization against non-nuclear states. This was not a small 

statement but the policy statement of India for the world in general and for Pakistan and 

China in specific.  

Israel always denied the possession of nuclear weapons, but the intelligence reports 

reflect the development of nuclear assets by Israel in the area of Dimona, the Negev from 

as early as 1958. Nonproliferation expert Mr. Albright estimated the stockpile of Israel 

had reached to a total of almost in between 100 to 200 of processed and reprocessed 

plutonium brought form Dimona. Repeatedly Israel negates all the estimates made in the 
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favor of nuclear possession (S. Khan, 2017). But on the other hand, as the nuclear testing 

is also in the process by Israel its secret becomes an open secret to the world. The same 

event of arrest and treason is also published in the leading British paper Sunday Times 

back in 1986. Israel was forced by IAEA to adhere and implement the nonproliferation 

facilities and arrangement in order to secure the nuclear assets from any possible 

deterrence and infiltration by the non-state actors (Rabinowitz, 2015).  

IAEA also insisted an inspection of the nuclear facilities by the team of experts in the 

presence of NWS representatives. The resolution was moved and it passed by a low 

margin of 49 votes to 45 votes, whereas, Israel negated to cooperate with the IAEA in its 

nuclear inspection. Another agreement was finalized by the officials of the United States 

and India for the civil nuclear collaboration, but this agreement also faced so much 

criticism and objections. India agreed for the classification of 14 nuclear facilities in the 

guidelines of IAEA safety doctrines. Out of 22 total facilities, 14 were agreed upon for 

the classified safety protocols. ElBaradei the than IAEA Director General appreciated this 

Indian step for the compliance of Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) and counted India a 

crucial member of the regime of Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT). Indian peace 

cooperation for the Atomic Energy was passed and approved by the Congress of United 

States back in the year of 2006. It was further made effective and endorsed by President 

Bush during his visit to India (Kaplow, 2016).  

The United States transferred its civil nuclear technology to India and assisted India in its 

operation and other related matters those were signed in the agreement. India was 

supported by the United States purely for having a clean record of non-proliferation of 

nuclear technology, even in the status of being a non-member of the Non-Proliferation 



 

279 

 

Treaty (NPT). India from another aspect of its populous state and demanding needs also 

required a shift in the civil technology that can fulfill the rapidly growing needs of the 

Indian people. An approval was granted to India by the IAES in the year of 2008 for the 

safeguard of nuclear assets and a special waiver was also extended to India in the 

meeting of Nuclear Supplier Group (NSG) which was held in Australia, Vienna. Indians 

misgivings were clarified and then she was considered for the census about the shift of 

technology from the United States to India. These misgivings were raised by Australia, 

New Zealand and Ireland that why a country is being favored that much in the shift of 

nuclear technology (Burns, 2015).  

A country like India not signing CTBT and Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) is considered 

for this exemption was well versed and later the misgivings were cleared by the 

consensus. The same resolution in the favor of India was signed and endorsed by the then 

President Bush in the year of 2008. Israel and Pakistan have not complied with the IAEA 

doctrines of safeguarding their nuclear weapons. That is the case the Nuclear Supplier 

Group (NSG) has ruled out these two countries for the exports and trade of nuclear 

nature. Pakistani attempts on the lines of India have been rejected a by the NSG and the 

United States. The objection was raised that Pakistan falls short in the nuclear safeguard 

deployments and track record of Pakistan never allows and permits any further deal in the 

field of nuclear expansion (Siracusa, 2018).  

The ambiguous activities of Pakistan as a nuclear state raises questions and makes her 

accountable in front of the world as in the case of helping North Koreans in the building 

and manufacturing of nuclear facilities and warheads. In 2010 China came in front and 

signed a nuclear deal with Pakistan for the peaceful utilization of atomic energy for the 
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welfare of civil sector. British were not in the favor of Pakistan and averred that this is 

the suitable time for any nuclear deal with Pakistan at any scale. Any permission was 

never sought from the Nuclear Supplier Group (NSG) in the China-Pakistan nuclear deal 

and agreement. China reacted to Nuclear Supplier Group (NSG) regime as the sole 

authority controlling the nuclear export and development of the world. International 

community always went against such deals whether in the case of Us and India and 

Pakistan and China as both the deals clearly violate the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) 

articles (A. Mukherjee, 2016).  

Australia is another biggest producer of the nuclear reserves in 2011 refused to accept the 

export of uranium to India, Australia has diplomatic pressure from India because India 

was a non-signatory of the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT). Rather in the same year 

Australian Prime Minister also has shown a tilt to export Uranium to Indian the 

conference of his party. Australian prime minister also said that this decision is taken in 

the good interest of the nation for the strengthening of the strategic alliances in the Asian 

country like India. She also affirmed that the export and sale of Uranium will take place 

under strict protocols completely satisfying the IAEA doctrines of nuclear safety 

(Scheinman, 2016).  

North Korean Vice Minister SokJu had already admitted the uranium enrichment process 

completion. On the other hand, Pakistani Prime Minister Musharraf pointed to the Dr. 

Abdul Qadeer Khan for the export of multiple gas centrifuges that are able to transform 

Uranium into enriched form to the North Koreans. Libyan’s dismantling of Weapon of 

Mass Destruction (WMD) and the UF6 source had enabled North Korea to secure the 

facility of Nuclear enrichment for the development of its stocks (Kazmi, 2015).  
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5.16    Iran’s Nuclear Program 

Iran although a party to the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) but never complied with the 

articles of the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT). Iranians nuclear program status is also a 

conflict and dispute. In November 2003 the Director General ElBaradei of IAEA clearly 

told that Iran had violated the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) time and again. It also 

completely failed the safeguards and safety protocols. After so many efforts and 

sanctions Iran for the time being suspended the nuclear enrichment process.  Twelve non-

participating members also included Iran as a non-complier of the Non-Proliferation 

Treaty (NPT) reported back to the United Nations Security Council in the year of 2006 

(Kerr, 2014). The resolution was endorsed n United Nation for the suspension and rolling 

back the nuclear program of Iran but Iran never bothered to the United Nations resolution 

and continued and resumed as all nuclear activities.  

IAEA also verified Iran’s non-diverted and non-declared nuclear activity and materials 

production. Iran was also alleged from other member countries on the basis of certain 

documents related to the nuclear activity back in 2008 for the weaponization and 

origination of the nuclear mass destructive warheads. Iran negated and said about the 

documents that they are forged and baseless. Again, in the year of 2009 Iran never 

cooperated the agencies for the clarification of the outstanding nuclear conflicts. Other 

judgments of NIE back in 2003 confirmed the cessation of the nuclear program from Iran 

and its nuclear enrichment of covert nature. The Natanz facility if Iran provides Iran with 
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the enrichment of Uranium, it also uses heavy water for the production of Plutonium in at 

the venue of Arak (Farhidi, 2015).  

These facilities were also built very secretly. Another worrying factor for IAEA was the 

production of fissile material by the Iranians because this is the only hindrances to secure 

the weapons of nuclear technology and if this stage is cleared and secured than the 

weaponization of the nuclear technology is very possible. Fissile materials development 

worldwide considered the pacing moment towards the production of nuclear warheads. 

Director of the Intelligence of United States puts the matter as Iran never suspended and 

always progressed in the race for the securing of nuclear status (Sinha, 2015). The 

version of Iran clearly states that it is their legal right to protect their motherland and 

enrich the uranium for the beneficial and peaceful projects as prescribed by the Non-

Proliferation Treaty (NPT). Iran also clarifies her position as the proper follower and 

strict observer of the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) laid obligations and restrictions. It 

also confidently abided by the IAEA security protocols as and when directed. Everything 

in nuclear matters is according to the defined articles of the Non-Proliferation Treaty 

(NPT) and IAEA (S. Smith, 2015).  

Iran once again welcomed the cooperation with IAEA and stead fasted with the 

continuation of the peaceful nuclear program. United Nations also welcomed the debate 

and dialogues process between IAEA and Iran on the outstanding issue of nuclear energy 

and its utilization. In 2010 United Nation also signed a peaceful resolution pertaining to 

this conflict. Whereas, Russia, United States, and few other nations forced United 

Nations to reinforce sanctions on Iran for being a non-complier to the articles of Non-

Proliferation Treaty (NPT). They furthered their point of view as not to tolerate the 
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violation of Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) at any cost due to a prominent risk in the 

region for the nuclear race that is a threat for the international community and the overall 

security of the world (Ismail, 2015).   

                                                                            

5.17   Non Proliferation Treaty (NPT) Under Criticism 

The third world countries consider the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) as a conspiracy of 

those countries that are in the possession of nuclear weapons for those countries they do 

not possess the nuclear weapons. Non Proliferation Treaty (NPT) is all about “have” 

Versus “Have not”. The concern of the third world states is genuine and collective. The 

power to decide about nuclear or non-nuclear states at any stage has been given to the 

few to rule the regime of nuclear technology. The article five of the treaty received much 

of the criticism that spells out that nuclear states will deal the complete disarmament 

process of the world and other countries which do not possess nuclear status experience 

any such happening. Few countries also argue that the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) is 

not followed but the NWS and it is forcefully implemented in the weak and Non-Nuclear 

Weapons States (NNWS) countries (Müller, 2017).  

The world has not seen the disarmament process from the NWS states as the statistical 

analysis still reflects a large amount of holding of nuclear weapons in the custody of 

NWS. It directly specifies that the NWS themselves are non-complier of the Non-

Proliferation Treaty (NPT) articles. Countries do criticize as in the case of India; she had 

raised voice against the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) due to its discriminatory 

behavior with the Non-Nuclear Weapons States (NNWS) countries. India has officially 
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released this statement that the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) is clearly a discrimination 

against those countries striving for the nuclear status in 1967 (Smetana, 2016). Multiple 

Arab states and especially Iran has pointed out the role of Israel in being a non-signatory 

of the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT). Non Proliferation Treaty (NPT) has faced a lot of 

disappointment as there has been no much progress in the non-proliferation or 

disarmament of nuclear assets. It is also worth mentioning that the article three about the 

civil use of nuclear energy also provide a legal cover to the countries to hide the actual 

use of nuclear technology and continue the stockpiling of weapons of mass destruction. 

This is ironical that in the presence and implementation of Non-Proliferation Treaty 

(NPT) the five declared NWS possess almost a total of 22,000 nuclear warheads in their 

nuclear arsenal. 

Non Proliferation Treaty (NPT) (Taebi, 2017), in general, has proved a big and overt 

loophole and it has created misconceptions and mistrust in the Non-Nuclear Weapons 

States (NNWS) for the Nuclear Weapons. It's article number four although allows the 

world to use and possess the nuclear status but for the limited purpose of civil utilization 

of the atomic energy. It is even under considerations that the countries manufacturing 

nuclear weapons may be dealt with an iron hand to stop this practice. In 2009, a report of 

the United Nations states that if the interest of the nuclear possessors is not challenged 

than the worldwide dissemination of the nuclear power cannot be stopped and if it leads 

to the fissile materials development then the making and manufacturing of nuclear 

weapons is very much possible. This again started the debate on the disarmament and 

non-proliferation of the nuclear assets (Fuhrmann, 2016). 
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Mills and mimes of Uranium are out of the scope of Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT). 

Which means that Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) is blank about the cycle of the nuclear 

fuel. These mines and mills can easily provide Uranium to the non-state actors for the 

further acquisition of fissile materials. Many nations are soft targets and weak links 

between the safeguard of nuclear weapons and terrorists. The mines and mills are also 

left aside and not given the deserved attention. A Uranium exporter Niger in combination 

with the State of Congo which supplied the first ever used fuel in the nuclear weapons are 

real hazards and always prove a non-complier of the treaties and agreements (Popp, 

2016). 
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CHAPTER SIX 

6 SUMMARY, CONCLUSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

6.1 Summary  

In the course of this study, it became imperative to ask a number of questions. The 

aim is to provide or serve as a guide in the process of the research. On that basis, it aided 

the formulation of the hypotheses and essentially assisted in providing answers to the 

research questions.   

The research questions are to be highlighted once again:  

 Why the Kashmir conundrum carries the risk of nuclear war between India and 

Pakistan? 

 What could be the consequences of India – Pakistan nuclear war?  

 Would the resolution of the boundary dispute between Pakistan and India produce 

more opportunities to solve the other boundary problems in Asia?  

 

Therefore, the undermentioned are the firmly formed hypotheses:  

 The Kashmir conundrum carries the risk of nuclear war between India and 

Pakistan. 

 Consequences of the India - Pakistan nuclear war could be hazardous. 
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 The resolution of the boundary dispute between Pakistan and India will produce 

more opportunities to settle the other boundary problems in Asia.  

 

In the quest of the research answers, the literature of the contemporary age is divided into 

sections respectively among the wars fought between the two neighboring countries, 

which lead the situation to this edge that there are an unending confusion and mistrust 

between the countries. The vast historical literature was consulted in the order of 

occurrences that are put in chronological order. For the said purpose the first war fought 

between India and Pakistan called the first war of Kashmir in 1947 was scrutinized and 

studied. This was started just after the partition took place in 1947. After the partition of 

sub-continent, this war broke out. After the first war of Kashmir India and Pakistan again 

took each other by the horns in the second war of Kashmir fought in 1965. A complete 

analysis of the different writers and war veterans were reviewed and examined to find the 

answers to the research project.   

In 1965, second Kashmir war took after mitigating with exhaustive examinations by 

different authors and war veterans. Thirdly, the Bangladesh Liberation war of 1971; that 

brought about the end of East Pakistan from West Pakistan, through the contribution of 

India, in intrigue with the Bangladesh rebels (Mukti-Bahini) subjected Pakistan to a 

healthy surrender. The war of Kargil had enormous reasons for great chaos among the 

whole world because it was grounded on the nuclear warfare perspectives and both 

countries were in possession of people overwhelming and having pessimistic and 
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mythical approaches toward war, which had apparently many ways towards great 

devastation and decadence in the territory of the subcontinent. 

In the subsequent chapters, we examined the foreseeable significances of atomic warfare 

between both conflicting countries. In this perspective, a research conducted by the 

United States ‘Natural Resources Defense Council’ (NRDC), who estimated the 

gradation of fatality, in comparison with the atomic bombs of World War Two in 1945, 

should atomic warfare ensue between both countries, was accepted. In the last chapter, 

we endeavored persistently to propose some ways to the resolution of the quarrel 

between both conflicting countries, India and Pakistan. In this case, the following sub-

leadings were indicated as suggested by writers.  

• A referendum under the administration of United Nations.   

• United Nations unbiased and justified action.   

• Option for a free (independent) state.   

In the current scenario, the focus on freedom seems much better, but almost very difficult 

to be attained. There are so many insurrections and differences among the people of 

Kashmir to decide whether to be the part of India or Pakistan and they also have related 

constrictions like some groups deliberately air stoking to the emergence of the fully 

independent state. 

Further research needs highlighting the various perspective of a creed which has deeply 

affected the cultural shades and living styles among both nations of Pakistan and India. It 

also has affected the development of basic infrastructure of societies through politics and 

if it remains in practice in the same way it can inculcate slowdowns in the way of 
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progress and contending newly born challenges, in accordance with the need of modern 

changes.   

The research can reveal how the struggles of the people of Kashmir in response to the 

imposed enforcement by Indian government affected the involvement of UN for the 

establishment of ballot process or a complete solution according to the true will of the 

populace of Kashmir. The war and hatred resulting from various planned occurrences 

among Pakistan and India have always ruined the progression of Kashmir people for 

achieving the destiny and both countries had always blamed and conversed on issues of 

violation of human rights, brutality, genocidal attacks and planned attacks on military 

establishments.            

In our second supposition, conflict among two nations affects the whole environment of 

their surrounding states and territory, in the same way, the conflict between India and 

Pakistan has deeply affected the atmosphere of South Asia. It is a matter of fact that each 

country tries its best to be resilient in all aspects like economy, foreign affairs, defense 

and systematic stability, so, India, as well as Pakistan, is trying to develop better 

relationships among neighbor countries. 

China being a great economy have great interest for all the regional neighbor countries 

for trade, defense, and political support and the same reason has to lead the China and 

India to organize many chief contracts for the mutual wellbeing and resultantly, 

inclination of China towards India is not in favor of Pakistan, as India is always using its 

resources against it. This highlights that any approach enhancing the environment of a 

wrangle over Kashmir can also have effects in resolving other boundary problems in 

South Asia.        
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The scenario indicates the probability of atomic warfare in Asia if the issues are not 

considered to be permanently settled. Furthermore, in the sequence of the study, inclined 

tendencies are discussed. These comprise:  

• That creed and its cultural effects are playing a vivacious role in ornamental 

conflict between both the states of Pakistan and India    

• During the time of Partition of India, Kashmir would have had not been given 

the choice of being part either of India or Pakistan but, the boundary instructions 

had to set and intermingle the terrain with the appropriate state on genuine 

grounds in accordance with the drive of the populace.  

• Pakistan found genuine inferences as Kashmir is mostly made of up to 90% 

Muslim population and it must have been the land piece of it. 

• The probability of atomic warfare still lies as both the countries are in possession 

of nuclear weapons and it has assisted deterrence, indulging in nuclear warfare as 

in great fear of foreseen devastation and total extinction of the subcontinent.   

• The high wave of terrorism, aggressiveness and other loathsome practices has 

marred the compulsory consistency among the people of Kashmir in their way 

towards freedom and peaceful state.   

• The role of United Nations had not ever been much sentimental to find out 

definite resolution for this deep-rooted and dynamic issue 

  

By reviewing the previous observations, we discover fairly extraordinary purpose which 

is rising prominence into the Importance of Kashmir and are there any other great 
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perspective which is giving rise to the question why and on what foundations both the 

countries are sticking to the issue for the engrossment of the Kashmir to their territories.  

Kashmir comprises over the mountainous area and had been the war inflicted area since 

the partition of India. The area is one of the most beautiful terrains in the world. Kashmir 

is located on the west side of half of the Himalaya Highland Range. It is settled between 

China, on the east, India on the south, Pakistan to the west and a small border with 

Afghanistan to the north. All the terrain is mostly foothills, and people prefer the vale for 

their residences. Pakistan is currently governing the north and west portions while India 

is governing the southern part of Kashmir, the easternmost region called Aksai Chin is 

governed by China. Melting of the icebergs in the terrain is developing important rivers 

and water resources for the whole territorial section. This is also a great factor and source 

of conflict between India and Pakistan, while India is currently controlling the area that is 

the source of Pakistan’s very important water possessions. At the end, there is probable 

cause for a previously unrestrained condition to become even bloodier as the belongings 

of global weather outcome in shrinking water provide and is an ascent for control over 

the residual water possessions. The history of Kashmir is full of terrestrial religious battle 

and conflicts.   

Kashmir was Initially captured by Brahmin Hindus, Buddhist missionaries had inwards 

Kashmir around 274 BC. Hindu Families continued to formulate regulations in Kashmir, 

despite the Muslims arrived approximately 1275 years later. In an early 17th century, the 

ruling Muslim Reign had managed to take over the Hindu rules and regulations and 

Kashmir remained under the administration of Muslims state ever since. After a very 
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long time about hundreds of years later the great United Kingdom populated the Indian 

subcontinent. In the year 1846 the British distinct Kashmir’s boundaries to create a 

safeguard between the Indian State and the Russian and Chinese territories. Exact 

boundary settings were hard to outline because of the thin populace and craggy 

topographical aspects. When the UK settled India dominion in 1947 the Muslim 

population in this territory made strategy to form their own realm or kingdom.  

Kashmir was actually a completely independent state and Pakistan thought it would be its 

part of the foundation of their Muslim majority, and it was predominantly ruled by the 

Muslim rulers. Great range of Himalayan Mountains is the west part of Kashmir. Global 

weather conditions are gradually changing up to great extent and the vast accumulated ice 

in the form of glaciers is sweltering into rivers at an unprecedented rate, this situation is 

an intimidating sanctuary of the water resources and supply for the hundreds of millions 

of people inside the watersheds. In this regard, there are alarming circumstances in the 

territory of Himalayas, as previously uncommon flooding proceedings are repeatedly 

causing floods since few years and through the noticeable departure, huge glaciers over 

time through satellite photographs.  

Both the nations India and Pakistan have the new subject matter in their dialogues as the 

threatening situation of glaciers is unswervingly involved with the subsists of billions of 

people. The major fragment and resource of water flowing through Pakistan and covering 

three-quarters of Pakistan’s total farming land is the great Indus river and origin of Indus 

river is Siachen Glacier which is today in Indian regulations. 

Punjab is the biggest province of Pakistan and the meaning of its name island of five 

rivers”. Its three rivers start through the Indian controlled Jammu and Kashmir area. It is 
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in the great concentration of Pakistan’s national safety and living existing to have control 

over the origin of its water possessions, India can use this in the strategic arrangement 

against Pakistan. Therefore, Pakistan is trying its best to strengthen its authority over 

Kashmir by growing their presence. In the year 1981 Pakistan protracted Pakistani 

nationality to the whole populations in its Northern Areas. It is assumed that Pakistan 

galvanized reimbursement of the civilian armed force, in the beginning of 1980s, in the 

Northern Areas to increase their equipped establishment. In this instance, they can be 

supposed of as paramilitaries organized by Pakistan as a hostile purpose to get the control 

of the entire region and enforcing their own rules and regulations.  

Water resources are among major cause of conflict between Pakistan and India and both 

countries are in a race to take over the control of terrain having the origin of water.  It is 

not only in concern by the Pakistan and India but the other countries of South Asia are 

also involved fully in the perspective of economy, and national security as if their water 

resources are challenged and they feel it vital to sustaining their agriculture in peril.  

China and India both are leading countries in the world by their number of population, 

many countries see it as a very great market to introduce their products or investing their 

business. Both countries have also a great mutual trade relationship but they have stressed 

affairs among their shared borders as China has an inclination towards Pakistan for 

seeking a safe and short way towards the Arabian Sea through Gwadar port and has also 

taken network projects designing in such ways which will be in the wellbeing of 

Pakistan. India is losing its trust among China over more relationship with the United 
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States, on the other side, India is stressed on China’s good relations and projects with 

Pakistan and India envious with Pakistan interests.  

Initially, Kashmir dispute was restricted only to the borderline issue but as time passed it 

included political and national security issues as well. Each country tries to enhance its 

territory for having an increase in the natural resources but when the matter inclines 

towards national security, it is top prioritized and gets a huge attention towards struggles, 

demanding solutions and settlements. At the Kashmir issue, both countries are in a race 

to ensure their water needs in future. Pakistan is in the position to have more 

apprehensions in the Kashmir issue, as it has the sources of their most important rivers, 

the Chenab, Jhelum, and Indus, beginning in the Indian occupied Kashmir. Full control 

by India over Kashmir can have dangerous consequences for Pakistan, as water is 

undeniably essential for the existence of living in any country. 

 

6.2 Conclusion   

The classification and rating of global perspective over the years, the persistent and fierce 

conflict is the conflict of Pakistan and India spread over decades of fight and unrest. 

There have been numerous meditations, dialogues, bilateral accords and many efforts of 

conciliation but a variety of factors and unpleasant events have to lead the issue to even 

grave state than ever before. This research endeavor clearly points out that conflict of 

Kashmir has been always the core contention due to an unfinished agenda of partition, 

1947. The decision of keeping the princely states as a sovereign country has made them a 

puppet in the hand of Indian troops. It is a truth and fact that India has cheated Kashmiri’s 
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and Pakistan. The fight will remain until another partition within the partition is 

exercised. 

Furthermore, the research clearly concludes that the unresolved issue of Kashmir 

independence is risking the overall security of South Asia in particular and the world in 

general. The three wars fought between the two neighboring countries and a conflict of 

1999 at the place of Kargil confirm us the inside story of the relations between India and 

Pakistan. The concern of the world is a misuse of nuclear weapons by both sides in order 

to defend its position can put the whole world on the edge of WW-III. This complex 

situation built over the years clarifies that both the ends should engage in healthy and 

plausible resolute of the conflict. To avoid any display of power by both countries 

international powers need to mediate the cause instead of even adding fuel to fire.  

This issue for the region has become an inevitable issue that needs rapid and focused 

agenda of the solution. It is now above politics and points scoring as the peace and 

security of the region is at risk and multifaceted challenges are lingering to the region, in 

the presence of America on the soil of Afghanistan to counter China and Russia are also 

at the one end of these two superpowers. India and Pakistan have mutual and silent 

distrust and nobody is readily available to support any change in the favor of the opposite 

party. Political wisdom and will should prevail for the peaceful exit of both the countries 

with the possibilities available face-saving. The bloodiest persistent front needs a 

peaceful solution to guarantee the overall security and prosperous future of South Asia 

and for the long-awaited rights of Kashmiri people.  
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6.3 Recommendations   

The issue still imprints that there may not be a direct solution to the problem of Kashmir. 

Many political leaders and the military official had been the part of history, trying and 

arguing for the solution of Kashmir issue. Nevertheless, the research in this regard 

suggests extending some approvals to help the stakeholders in the scuffle of bringing the 

congestion to possible low gradual decline. And to an earlier extent, the study 

emphasized upon consideration of the fact that the world representatives in the United 

Nation, advised various Treaties Consensuses and declarations between India and 

Pakistan to settle out the conflict. 

In agreement of 1948 cease-fire took place between both the countries across line of 

control, after 17 years in 1965, declaration held at Tashkent to settle the war concerns, the 

treaty of Shimla in 1972 and Washington Agreement in 1983 are much decent pace 

toward harmony and peace but it's miserable to find that United Nation got failed to 

administer implementations for all these. 

In accordance with this proclamation the study recommends that;  

• The Valley of Azad Kashmir and Occupied Kashmir ought to be professed self-

directed and independent entities with the establishment of self-government, 

implementing their own rules and regulations in accordance with the United 

Nations and beneath a multifaceted declaration. Kashmir had its own sovereignty 

before the war of 1947 and resuming its sovereignty on their own will and the 

lawful command will help out smoothly setting their future either with Pakistan or 

India. Resultantly, both the nations quarreling over the issue will be forced to 
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extract back their enforcement and panels prevailing upon the region. The feasible 

option will forcefully return Kashmir to status quo and will be reasonable and 

glowing, moving in the right direction by both nations, enhancing the projected 

individuality of the people of Kashmir and leading to resolve the ancient conflict 

bringing harmony peace and joy in the whole region.  

• Whereas on the contrary, India, and Pakistan control the portion of Kashmir from 

decades across the border known as Line of Control (LOC). This border is 

endorsed and recognized by the world and the most active border in the world 

where both the armies are at the fire. It is recommended that United Nations 

should police the Line of Control till the peaceful solution is not approached for 

the peace process development in the region.  

United Nations is required to deploy its troops to end the always ongoing 

skirmishes over the issue of Kashmir oat Line of Control. For the eradication of 

the infiltration across the border between India and Pakistan both the countries 

need to reduce hostilities and share the same table for the dialogue process. If the 

United Nations intervenes then it will be a compulsion for both the countries to 

surrender to the resolution of the multi-national forum. Then the policy will wait 

and see from both sides. The contention of both the countries will ultimately 

invite the military intervention of other countries influential in many aspects of 

the globe. India will extract much of this situation because of its secularistic 

perspective reflected over the world. Whereas the picture of Pakistan is totally 

different and complex as it will be forced to build economic relation with India as 
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a cross-border activity, which will ultimately lead to the peace process between 

both countries in the presence of vested interests. 

• Among many, another practical solution of the conflict lies within the steady 

peacekeeping phenomenon between India and Pakistan. Kashmiri people are the 

main stakeholder of any peace process as they are affected in the fight of two 

giant elephants like Pakistan and India as both the countries are in the possession 

of the nuclear arsenal. At present, the state of Kashmiri people is deprived and 

they have not included in any dialogue process actively, whereas it has raised the 

feeling of distress in the Kashmiri people. Indian militancy in the state of Kashmir 

is a persistent reason of this deprivation of Kashmiri’s as Indian troops are bluntly 

violating the human rights. A Pakistani scholar in 1993, Malik Iftikhar is of the 

view that for any realistic solution of the Kashmir issue, Kashmiri people deserve 

a larger portion of interest and they hold the priority. They are in actual focal but 

always kept aside and regarded as the third party, whereas Kashmiri people are 

the main and principal party of the core conflict. Any decision without the vibrant 

involvement of the Kashmiri people will be another violation of human rights.      
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APPENDIX-I 

NON-PROLIFERATION TREATY (NPT) 

Following is the text of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons. It was 

signed at Washington, London, and Moscow on July 1, 1968. The States including this 

Treaty, hereinafter referred to as the 'Parties to the Treaty', Considering the devastation 

that would be visited upon all mankind by a nuclear war and the consequent need to make 

every effort to avert the danger of such a war and to take measures to safeguard the 

security of peoples, Believing that the proliferation of nuclear weapons would seriously 

enhance the danger of nuclear war, In conformity with resolutions of the United Nations 

General Assembly calling for the conclusion of an agreement on the prevention of wider 

dissemination of nuclear weapons, Undertaking to cooperate in facilitating the 

application of International Atomic Energy Agency safeguards on peaceful nuclear 

activities, Expressing their support for research, development and other efforts to further 

the application, within the framework of the International Atomic Energy Agency 

safeguards system, of the principle of safeguarding effectively the flow of source and 

special fissionable materials by use of instruments and other techniques at certain 

strategic points, Affirming the principle that the benefits of peaceful applications of 

nuclear technology, including any technological by-products which may be derived by 

nuclear-weapon States from the development of nuclear explosive devices, should be 

available for peaceful purposes to all Parties of the Treaty, whether nuclear-weapon or 

non-nuclear weapon States, Convinced that, in furtherance of this principle, all Parties to 

the Treaty are entitled to participate in the fullest possible exchange of scientific 

information for, and to contribute alone or in cooperation with other States to, the further 

development of the applications of atomic energy for peaceful purposes, Declaring their 

intention to achieve at the earliest possible date the cessation  of the nuclear arms race 

and to undertake effective measures in the direction of nuclear disarmament, Urging the 

cooperation of all States in the attainment of this objective,  Recalling the determination 

expressed by the Parties to the 1963 Treaty banning nuclear weapon tests in the 

atmosphere, in outer space and under water in its Preamble to seek to achieve the 
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discontinuance of all test explosions of nuclear weapons for all time and to continue 

negotiations to this end, Desiring to further the casing of international tension and the 

strengthening of trust between States in order to facilitate the cessation of the 

manufacture of nuclear weapons, the liquidation of all their existing stockpiles, and the 

elimination from national arsenals of nuclear weapons and the means of their delivery 

pursuant to a treaty on general and complete disarmament under strict and effective 

international control, Recalling that, in accordance with the Charier of the United 

Nations, States must refrain in their international relations from the threat or use of force 

against the territorial integrity or political independence of any Slate, or in any other 

manner inconsistent with the Purposes of the United Nations, and that the establishment 

and maintenance of international peace and security are to be promoted with the least 

diversion for armaments of the world's human and economic resources. 

HAVE AGREED AS FOLLOWS: 

Article I   

Each nuclear-weapon State Party to the Treaty undertakes not to transfer to any recipient 

whatsoever nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices or control over such 

weapons or explosive devices directly, or indirectly; and not in any way to otherwise 

acquire nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices, or control over such 

weapons or explosive devices.  

Article II   

Each non-nuclear-weapon State Party to the Treaty undertakes not to receive the transfer 

from any transfer or whatsoever of nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices or 

of control over such weapons or explosive devices directly, or indirectly; not to 

manufacture or otherwise acquire nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices; 

and not to seek or receive any assistance in the manufacture of nuclear weapons or other 

nuclear explosive devices.  
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Article III  

1.  Each non-nuclear-weapon State Party to the Treaty undertakes to accept 

safeguards, as set forth in an agreement to be negotiated and concluded with the 

International Atomic Energy Agency in accordance with the Statute of the International 

Atomic Energy Agency and the Agency's safeguards system, for the exclusive purpose of 

verification of the fulfilment of its obligations assumed under this Treaty with a view to 

preventing diversion of nuclear energy from peaceful uses to nuclear weapons or other 

nuclear explosive devices. Procedures for the safeguards required by this article  shall be 

followed with respect to source or special fissionable material whether it is being 

produced, processed or used in any principal nuclear facility or is outside any such 

facility. The safeguards required by this article shall be applied to all! source or special 

fissionable material in all peaceful nuclear activities within the territory of such State, 

under its jurisdiction, or carried out under its control anywhere.  

2.  Each State Party to the Treaty undertakes not to provide: (a) source or special 

fissionable material, or (b) equipment or material especially designed or prepared for the 

processing, use or production of special fissionable material, to any non-nuclear-weapon 

State for peaceful purposes, unless the source or special fissionable material shall be 

subject to the safeguards required by this article.  

3.  The safeguards required by this article shall be implemented in a manner designed 

to comply with article IV of this Treaty, and to avoid hampering the economic or 

technological development of the Parties or international cooperation in the field of 

peaceful nuclear activities, including the international exchange of nuclear material and 

equipment for the processing, use or production of nuclear material for peaceful purposes 

in accordance with the provisions of this article and the principle of safeguarding set forth 

in the Preamble of the Treaty.  

4.  Non-nuclear-weapon States Party to the Treaty shall conclude agreements with 

the International Atomic Energy Agency to meet the requirements of this article either 

individually or together with other States in accordance with the Statute of the 
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International Atomic Energy Agency. Negotiation of such agreements shall commence 

within 180 days from the original entry into force of this Treaty. For States depositing 

their instruments of ratification or accession after the 180-day period, negotiation of such 

agreements shall commence not later than the date of such deposit. Such agreements shall 

enter into force not later than eighteen months after the date of initiation of negotiations.  

Article IV  

1.  Nothing in this Treaty shall be interpreted as affecting the inalienable right of all 

the Parties to the Treaty to develop research, production and use of nuclear energy for 

peaceful purposes without discrimination and in conformity with articles I and II of this 

Treaty.  

2.  All the Parties to the Treaty undertake to facilitate, and have the right to 

participate in, the fullest possible exchange of equipment, materials and scientific and 

technological information for the peaceful uses of nuclear energy. Parties to the Treaty in 

a position to do so shall also cooperate in contributing alone or together with other States 

or international organizations to the further development of the applications of nuclear 

energy for peaceful purposes, especially in the territories of non-nuclear weapon States 

Party to the Treaty, with due consideration for the needs of the developing areas of the 

world.  

Article V  

Each Party to the Treaty undertakes to take appropriate measures to ensure that, in 

accordance with this Treaty, under appropriate international observation and through 

appropriate international procedures, potential benefits from any peaceful applications of 

nuclear explosions will be made available to nonnuclear-weapon States Party to the 

Treaty on a non-discriminatory basis and that the charge to such Parties for the explosive 

devices used will be as low as possible and exclude any charge for research and 

development. Non-nuclear weapon States Party to the Treaty shall be able to obtain such 

benefits, pursuant to a special international agreement or agreements, through an 

appropriate international body with adequate representation of non-nuclear-weapon State. 
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Negotiations on this subject shall commence as soon as possible after the Treaty enters 

into force. Non-nuclear-weapon States Party to the Treaty so desiring may also obtain 

such benefits pursuant to bilateral agreements.  

Article VI  

Each of the Parties to the Treaty undertakes to pursue negotiations in good faith on 

effective measures relating to cession of the nuclear arms race at an early date and to 

nuclear disarmament, and on a treaty on general and complete disarmament under strict 

and effective international control.  

Article VII  

Nothing in this Treaty affects the right of any group of Stales to conclude regional 

treaties in order to assure the total absence of nuclear weapons in their respective 

territories.  

Article VIII  

1.  Any Party to the Treaty may propose amendments to this Treaty. The text of any 

proposed amendment shall be submitted to the Depositary Governments which shall 

circulate it to all Parties to the Treaty. Thereupon, if requested to do so by one-third or 

more of the Parties to the Treaty, the Depositary Governments shall convene a 

conference, to which they shall invite all the Parties to the Treaty, to consider such an 

amendment.  

2.  Any amendment to this Treaty must be approved by a majority of the votes of all 

the Parties to the Treaty, including the votes of all nuclear-weapon States Party to the 

Treaty and all other Parties which, on the date the amendment is circulated, are members 

of the Board of Governors of the International Atomic Energy Agency. The amendment 

shall enter into force for each Party that deposits its instrument of ratification of the 

amendment upon the deposit of such instruments of ratification by a majority of all the 

Parties, including the instruments of ratification of all nuclear-weapon States Party to the 

Treaty and all other Parties which, on the date the amendment is circulated, are members 
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of the Board of Governors of the International Atomic Energy Agency. Thereafter, it 

shall enter into force for any other Party upon the deposit of its instrument of ratification 

of the amendment.  

3.  Five years after the entry into force of this Treaty, a conference of Parties to the 

Treaty shall be held in Geneva. Switzerland, in order to review (the operation of this 

Treaty with a view to assuring that the purposes of the Preamble and the provisions of the 

Treaty are being realized. At intervals of five years thereafter, a majority of the Parties to 

the Treaty may obtain, by submitting a proposal to this effect to the Depositary 

Governments, the convening of further conferences with the same objective of reviewing 

the operation of the Treaty. 

Article IX  

1.  This Treaty shall be open to all States for signature. Any State which does not 

sign the Treaty before its entry into force in accordance with paragraph 3 of this article 

may accede to it at any time.  

2.  This Treaty shall be subject to ratification by signatory States. Instruments of 

ratification and instruments of accession shall be deposited with the Governments of the 

United States of America, the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland and 

the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, which are hereby designated the Depositary 

Governments.  

3.  This Treaty shall enter into force after its ratification by the States, the 

Governments of which are designated Depositaries of the Treaty, and forty other States 

signatory to this Treaty and the deposit of their instruments of ratification. For the 

purposes of this Treaty, a nuclear-weapon State is one which has manufactured and 

exploded a nuclear weapon or other nuclear explosive device prior to January 1, 1967.  

4.  For States whose instruments of ratification or accession are deposited subsequent 

to the entry into force of this Treaty, it shall enter into force on the date of the deposit of 

their instruments of ratification or accession.  
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5.  The Depositary Governments shall promptly inform all signatory and acceding 

States of the date of each signature, the date of deposit of each instrument of ratification 

or of accession, the dale of the entry into force of this Treaty, and the date of receipt of 

any requests for convening a conference or other notices.  

6. This Treaty shall be registered by the Depositary Governments pursuant to article 102 

of the Chartei of the United Nations.  

Article X  

l.  Each Party shall in exercising its national sovereignty have the right to withdraw 

from the Treaty if it decides that extraordinary events, related to the subject matter of this 

Treaty, have jeopardized the supreme interests of its country. It shall give notice of such 

withdrawal to all other Parties to the Treaty and to the United Nations Security Council 

three months in advance. Such notice shall include a statement of the extraordinary 

events it regards as having jeopardized its supreme interests.  

2.  Twenty-five years after the entry into force of the Treaty, a conference shall be 

convened to decide whether the Treaty shall continue in force indefinitely or shall be 

extended for an additional fixed period or periods. This decision shall be taken by a 

majority of the Parties to the Treaty. 

Article XI  

This Treaty, the English, Russian, French, Spanish and Chinese texts of which are 

equally authentic, shall be deposited in the archives of the Depositary Governments. Duly 

certified copies of this Treaty shall be transmitted by the Depositary Governments to the 

Governments of the signatory and acceding States. IN witness where of the undersigned, 

duly authorized, have signed this Treaty. Done in triplicate, at the cities of Washington, 

London, and Moscow, this first day of July, one thousand nine hundred sixty-eight.  
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APPENDIX-II 

COMPREHENSIVE NUCLEAR TEST BAN TREATY (CTBT) 

Preamble 

The States Parties to this Treaty (hereinafter referred to as 'the States Parties'), 

Welcoming the international agreements and other positive measures of recent years in 

the field of nuclear disarmament, including reductions in arsenals of nuclear weapons, as 

well as in the field of the prevention of nuclear proliferation in all its aspects. Underlining 

the importance of the full and prompt implementation of such agreements and measures, 

Convinced that the present international situation provides an opportunity to take further 

effective measures towards nuclear disarmament and against the proliferation of nuclear 

weapons in all its aspects, and declaring their intention to take such measures. Stressing 

therefore the need for continued systematic and progressive efforts to reduce nuclear 

weapons globally, with the ultimate goal of eliminating those weapons, and of general 

and complete disarmament under strict and effective international control, Recognizing 

that the cessation of all nuclear weapon test explosions and all other nuclear explosions, 

by constraining the development and qualitative improvement of nuclear weapons and 

ending the development of advanced new types of nuclear weapons, constitutes an 

effective measure of nuclear disarmament and nonproliferation in all its aspects, Further 

recognizing that an end to all such nuclear explosions will thus constitute a meaningful 

step in the realization of a systematic process to achieve nuclear disarmament, Convinced 

that the most effective way to achieve an end of nuclear testing is through the conclusion 

of a universal and internationally and effectively verifiable comprehensive nuclear test-

ban treaty, which has long been one of the highest priority objectives of the international 

community in the field of disarmament and non-proliferation. Noting the aspirations 

expressed by the Parties to the 1963 Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the 

Atmosphere, in Outer Space and Under Water to seek to achieve the discontinuance of all 

test explosions of nuclear weapons for all time. Noting also the views expressed that this 

Treaty could contribute to the protection of the environment. Affirming the purpose of 

attracting the adherence of all States to this Treaty and its objective to contribute 
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effectively to the prevention of the proliferation of nuclear weapons in all its aspects, to 

the process of nuclear disarmament and therefore to the enhancement of international 

peace and security.  

HAVE AGREED AS FOLLOWS:  

Article I—Basic obligations  

1.  Each State Party undertakes not to carry out any nuclear weapon lest explosion or 

any other nuclear explosion, and to prohibit and prevent any such nuclear explosion at 

any place under its jurisdiction or control.  

2.  Each State Party undertakes, furthermore, to refrain from causing, encouraging, or 

in any way participating in the carrying out of any nuclear weapon test explosion or any 

other nuclear explosion.  

Article II—The Organization A. General Provisions  

1.  The States Parties hereby establish the Comprehensive Nuclear Test-Ban Treaty 

Organization (hereinafter referred to as 'the Organization') to achieve the object and 

purpose of this Treaty, to ensure the implementation of its provisions, including those for 

international verification of compliance with it, and to provide a forum for consultation 

and cooperation among States Parties.  

2.  All States Parties shall be members of the Organization. A State Party shall not be 

deprived of its membership in the Organization.  

3.  The seat of the Organization shall be Vienna, Republic of Austria.  

4.  There are hereby established as organs of the Organization: The Conference of the 

States Parties, the Executive Council and the Technical Secretarial, which shall include in 

International Data Centre.  

5.  Each State Party shall cooperate with the Organization in the exercise of its 

functions in accordance with this Treaty. Stales Parties shall consult, directly among 

themselves, or through the Organization or other appropriate international procedures, 
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including procedures within the framework of the United Nations and in accordance with 

its Charter, on any matter which may be raised relating to the object and purpose, or the 

implementation of the provisions, of this Treaty. 

6.  The Organization shall conduct its verification activities provided for under this 

Treaty in the least intrusive manner possible consistent with the timely and efficient 

accomplishment of their objectives. It shall request only the information and data 

necessary to fulfil its responsibilities under this Treaty. It shall take every precaution to 

protect the confidentiality of information on civil and military activities and facilities 

coming to its knowledge in the implementation of this Treaty and, in particular, shall 

abide by the confidentiality provisions set forth in this Treaty. 

7.  Each State Party shall treat as confidential and afford special handling to 

information and data that it receives in confidence from the Organization in connection 

with the implementation of this Treaty. It shall treat such information and data 

exclusively in connection with its rights and obligations under this Treaty.  

8.  The Organization, as an independent body, shall seek to utilize existing expertise 

and facilities, as appropriate, and to maximize cost efficiencies, through cooperative 

arrangements with other international organizations such as the international Atomic 

Energy Agency. Such arrangements, excluding those of a minor and normal commercial 

and contractual nature, shall be set out in agreements to be submitted to the Conference 

of the States Parties for approval. 

9.  The costs of the activities of the Organization shall be met annually by the States 

Parties in accordance with the United Nations scale of assessments adjusted to take into 

account differences in membership between the United Nations and the Organization.  

10.  Financial contributions of States Parties to the Preparatory Commission shall be 

deducted in an appropriate way from their contributions to the regular budget.  

11.  A member of the Organization which is in arrears in the payment of its assessed 

contribution to the Organization shall have no vote in the Organization if the amount of 

its arrears equals or exceeds the amount of the contribution due from it for the preceding 
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two full years. The Conference of the States Parties may, nevertheless, permit such a 

member to vote if it is satisfied that the failure to pay is due to conditions beyond the 

control of the member.  

B. The Conference of the States Parties Composition, Procedures and Decision-

making  

12.  The Conference of the States Parties (hereinafter referred to as 'the Conference1) 

shall be composed of all Stales Parties. Each State Party shall have one representative in 

the Conference, who may be accompanied by alternates and advisers.  

13.  The initial session of the Conference shall be convened by the Depositary no later 

than 30 days after the entry into force of this Treaty.  

14.  The Conference shall meet in regular sessions, which shall be held annually, 

unless it decides otherwise.  

15.  A special session of the Conference shall be convened: (a) When decided by the 

Conference; (b) When requested by the Executive Council; or (c) When requested by any 

State Party and supported by a majority of the States Parties. The special session shall be 

convened no later than 30 days after the decision of the Conference, the request of the 

Executive Council, or the attainment of the necessary support, unless specified otherwise 

in the decision or request.  

16.  The Conference may also be convened in the form of an Amendment Conference, 

in accordance with Article VII. 17. The Conference may also be convened in the form of 

a Review Conference, in accordance with Article VIII.  

18.  Sessions shall take place at the seat of the Organization unless the Conference 

decides otherwise.  

19.  The Conference shall adopt its rules of procedure. At the beginning of each 

session, it shall elect its President and such other officers as may be required. They shall 

hold office until a new President and other officers are elected at the next session.  
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20.  A majority of the States Parties shall constitute a quorum. 

 21.  Each State Party shall have one vote.  

22.  The Conference shall lake decisions on matters of procedure by a majority of 

members present and voting. Decisions on matters of substance shall be taken as far as 

possible by consensus. If consensus is not attainable when an issue comes up for 

decision, the President of the Conference shall defer any vote for 24 hours and during this 

period of deferment shall make every effort to facilitate achievement of consensus, and 

shall report to the Conference before the end of this period. If consensus is not possible at 

the end of 24 hours, the Conference shall take a decision by a two-thirds majority of 

members present and voting unless specified otherwise in this Treaty. When the issue 

arises as to whether the question is one of substance or not, that question shall be treated 

as a matter of substance unless otherwise decided by the majority required for decisions 

on matters of substance.  

23.  When exercising its function under paragraph 26 (k), the Conference shall take a 

decision to add any State to the list of States contained in Annex I to this Treaty in 

accordance with the procedure for decisions on matters of substance set out in paragraph 

22. Notwithstanding paragraph 22, (he Conference shall take decisions on any other 

change to Annex I to this Treaty by consensus.  

Powers and Functions  

24.  The Conference shall be the principal organ of the Organization. It shall consider 

any questions, matters or issues within the scope of this Treaty, including those relating 

to the powers and functions of the Executive Council and the Technical Secretariat, in 

accordance with this Treaty. It may make recommendations and take decisions on any 

questions, matters or issues within the scope of this Treaty raised by a State Party or 

brought to its attention by the Executive Council.  

25.  The Conference shall oversee the implementation of, and review compliance with, 

this Treaty and act in order to promote its object and purpose. It shall also oversee the 
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activities of the Executive Council and the Technical Secretariat and may issue guidelines 

to either of them for the exercise of their functions.  

26.  The Conference shall: (a) Consider and adopt the report of the Organization on 

the implementation of this Treaty and the annual programme and budget of the 

Organization, submitted by the Executive Council, as well as consider other reports; (b) 

Decide on the scale of financial contributions to be paid by States Parties in accordance 

with paragraph 9; (c) Elect the members of the Executive Council; (d) Appoint the 

Director-General of the Technical Secretariat (hereinafter referred to as 'the Director-

General1); (e) Consider and approve the rules of procedure of the Executive Council 

submitted by the latter; (f) Consider and review scientific and technological 

developments that could affect the operation of this Treaty. In the context, the 

Conference may direct the Director-General to establish a Scientific Advisory Board to 

enable him or her, in the performance of his or her functions, to render specialized advice 

in areas of science and technology relevant to this Treaty to the Conference, to the 

Executive Council, or to States Parties. In that case, the Scientific Advisory Board shall 

be composed of independent experts serving in their individual capacity and appointed, in 

accordance with terms of reference adopted by the Conference, on the basis of their 

expertise and experience in the particular scientific fields relevant to the implementation 

of this Treaty; (g) Take the necessary measures to ensure compliance with this Treaty and 

to redress and remedy any situation that contravenes the provisions of this Treaty, in 

accordance with Article V; (h) Consider and approve at its initial session any draft 

agreements, arrangements, provisions, procedures, operational manuals, guidelines and 

any other documents developed and recommended by the Preparatory Commission; (i) 

Consider and approve agreements or arrangements negotiated by the Technical 

Secretariat with States Parties, other States and international organizations to be 

concluded by the Executive Council on behalf of the Organization in accordance with 

paragraph 38 (h); (j) Establish such subsidiary organs as it finds necessary for the 

exercise of its functions in accordance with this Treaty; and (k) Update Annex-I  to this 

Treaty, as appropriate, in accordance with paragraph 23. 
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 C. The Executive Council Composition, Procedures and Decision-making  

27.  The Executive Council shall consist of 51 members. Each State Party shall have 

the right, in accordance with the provisions of this Article, to serve on the Executive 

Council. 28. Taking into account the need for equitable geographical distribution, the 

Executive Council shall comprise: (a) Ten States Parties from Africa; (b) Seven States 

Parties from Eastern Europe; (c) Nine States Parties from Latin America and the 

Caribbean; (d) Seven States Parties from the Middle East and South Asia; (e) Ten States 

Parties from North America and Western Europe; and (f) Eight States Parties from South-

East Asia, the Pacific and (he Far East, All States in each of the above geographical 

regions are listed in Annex-I to this Treaty. Annex-I to this Treaty shall be updated, as 

appropriate, by the Conference in accordance with paragraphs 23 and 26 (k). It shall not 

be subject to amendments or changes under the procedures contained in Article VH.  

29.  The members of the Executive Council shall be elected by the Conference. In this 

connection, each geographical region shall designate States Parties from the region for 

election as members of the Executive Council as follows: (a) At least one-third of the 

seats allocated to each geographical region shall be filled, taking into account political 

and security interests, by States Parties in that region designated on the basis of the 

nuclear capabilities relevant to the Treaty as determined by international data as well as 

all or any of the following indicative criteria in the order of the priority determined by 

each region: (i) Number of monitoring facilities of the International Monitoring System; 

(ii) Expertise and experience in monitoring technology; and (Hi) Contribution to the 

annual budget of the Organization; (b) One of the seats allocated to each geographical 

region shall be filled on a rotational basis by the State Party that is first in the English 

alphabetical order among the States Parties in that region that have not served as 

members of the Executive Council for the longest period of time since becoming States 

Parties or since their last term, whichever is shorter. A State Party designated on this 

basis may decide to forgo its seat. In that case, such a State Party shall submit a letter of 

renunciation to the Director-General, and the seat shall be filled by the State Party 

following next-in-order according to this sub-paragraph; and (c) The remaining seats 
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allocated to each geographical region shall be filled by States Parties designated from 

among all the States Parties in that region by rotation or elections.  

30.  Each member of the Executive Council shall have one representative on the 

Executive Council, who may be accompanied by alternates and advisers.  

31.  Each member of the Executive Council shall hold office from the end of the 

session of the Conference at which that member is elected until the end of the second 

regular annual session of the Conference thereafter, except that for the first election of the 

Executive Council, 26 members shall be elected to hold office until the end of the third 

regular annual session of the Conference, due regard being paid to the established 

numerical proportions as described in paragraph 28.  

32.  The Executive Council shall elaborate its rules of procedure and submit them to 

the Conference for approval.  

33.  The Executive Council shall elect its Chairman from among its members.  

34.  The Executive Council shall meet for regular sessions. Between regular sessions it 

shall meet as may be required for the fulfilment of its powers and functions.  

35.  Each member of the Executive Council shall have one vote.  

36.  The Executive Council shall take decisions on mailers of procedure by a majority 

of all its members. The Executive Council shall take decisions on matters of substance by 

a two-thirds majority of all its members unless specified otherwise in this Treaty. When 

the issue arises as to whether the question is one of substance or not, that question shall 

be treated as a matter of substance unless otherwise decided by the majority required for 

decisions on matters of substance. 

Powers and Functions  

37.  The Executive Council shall be the executive organ of the Organization. It shall 

be responsible to the Conference. It shall carry out the powers and functions entrusted to 

it in accordance with this Treaty. In so doing, it shall act in conformity with the 
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recommendations, decisions and guidelines of the Conference and ensure their 

continuous and proper implementation.  

38.  The Executive Council shall, (a) Promote effective implementation of, and 

compliance with, this Treaty; (b) Supervise the activities of the Technical Secretariat; (c) 

Make recommendations as necessary to the Conference for consideration of further 

proposals for promoting the object and purpose of this Treaty; (d) Cooperate with the 

National Authority of each State Party; (e) Consider and submit to the Conference the 

draft annual programme and budget of the Organization, the draft report of the 

Organization on the implementation of this Treaty, the report on the performance of its 

own activities and such other reports as it deems necessary or that the Conference may 

request; (f) Make arrangements for the sessions of the Conference, including the 

preparation of the draft agenda; (g) Examine proposals for changes, on matters of an 

administrative or technical nature, to the Protocol or the Annexes thereto, pursuant to 

Article VII, and make recommendations to the States Panics regarding their adoption; (h) 

Conclude, subject to prior approval of the Conference, agreements or arrangements with 

States Parties, other States and international organizations on behalf of the Organization 

and supervise their implementation, with the exception of agreements or arrangements 

referred to in sub-paragraph (i); (i) Approve and supervise the operation of agreements or 

arrangements relating to the implementation of verification activities with States Parties 

and other States; and (j) Approve any new operational manuals and any changes to the 

existing operational manuals that may be proposed by the Technical Secretariat.  

39.  The Executive Council may request a special session of the Conference.  

40.  The Executive Council shall: (a) Facilitate cooperation among States Parties, and 

between States Parties and the Technical Secretariat, relating to the implementation of 

this Treaty through information exchanges; (b) Facilitate consultation and clarification 

among Stales Parties in accordance with Article IV; and (c) Receive, consider and take 

action on requests for, and reports on, on-site inspections in accordance with Article IV.  
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41.  The Executive Council shall consider any concern raised by a State Party about 

possible non-compliance with this Treaty and abuse of the rights established by this 

Treaty. In so doing, the Executive Council shall consult with the States Parties involved 

and, as appropriate, request a State Party to take measures to redress the situation within a 

specified time. To the extent that the Executive Council considers further action to be 

necessary, it shall take, inter alia, one or more of the following measures; (a) Notify all 

States Parties of the issue or matter; (b) Bring the issue or matter to the attention of the 

Conference; (c) Make recommendations to the Conference or take action, as appropriate, 

regarding measures to redress the situation and to ensure compliance in accordance with 

Article V.  

D. The Technical Secretariat  

42.  The Technical Secretariat shall assist States Parties in the implementation of this 

Treaty. The Technical Secretariat shall assist the Conference and the Executive Council 

in the performance of their functions. The Technical Secretariat shall carry out the 

verification and other functions entrusted to it by this Treaty, as well as those functions 

delegated to it by the Conference or the Executive Council in accordance with this 

Treaty. The Technical Secretariat shall include, as an integral part, the International Data 

Centre.  

43.  The functions of the Technical Secretariat with regard to verification of 

compliance with this Treaty shall, in accordance with Article IV and the Protocol, include 

inter alia: (a) Being responsible for supervising and coordinating the operation of the 

International Monitoring System; (b) Operating the International Data Centre; (c) 

Routinely receiving, processing, analyzing and reporting on International Monitoring 

System data; (d) Providing technical assistance in, and support for, the installation and 

operation of monitoring stations; (e) Assisting the Executive Council in facilitating 

consultation and clarification among States Parties; (f) Receiving requests for on-site 

inspections and processing them, facilitating Executive Council consideration of such 

requests, carrying out the preparations for, and providing technical support during the 

conduct of on-site inspections, and reporting to the Executive Council; (g) Negotiating 
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agreements or arrangements with States Parties, other States and international 

organizations and concluding, subject to prior approval by the Executive Council, any 

such agreements or arrangements relating to verification activities with States Parties or 

other States; and (h) Assisting the States Parties through their National Authorities on 

other issues of verification under this Treaty. 

 44.  The Technical Secretariat shall develop and maintain, subject to approval by the 

Executive Council, operational manuals to guide the operation of the various components 

of the verification regime, in accordance with Article IV and the Protocol. These manuals 

shall not constitute integral parts of this Treaty or the Protocol and may be changed by 

the Technical Secretariat subject to approval by the Executive Council. The Technical 

Secretariat shall promptly inform the States Parties of any changes in the operational 

manuals.  

45.  The functions of the Technical Secretariat with respect to administrative matters 

shall include: (a) Preparing and submitting to the Executive Council the draft programme 

and budget of the Organization; (b) Preparing and submitting to the Executive Council 

the draft report of the Organization on the implementation of this Treaty and such other 

reports as the Conference or the Executive Council may request; (c) Providing 

administrative and technical support to the Conference, the Executive Council and other 

subsidiary organs; (d) Addressing and receiving communications on behalf of the 

Organization relating to the implementation of this Treaty; and (e) Carrying out the 

administrative responsibilities related to any agreements between the Organization and 

other international organizations.  

46.  All requests and notifications by States Parties to the Organization shall be 

transmitted through their National Authorities to the Director-General. Requests and 

notifications shall be in one of the official languages of this Treaty. In response the 

Director-General shall use the language of the transmitted request or notification.  

47.  With respect to the responsibilities of the Technical Secretariat for preparing and 

submitting to the Executive Council the draft programme and budget of the Organization, 
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the Technical Secretariat shall determine and maintain a clear accounting of all costs for 

each facility established as part of the International Monitoring System, Similar treatment 

in the draft programme and budget shall be accorded to all other activities of the 

Organization. 

48.  The Technical Secretariat shall promptly inform the Executive Council of any 

problems that have arisen with regard to the discharge of its functions that have come to 

its notice in the performance of its activities and that it has been unable to resolve through 

consultations with the State Party concerned.  

49.  The Technical Secretariat shall comprise a Director-General, who shall be its head 

and chief administrative officer, and such scientific, technical and other personal as may 

be required. The Director-General shall be appointed by the Conference upon (he 

recommendation of the Executive Council for a term of four years, renewable for one 

further term, but not thereafter. The first Director-General shall be appointed by the 

Conference at its initial session upon the recommendation of the Preparatory 

Commission.  

50.  The Director-General shall be responsible to the Conference and the Executive 

Council for the appointment of the staff and for the organization and functioning of the 

Technical Secretariat. The paramount consideration in the employment of the staff and in 

the determination of the conditions of service shall be the necessity of securing the 

highest standards of professional expertise, experience, efficiency, competence and 

integrity. Only citizens of States Parties shall serve as the Director-General, as inspectors 

or as members of the professional and clerical staff. Due regard shall be paid to the 

importance of recruiting the staff on as wide a geographical basis as possible. 

Recruitment shall be guided by the principle that the staff shall be kept to the minimum 

necessary for the proper discharge of the responsibilities of the Technical Secretariat.  

51.  The Director-General may, as appropriate, after consultation with the Executive 

Council, establish temporary working groups of scientific experts to provide 

recommendations on specific issues. 
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 52.  In the performance of their duties, the Director-General, the inspectors, the 

inspection assistants and the members of the staff shall not seek or receive instructions 

from any Government or from any other source external to the Organization. They shall 

refrain from any action that might reflect adversely on their positions as international 

officers responsible only to the Organization. The Director-General shall assume 

responsibility for the activities of an inspection team. 

53.  Each State Party shall respect the exclusively international character of the 

responsibilities of the Director-General, the inspectors, the inspection assistants and the 

members of the staff and shall not seek to influence them in the discharge of their 

responsibilities.  

E. Privileges and Immunities  

54.  The Organization shall enjoy on the territory and in any other place under the 

jurisdiction or control of a State Party such legal capacity and such privileges and 

immunities as are necessary for the exercise of its functions.  

55.  Delegates of Stales Parties, together with their alternates and advisers, 

representatives of members elected to the Executive Council, together with their 

alternates and advisers, the Director-General, the inspectors, the inspection assistants and 

the members of the staff of the Organization shall enjoy such privileges and immunities 

as are necessary in the independent exercise of their functions in connection with the 

Organization.  

56.  The legal capacity, privileges and immunities referred to in this Article shall be 

defined in agreements between the Organization and the States Parties as well as in an 

agreement between the Organization and the State - in which the Organization is seated. 

Such agreements shall be considered and approved in accordance with paragraph 26 (h) 

and (i).  

57.  Notwithstanding paragraphs 54 and 55, the privileges and immunities enjoyed by 

the Director-General, the inspectors, the inspection assistants and the members of the 
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staff of the Technical Secretariat during the conduct of verification activities shall be 

those set forth in the Protocol.  

Article III --- National Implementation Measures  

1.  Each State Party shall, in accordance with its constitutional processes, take any 

necessary measures to implement its obligations under this Treaty. In particular, it shall 

take any necessary measures: (a) To prohibit natural and legal persons anywhere on its 

territory or in any other place under its jurisdiction as recognized by international law 

from undertaking any activity prohibited to a State Party under this Treaty; (b) To 

prohibit natural and legal persons from undertaking any such activity anywhere under its 

control; and (c) To prohibit, in conformity with international law, natural persons 

possessing its nationality from undertaking any such activity anywhere.  

2.  Each State Party shall cooperate with other States Parties and afford the 

appropriate form of legal assistance to facilitate the implementation of the obligations 

under paragraph 1. 3. Each State Party shall inform the Organization of the measures 

taken pursuant to this Article. 4. In order to fulfil its obligations under the Treaty, each 

State Party shall designate or set up a National Authority and shall so inform the 

Organization upon entry into force of the Treaty for it. The National Authority shall serve 

as the national focal point for liaison with the Organization and with other States Parties.  

Article IV—Verification A. General Provisions  

1.  In order to verify compliance with this Treaty, a verification regime shall be 

established consisting of the following elements: (a) An International Monitoring System; 

(b) Consultation and clarification; (c) On-site inspections; and (d) Confidence-building 

measures. At entry into force of this Treaty, the verification regime shall be capable of 

meeting the verification requirements of this Treaty.  

2.  Verification activities shall be based on objective information, shall be limited to 

the subject matter of this Treaty, and shall be carried out on the basis of full respect for 

the sovereignty of States Parties and in the least intrusive manner possible consistent with 
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the effective and timely accomplishment of their objectives. Each State Party shall refrain 

from any abuse of the right of verification.  

3.  Each State Party undertakes in accordance with this Treaty to cooperate, through 

its National Authority established pursuant to Article III, paragraph 4, with the 

Organization and with other States Parties to facilitate the verification of compliance with 

this Treaty by, inter alia: (a) Establishing the necessary facilities to participate in these 

verification measures and establishing the necessary communication; (b) Providing data 

obtained from national stations that are part of the International Monitoring System; (c) 

Participating, as appropriate, in a consultation and clarification process; (c) Participating, 

as appropriate, in a consultation and clarification process; (d) Permitting the conduct of 

onsite inspections; and (e) Participating, as appropriate, in confidence building measures.  

4.  All States Parties, irrespective of their technical and financial capabilities, shall 

enjoy the equal right of verification and assume the equal obligation to accept 

verification.  

5. For the purposes of this Treaty, no State Party shall be precluded from using 

information obtained by national technical means of verification in a manner consistent 

with generally recognized principles of international law, including that of respect for the 

sovereignty of States.  

6.  Without prejudice to the right of States Parties to protect sensitive installations, 

activities or locations not related to this Treaty, States Parties shall not interfere with 

elements of the verification regime of this Treaty or with national technical means of 

verification operating in accordance with paragraph 5.  

7.  Each State Party shall have the right to take measures to protect sensitive 

installations and to prevent disclosure of confidential information and data not related to 

this Treaty.  

8.  Moreover, all necessary measures shall be taken to protect the confidentiality of 

any information related to civil and military activities and facilities obtained during 

verification activities. 
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 9.  Subject to paragraph 8, information obtained by the Organization through the 

verification regime established by this Treaty shall be made available to all States Parties 

in accordance with the relevant provisions of this Treaty and the Protocol.  

10.  The provisions of this Treaty shall not be interpreted as restricting the 

international exchange of data for scientific purposes,  

11.  Each State Party undertakes to cooperate with the Organization and with other 

States Parties in the improvement of the verification regime, and in the examination of 

the verification potential of additional monitoring technologies such as electromagnetic 

pulse monitoring or satellite monitoring, with a view to developing, when appropriate, 

specific measures to enhance the efficient and cost-effective verification of this Treaty. 

Such measures shall, when agreed, be incorporated in existing provisions in this Treaty, 

the Protocol or as additional sections of the Protocol, in accordance with Article VII, or, 

if appropriate, be reflected in the operational manuals in accordance with Article II, 

paragraph 44.  

12.  The States Parties undertake to promote cooperation among themselves to 

facilitate and participate in the fullest possible exchange relating to technologies used in 

the verification of this Treaty in order to enable all States Parties to strengthen their 

national implementation of verification measures and to benefit from the application of 

such technologies for peaceful purposes.  

13.  The provisions of this Treaty shall be implemented in a manner which avoids 

hampering the economic and technological development of the States Parties for further 

development of the application of atomic energy for peaceful purposes.  

Verification Responsibilities of the Technical Secretariat  

14.  In discharging its responsibilities in the area of verification specified in this 

Treaty and the Protocol, in cooperation with the State Parties the Technical Secretariat 

shall, for the purpose of this Treaty: (a) Make arrangements to receive and distribute data 

and reporting products relevant to the verification of this Treaty in accordance with its 

provisions, and to maintain a global communications infrastructure appropriate to this 
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task; (b) Routinely through its International Data Centre, which shall in principle be the 

focal point within the Technical Secretariat for data storage and data processing: (i) 

Receive and initiate requests for data from the International Monitoring System; (ii) 

Receive data, as appropriate, resulting from the process of consultation and clarification, 

from on-site inspections, and from confidence-building measures; and (Hi) Receive other 

relevant data from States Parties and international organizations in accordance with this 

Treaty and the Protocol; (c) Supervise, coordinate and ensure the operation of the 

International Monitoring System and its component elements, and of the International 

Data Centre, in accordance with the relevant operational manuals; (d) Routinely process, 

analyze and report on International Monitoring System data according to agreed 

procedures so as to permit the effective international verification of this Treaty and to 

contribute to the early resolution of compliance concerns; (e) Make available all data, 

both raw and processed, and any reporting products, to all States Parties, each State Party 

taking responsibility for the use of International Monitoring System data in accordance 

with Article II, paragraph 7, and with paragraphs 8 and 13 of this Article; (0 Provide to 

all States Parties equal, open, convenient and timely access to all stored data; (g) Store all 

data, both raw and processed, and reporting products; (h) Coordinate and facilitate 

requests for additional data from the International Monitoring system; (i) Coordinate 

requests for additional data from one State Party Lo another State Party; (j) Provide 

technical assistance in, and support for, the installation and operation of monitoring 

facilities and respective communication means, where such assistance and support are 

required by the State concerned; (k) Make available to any State Party, on its request, 

techniques utilized by the Technical Secretariat and its International Data Centre in 

compiling, storing, processing, analyzing and reporting on data from the verification 

regime; and (1) Monitor, assess and report on the overall performance of the International 

Monitoring System and of the International Data Centre.  

15.  The agreed procedures to be used by the Technical Secretariat in discharging the 

verification responsibilities referred to in paragraph 14 and detailed in the Protocol shall 

be elaborated in the relevant operational manuals. 
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 b. The International Monitoring System  

16.  The International Monitoring System shall comprise facilities for seismological 

monitoring, radionuclide monitoring including certified laboratories, hydro acoustic 

monitoring, infrasound monitoring, and respective means of communication, and shall be 

supported by the International Data Centre of the Technical Secretariat.  

17.  The International Monitoring System shall be placed under the authority of the 

Technical Secretariat. All monitoring facilities of the International Monitoring System 

shall be owned and operated by the States hosting or otherwise taking responsibility for 

them in accordance with the Protocol.  

18.  Each State Party shall have the right to participate in the international exchange of 

data and to have access to all data made available to the International Data Centre. Each 

State Party shall cooperate with the International Data Centre through its National 

Authority.  

Funding the International Monitoring System  

19.  For facilities incorporated into the International Monitoring System and specified 

in Tables 1-A, 2-A, 3 and 4 of Annex I to the Protocol, and for their functioning, to the 

extent that such facilities are agreed by the relevant State and the Organization to provide 

data to the International Data Centre in accordance with the technical requirements of the 

Protocol and relevant operational manuals, the Organization, as specified in agreements 

or arrangements pursuant to Part I, paragraph 4 of the Protocol, shall meet the costs of: 

(a) Establishing any new facilities and upgrading existing facilities, unless the State 

responsible for such facilities meets these costs itself; (b) Operating and maintaining 

International Monitoring System facilities, including facility physical security if 

appropriate, and application of agreed data authentication procedures; (c) Transmitting 

International Monitoring System data (raw or processed) to the International Data Centre 

by the most direct and cost-effective means available, including, if necessary, via 

appropriate communications nodes, from monitoring stations, laboratories, analytical 

facilities or from national data Centre’s; or such data (including samples where 
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appropriate) to laboratory and analytical facilities from monitoring stations; and (d) 

Analysing samples on behalf of the Organization. 

 20.  For auxiliary network seismic stations specified in Table 1-B of Annex I to the 

Protocol the Organization, as specified in agreements or arrangements pursuant to Part I, 

paragraph 4 of the Protocol, shall meet the costs only of: (a) Transmitting data to the 

International Data Centre; (b) Authenticating data from such stations; (c) Upgrading 

stations to the required technical standard, unless the Stale responsible for such facilities 

meets these costs itself; (d) If necessary, establishing new stations for the purposes of this 

Treaty where no appropriate facilities currently exist, unless the State responsible for 

such facilities meets these costs itself; and (e) Any other costs related to the provision of 

data required by the Organization as specified in the relevant operational manuals.  

21.  The Organization shall also meet the cost of provision to each State Party of its 

requested selection from the standard range of International Data Centre reporting 

products and services, as specified in Part I. Section F of the Protocol. The cost of 

preparation and transmission of any additional data or products shall be met by the 

requesting Slate Party.  

22.  The agreements or, if appropriate, arrangements concluded with States Parties or 

States hosting or otherwise taking responsibility for facilities of the International 

Monitoring System shall contain provisions for meeting these costs. Such provisions may 

include modalities whereby a State Party meets any of the costs referred to in paragraphs 

19 (a) and 20 (c) and (d) for facilities which it hosts or for which it is responsible, and is 

compensated by an appropriate reduction in its assessed financial contribution to the 

Organization. Such a reduction shall not exceed 50 per cent of the annual assessed 

financial contribution of a State Party, but may be spread over successive years. A State 

Party may share such a reduction with another State Party by agreement or arrangement 

between themselves and with the concurrence of the Executive Council. The agreements 

or arrangements referred to in this paragraph shall be approved in accordance with 

Article II, paragraphs 26 (h) and 38 (i).  
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Changes to the International Monitoring System 

 23.  Any measures referred to in paragraph 11 affecting the International Monitoring 

System by means of addition or deletion of a monitoring technology shall, when agreed, 

be incorporated into this Treaty and the Protocol pursuant to Article VII. paragraphs 1 to 

6.  

24.  The following changes to the International Monitoring System, subject to the 

agreement of those States directly affected, shall be regarded as matters of an 

administrative or technical nature pursuant to Article VII, paragraphs 7 and 8: (a) 

Changes to the number of facilities specified in the Protocol for a given monitoring 

technology; and (b) Changes to other details for particular facilities as reflected in the 

Tables of Annex I to the Protocol (including, inter alia. Slate responsible for the facility; 

location; name of facility; type of facility; and attribution of a facility between the 

primary and auxiliary seismic networks). If the Executive Council recommends, pursuant 

to Article VII, paragraph 8 (d), that such changes be adopted, it shall as a rule also 

recommend pursuant to Article VII, paragraph 8 (g), that such changes enter into force 

upon notification by the Director-General of their approval.  

25.  The Director-General, in submitting to the Executive Council and States Parties 

information and evaluation in accordance with Article VII, paragraph 8 (b), shall include 

in the case of any proposal made pursuant to paragraph 24: (a) A technical evaluation of 

the proposal; (b) A statement on the administrative and financial impact of the proposal; 

and (c) A report on consultations with States directly affected by the proposal, including 

indication of their agreement. 

 Temporary Arrangements  

26.  In cases of significant or irretrievable breakdown of a monitoring facility 

specified in the Tables of Annex I to the Protocol, or in order to cover other temporary 

reductions of monitoring coverage, the Director-General shall, in consultation and 

agreement with those States directly affected, and with the approval of the Executive 

Council, initiate temporary arrangements of no more than one year's duration, renewable 
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if necessary by agreement of the Executive Council and of the States directly affected for 

another year. Such arrangements shall not cause the number of operational facilities of 

the International Monitoring System to exceed the number specified for the relevant 

network; shall meet as far as possible the technical and operational requirements 

specified in the operational manual for the relevant network; and shall be conducted 

within the budget of the Organization. The Director-General shall furthermore take steps 

to rectify the situation and make proposals for its permanent resolution. The Direct or-

General shall notify all States Parties of any decision taken pursuant to this paragraph.  

Cooperating National Facilities  

27.  States Parties may also separately establish cooperative arrangements with the 

Organization, in order to make available to the International Data Centre supplementary 

data from national monitoring stations that are not formally part of the International 

Monitoring System.  

28.  Such cooperative arrangements may be established as follows: (a) Upon request 

by a State Party, and at the expense of that State, the Technical Secretariat shall take the 

steps required to certify that a given monitoring facility meets the technical and 

operational requirements specified in the relevant operational manuals for an 

International Monitoring System facility, and make arrangements for the authentication 

of its data- Subject to the agreement of the Executive Council, the Technical Secretariat 

shall then formally designate such a facility as a cooperating national facility. The 

Technical Secretariat shall take the steps required to revalidate its certification as 

appropriate; (b) The Technical Secretariat shall maintain a current list of cooperating 

national facilities and shall distribute it to all States Parties and; (c) The International 

Data Centre shall call upon data from cooperating national facilities, if so requested by a 

State Party, for the purposes of facilitating consultation and clarification and the 

consideration of on-site inspection requests, data transmission costs being borne by that 

State Party. The conditions under which supplementary data from such facilities are made 

available, and under which the International Data Centre may request further or expedited 
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reporting, or clarifications, shall be elaborated in the operational manual for the 

respective monitoring network.  

C. Consultation and Clarification  

29.  Without prejudice to the right of any State Party to request an on-site inspection, 

States Parties should, whenever possible, first make every effort to clarify and resolve, 

among themselves or with or through the Organization, any matter which may cause 

concern about possible noncompliance with the basic obligations of this Treaty.  

30.  A State Party that receives a request pursuant to paragraph 29 directly from 

another State Party shall provide the clarification to the requesting State Party as soon as 

possible, but in any case no later than 48 hours after the request. The requesting and 

requested States Parties may keep the Executive Council and the Director-General 

informed of the request and the response. 

31.  A State Party shall have the right to request the Director-General to assist in 

clarifying any matter which may cause concern about possible noncompliance with the 

basic obligations of this Treaty. The Director-General shall provide appropriate 

information in the possession of the Technical Secretariat relevant to such a concern. The 

Director-General shall inform the Executive Council of the request and of the information 

provided in response, if so requested by the requesting State Party. 

 32.  A State Party shall have the right to request the Executive Council to obtain 

clarification from another State Party on any matter which may cause concern about 

possible non-compliance with the basic obligations of this Treaty. In such a case, the 

following shall apply: (a) The Executive Council shall forward the request for 

clarification to the requested State Party through the Director-General no later than 24 

hours after its receipt; (b) The requested State Party shall provide the clarification to the 

Executive Council as soon as possible, but in any case no later than 48 hour after receipt 

of the request; (c) The Executive Council shall take note of the clarification and forward 

it to the requesting State Party no later than 24 hours after its receipt; (d) If the requesting 

State Party deems the clarification to be inadequate, it shall have the right to request the 



 

351 

 

Executive Council to obtain further clarification from the requested State Party. The 

Executive Council shall inform without delay all other States Parties about any request 

for clarification pursuant to this paragraph as well as any response provided by the 

requested State Party.  

33.  If the requesting Slate Party considers the clarification obtained under paragraph 

32 (d) to be unsatisfactory, it shall have the right to request a meeting of the Executive 

Council in which States Parties involved that are not members of the Executive Council 

shall be entitled to take part. At such a meeting, the Executive Council shall consider the 

matter and may recommend any measure in accordance with Article V.  

D. On-Site Inspections Request for an On-Site Inspection  

34.  Each State Party has the right to request an on-site inspection in accordance with 

the provisions of this Article II of the Protocol in the territory or in any other place under 

the jurisdiction or control of any State Party, or in any area beyond the jurisdiction or 

control of any State.  

35.  The sole Purpose of an on-site inspection shall be to clarify whether a nuclear 

weapon test explosion or any other nuclear explosion has been carried out in violation of 

Article I and, to the extent possible, to gather any fact which might assist in identifying 

any possible violator.  

36.  The requesting Stale Party shall be under the obligation to keep the onsite 

inspection request within the scope of this Treaty and to provide in the request 

information in accordance with paragraph 37. The requesting State Party shall refrain 

from unfounded or abusive inspection requests.  

37.  The on-site inspection request shall be based on information collected by the 

International Monitoring System, on any relevant technical information obtained by 

national technical means of verification in a manner consistent with generally recognized 

principles of international law, or on a combination thereof. The request shall contain 

information pursuant to Part II, paragraph 41 of the Protocol.  
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38.  The requesting State Party shall present the on-site inspection request to the 

Executive Council and at the same time to the Director-General for the latter to begin 

immediate processing.  

Follow-up After Submission of an On-Site Inspection Request  

39.  The Executive Council shall begin its consideration immediately upon receipt of 

the on-site inspection request. 40. The Director-General, after receiving the on-site 

inspection request, shall acknowledge receipt of the request to the requesting State Party 

within two hours and communicate the request to the Stale Party sought to be inspected 

within six hours. The Director-General shall ascertain that the request meets the 

requirements specified in Part II, paragraph 41 of the Protocol, and, if necessary, shall 

assist the requesting State Party in filing the request accordingly, and shall communicate 

the request to the Executive Council and to ail other States Parties within 24 hours. 

41.  When the on-site inspection request fulfils the requirements, the Technical 

Secretariat shall begin preparations for the on-site inspection without delay.  

42.  The Director-General, upon receipt of an on-site inspection request referring to an 

inspection area under the jurisdiction or control of a State Party, shall immediately seek 

clarification from the State Party sought to be inspected in order to clarify and resolve the 

concern raised in the request.  

43.  A Slate Party that receives a request for clarification pursuant to paragraph 42 

shall provide the Director-General with explanations and with other relevant information 

available as soon as possible, but no later than 72 hours after receipt of the request for 

clarification.  

44.  The Director-General, before the Executive Council takes a decision on the on-

site inspection request, shall transmit immediately to the Executive Council any 

additional information available from the International Monitoring System or provided by 

any State Party on the event specified in the request, including any clarification provided 

pursuant to paragraphs 42 and 43, as well as any other information from within the 
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Technical Secretariat that the Director-General deems relevant or that is requested by the 

Executive Council.  

45.  Unless the requesting State Party considers the concern raised in the onsite 

inspection request to be resolved and withdraws the request, the Executive Council shall 

take a decision on the request in accordance with paragraph 46.  

Executive Council Decisions  

46.  The Executive Council shall take a decision on the on-site inspection request no 

later than 96 hours after receipt of the request from the requesting State Party. The 

decision to approve the on-site inspection shall be made by at least 30 affirmative votes 

of members of the Executive Council. If the Executive Council does not approve the 

inspection, preparations shall be stopped and no further action on the request shall be 

taken.  

47.  No later than 25 days after the approval of the on-site inspection in accordance 

with paragraph 46, the inspection team shall transmit to the Executive Council, through 

the Director-General, a progress inspection report. The continuation of the inspection 

shall be considered approved unless the Executive Council, no later than 72 hours after 

receipt of the progress inspection report, decides by a majority of all its members not to 

continue the inspection. If the Executive Council decides not to continue the inspection, 

the inspection shall be terminated, and the inspection team shall leave the inspection area 

and the territory of the inspected State Party as soon as possible in accordance with Part 

II, paragraphs 109 and 110 of the Protocol.  

48.  In the course of the on-site inspection, the inspection team may submit to the 

Executive Council, through the Director-General, a proposal to conduct drilling. The 

Executive Council shall take a decision on such a proposal no later than 72 hours after 

receipt of the proposal. The decision to approve drilling shall be made by a majority of all 

members of the Executive Council.  

49.  The inspection team may request the Executive Council, through the Director-

General, to extend the inspection duration by a maximum of 70 days beyond the 60-day 
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time-frame specified in Part II, paragraph 4 of the Protocol, if the inspection team 

considers such an extension essential to enable it to fulfil its mandate. The inspection 

team shall indicate in its request which of the activities and techniques listed in Part II, 

paragraph 69 of the Protocol it intends to carry out during the extension period. The 

Executive Council shall take a decision on the extension request no later than 72 hours 

after receipt of the request. The decision to approve an extension of the inspection 

duration shall be made by a majority of all members of the Executive Council.  

50.  Any time following the approval of the continuation of the on-site inspection in 

accordance with paragraph 47, the inspection team may submit to the Executive Council, 

through the Director-General, a recommendation to terminate the inspection. Such a 

recommendation shall be considered approved unless (he Executive Council, no later 

than 72 hours after receipt of the recommendation, decides by a two-thirds majority of all 

its members not to approve the termination of the inspection- In case of termination of 

the inspection, the inspection team shall leave the inspection area and the territory of the 

inspected State Party as soon as possible in accordance with Part II, paragraphs 109 and 

110 of the Protocol.  

51.  The requesting State Party and the State Party sought to be inspected may 

participate in the deliberations of the Executive Council on the onsite inspection request 

without voting. The requesting State Party and the inspected State Party may also 

participate without voting in any subsequent deliberations of the Executive Council 

related to the inspection.  

52.  The Director-General shall notify all States Parties within 24 hours about any 

decision by and reports, proposals, requests and recommendations to the Executive 

Council pursuant to paragraphs 46 to 50.  

 

Follow-up After Executive Council Approval of an On-Site Inspection  

53.  An on-site inspection approved by the Executive Council shall be conducted 

without delay by an inspection team designated by the Director General and in 
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accordance with the provisions of this Treaty and the Protocol. The inspection team shall 

arrive at the point of entry no later than six days following the receipt by the Executive 

Council of the onsite inspection request from the requesting State Party.  

54.  The Director-General shall issue an inspection mandate for the conduct of the on-

site inspection. The inspection mandate shall contain the information specified in Part II, 

paragraph 42 of the Protocol.  

55.  The Director-General shall notify the inspected State Party of the inspection no 

less than 24 hours before the planned arrival of the inspection team at the point of entry, 

in accordance with Part II, paragraph 43 of the Protocol.  

The Conduct of an On-Site Inspection  

56.  Each State Party shall permit the Organization to conduct an on-site inspection on 

its territory or at places under its jurisdiction or control in accordance with the provisions 

of this Treaty and the Protocol. However, no State Party shall have to accept 

simultaneous on-site inspections on its territory or at places under its jurisdiction or 

control.  

57.  In accordance with the provisions of this Treaty and the Protocol, the inspected 

State Party shall have: (a) The right and the obligation to make every reasonable effort to 

demonstrate its compliance with this Treaty and, to this end, to enable the inspection 

team to fulfil its mandate, (b) To right to take measures it deems necessary to protect 

national security interests and to prevent disclosure of confidential information not 

related to the purpose of the inspection; (c) The obligation to provide access within the 

inspection area for the sole purpose of determining facts relevant to the purpose of the 

inspection, taking into account subparagraph (b) and any constitutional obligations it may 

have with regard to proprietary rights or searches and seizures; (d) The obligation not to 

invoke this paragraph or Part II, paragraph 88 of the Protocol to conceal any violation of 

its obligations under Article I; and (e) The obligation not to impede the ability of the 

inspection team to move within the inspection area and to carry out inspection activities 

in accordance with this Treaty and the Protocol.  Access, in the context of an on-site 
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inspection, means both the physical access of the inspection team and the inspection 

equipment to, and the conduct of inspection activities within, the inspection area.  

58.  The on-site inspection shall be conducted in the least intrusive manner possible, 

consistent with the efficient and timely accomplishment of the inspection mandate, and in 

accordance with the procedures set forth in the Protocol, wherever possible, the 

inspection team shall begin with the least intrusive procedures and then proceed to more 

intrusive procedures only as it deems necessary to collect sufficient information to clarify 

the concern about possible non-compliance with this Treaty. The inspectors shall seek 

only the information and data necessary for the purpose of the inspection and shall seek 

to minimize interference with normal operations of the inspected State Party.  

59.  The inspected State Party shall assist the inspection team throughout the on-site 

inspection and facilitate its task. 60. If the inspected State Party, acting in accordance 

with Part II, paragraphs 86 to 96 of the Protocol, restricts access within the inspection 

area, it shall make every reasonable effort in consultations with the inspection team to 

demonstrate through alternative means its compliance with this Treaty.  

Observer  

61.  With regard to an observer, the following shall apply: (a) The requesting State 

Party, subject to the agreement of the inspected State Party, may send a representative, 

who shall be a national either of the requesting State Party or of a third State Party, to 

observe the conduct of the on-site inspection, (b) The inspected State Party shall notify its 

acceptance or non-acceptance of the proposed observer to the Director-General within 12 

hours after approval of the on-site inspection by the Executive Council; (c) In case of 

acceptance, the inspected State Party shall grant access to the observer in accordance with 

the Protocol; (d) The inspected State Party shall, as a rule, accept the proposed observer, 

but if the inspected State Party exercises a refusal, that fact shall be recorded in the 

inspection report. There shall be no more than three observers from an aggregate of 

requesting States Parties.  
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Reports of an On-Site Inspection  

62.  Inspection reports shall contain: (a) A description of the activities conducted by 

the inspection team; (b) The factual findings of the inspection team relevant to the 

purpose of the inspection; (c) An account of the cooperation granted during the on-site 

inspection; (d) A factual description of the extent of the access granted, including the 

alternative means provided to the team, during the on-site inspection; and (e) Any other 

details relevant to the purpose of the inspection. Differing observations made by 

inspectors may be attached to the report.  

63.  The Director-General shall make draft inspection reports available to the 

inspected State Party. The inspected State Party shall have the right to provide the 

Director-General within 48 hours with its comments and explanations, and to identify any 

information and data which, in its view, are not related to the purpose of the inspection 

and should not be circulated outside the Technical Secretariat. The Director-General shall 

consider the proposals for changes to the draft inspection report made by the inspected 

State Party and shall wherever possible incorporate them. The Director-General shall also 

annex the comments and explanations provided by the inspected Slate Party to the 

inspection report.  

64.  The Director-General shall promptly transmit the inspection report to the 

requesting State Party, the inspected Stale Party, the Executive Council and to all other 

States Parties. The Director-General shall further transmit promptly to the Executive 

Council and to all other Slates Parties any results of sample analysis in designated 

laboratories in accordance with Part II, paragraph 104 of the Protocol, relevant data from 

the International Monitoring System, the assessments of the requesting and inspected 

Stales parties, as well as any other information that the Director-General deems relevant. 

In the case of the progress inspection report referred to in paragraph 47, the Director-

General shall transmit the report to the Executive Council within the time-frame specified 

in that paragraph.  
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65.  The Executive Council, in accordance with its powers and functions, shall review 

the inspection report and any material provided pursuant to paragraph 64, and shall 

address any concerns as to: (a) Whether any noncompliance with this Treaty has 

occurred; and (b) Whether the right to request an on-site inspection has been abused.  

66.  If the Executive Council reaches the conclusion, in keeping with its powers and 

functions, that further action may be necessary with regard to paragraph 65, it shall lake 

the appropriate measures in accordance with Article V.  

Frivolous or Abusive On-Site Inspection Requests  

67.  If the Executive Council does not approve the on-site inspection on the basis that 

the on-site inspection request is frivolous or abusive, or if the inspection is terminated for 

the same reasons, the Executive Council shall consider and decide on whether to 

implement appropriate measures to redress the situation, including the following; (a) 

Requiring the requesting State Party to pay for the cost of any preparations made by the 

Technical Secretariat; (b) Suspending the right of the requesting State Party to request an 

on-site inspection for a period of time, as determined by the Executive Council; and (c) 

Suspending the right of the requesting State Party to serve on the Executive Council for a 

period of time.  

E. Confidence-Building Measures  

68.  In order to: (a) Contribute to the timely resolution of any compliance concerns 

arising from possible misinterpretation of verification data relating to chemical 

explosions; and (b) Assist in the calibration of the stations that are part of the component 

networks of the International Monitoring System, each State Party undertakes to 

cooperate with the Organization and with other States Parties in implementing relevant 

measures as set out in Part III of the Protocol,  
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Article V Measures to Redress a Situation and to Ensure Compliance, Including 

Sanctions  

1.  The Conference, taking into account, inter alia, the recommendations of the 

Executive Council, shall take the necessary measures, as set forth in paragraphs 2 and 3, 

to ensure compliance with this Treaty and to redress and remedy any situation which 

contravenes the provisions of this Treaty.  

2.  In cases where a State Party has been requested by the Conference or the 

Executive Council to redress a situation raising problems with regard to its compliance 

and fails to fulfil the request within the specified time, the Conference may, inter alia, 

decide to restrict or suspend the State Party from the exercise of its rights and privileges 

under this Treaty until the Conference decides otherwise.  

3.  In cases where damage to the object and purpose of this Treaty may result from 

non-compliance with the basic obligations of this Treaty, the Conference may 

recommend to States Parties collective measures which are in conformity with 

international law.  

4.  The Conference, or alternatively, if the case is urgent, the Executive Council, may 

bring the issue, including relevant information and conclusions, to the attention of the 

United Nations.  

Article VI Settlement of Disputes  

1.  Disputes that may arise concerning the application or the interpretation of this 

Treaty shall be settled in accordance with the relevant provisions of this Treaty and in 

conformity with the provisions of the Charter of the United Nations.  

2.  When a dispute arises between two or more States Parties, or between one or 

more States Parties and the Organization, relating to the application or interpretation of 

this Treaty, the parties concerned shall consult together with a view to the expeditious 

settlement of the dispute by negotiation or by other peaceful means of the parties' choice, 

including recourse to appropriate organs of this Treaty and, by mutual consent, referral to 
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the International Court of Justice in conformity with the Statute of the Court. The parties 

involved shall keep the Executive Council informed of actions being taken.  

3.  The Executive Council may contribute to the settlement of a dispute that may 

arise concerning the application or interpretation of this Treaty by whatever means it 

deems appropriate, including offering its good offices, calling upon the States Parties to a 

dispute to seek a settlement through a process of their own choice, bringing the matter to 

the attention of the Conference and recommending a lime-limit for any agreed procedure.  

4.  The Conference shall consider questions related to disputes raised by States 

Parties or brought to its attention by the Executive Council. The Conference shall, as it 

finds necessary, establish or entrust organs with tasks related to the settlement of these 

disputes in conformity with Article II, paragraph 26 (j).  

5.  The Conference and the Executive Council are separately empowered, subject to 

authorization from the General Assembly of the United Nations, to request the 

International Court of Justice to give an advisory opinion on any legal question arising 

within the scope of the activities of the Organization. An agreement between the 

Organization and the United Nations shall be concluded for this purpose in accordance 

with Article II, paragraph 38 (h). 6. This Article is without prejudice to Articles IV and 

V.  

Article VII --- Amendments  

1.  At any time after the entry into force of this Treaty, any State Party may propose 

amendments to this Treaty, the Protocol, or the Annexes to the Protocol. Any State Party 

may also propose changes, in accordance with paragraph 7, to the Protocol or the 

Annexes thereto. Proposals for amendments shall be subject to the procedures in 

paragraphs 2 to 6. Proposals for changes, in accordance with paragraph 7, shall be subject 

to the procedures in paragraph 8. 

2.  The proposed amendment shall be considered and adopted only by an 

Amendment Conference.  
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3.  Any proposal for an amendment shall be communicated to the Director General, 

who shall circulate it to all States Parties and the Depositary and seek the views of the 

States Parties on whether an Amendment Conference should be convened to consider the 

proposal. If a majority of the States Parties notify the Director-General no later than 30 

days after its circulation that they support further consideration of the proposal, the 

Director-General shall convene an Amendment Conference to which all States Parties 

shall be invited. 

4.  The Amendment Conference shall be held immediately following a regular 

session of the Conference unless all States Parties that support the convening of an 

Amendment Conference request that it be held earlier. In no case shall an Amendment 

Conference be held less than 60 days after the circulation of the proposed amendment.  

5.  Amendments shall be adopted by the Amendment Conference by a positive vote 

of a majority of the States Parties with no Slate Party casting a negative vote.  

6.  Amendments shall enter into force for all States Parties 30 days after deposit of 

the instruments of ratification or acceptance by all those States Parties casting a positive 

vote at the Amendment Conference.  

7.  In order to ensure the viability and effectiveness of this Treaty, Parts I and III of 

the Protocol and Annexes 1 and 2 to the Protocol shall be subject to changes in 

accordance with paragraph 8, if the proposed changes are related only to matters of an 

administrative or technical nature. All other provisions of the Protocol and the Annexes 

thereto shall not be subject to changes in accordance with paragraph 8.  

8.  Proposed changes referred to in paragraph 7 shall be made in accordance with the 

following procedures: (a) The text of the proposed changes shall be transmitted together 

with the necessary information to the Director General. Additional information for the 

evaluation of the proposal may be provided by any State Party and the Director-General. 

The Director-General shall promptly communicate any such proposals and information to 

all States Parties, the Executive Council and the Depositary; (b) No later than 60 days 

after its receipt, the Director-General shall evaluate the proposal to determine all its 
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possible consequences for the provisions of this Treaty and its implementation and shall 

communicate any such information to all States Parties and the Executive Council; (c) 

The Executive Council shall examine the proposal in the light of all information available 

to it, including whether the proposal fulfils the requirements of paragraph 7. No later than 

90 days after its receipt, the Executive Council shall notify its recommendation, with 

appropriate explanations, to all States Parties for consideration. States Parties shall 

acknowledge receipt within 10 days; (d) If the Executive Council recommends to all 

States Parties that the proposal be adopted, it shall be considered approved if no State 

Party objects to it within 90 days after receipt of the recommendation. If the Executive 

Council recommends that the proposal be rejected, it shall be considered rejected if no 

State Party objects to the rejection within 90 days after receipt of the recommendation; 

(e) If a recommendation of the Executive Council does not meet with the acceptance 

required under sub-paragraph (d), a decision on the proposal, including whether it fulfils 

the requirements of paragraph 7, shall be taken as a matter of substance by the 

Conference at its next session; (f) The Director-General shall notify all States Parties and 

the Depositary of any decision under this paragraph; (g) Changes approved under this 

procedure shall enter into force for all States Parties 180 days after the date of 

notification by the Director-General of their approval unless another time period is 

recommended by the Executive Council or decided by the Conference.  

Article VIII --- Review of the Treaty  

1.  Unless otherwise decided by a majority of the States Parties, ten years after the 

entry into force of this Treaty a Conference of the States Parties shall be held to review 

the operation and effectiveness of this Treaty, with a view to assuring itself that the 

objectives and purposes in the Preamble and the provisions of the Treaty are being 

realized. Such review shall take into account any new scientific and technological 

developments relevant to this Treaty. On the basis of a request by any State Party, the 

Review Conference shall consider the possibility of permitting the conduct of 

underground nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes. If the Review Conference decides 

by consensus that such nuclear explosions may be permitted, it shall commence work 
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without delay, with a view to recommending to States Parties an appropriate amendment 

to this Treaty that shall preclude any military benefits of such nuclear explosions. Any 

such proposed amendment shall be communicated to the Director-General by any State 

Party and shall be dealt with in accordance with the provisions of Article VII. 

2.  At intervals of ten years thereafter, further Review Conferences may be convened 

with the same objective, if the Conference so decides as a matter of procedure in the 

preceding year. Such Conferences may be convened after an interval of less than ten 

years if so decided by the Conference as a matter of substance.  

3.  Normally, any Review Conference shall be held immediately following the 

regular annual session of the Conference provided for in Article II.  

Article IX --- Duration and Withdrawal  

1.  This Treaty shall be of unlimited duration.  

2.  Each State Party shall, in exercising its national sovereignty, have the right to 

withdraw from this Treaty if it decides that extraordinary events related to the subject 

matter of this Treaty have jeopardized its supreme interests.  

3.  Withdrawal shall be effected by giving notice six months in advance to all other 

States Parties, the Executive Council, the Depositary and the United Nations Security 

Council. Notice of withdrawal shall include a statement of the extraordinary event or 

events which a State Party regards as jeopardizing its supreme interests.  

Article X -- Status of the Protocol and the Annexes  

The Annexes to this Treaty, the Protocol, and the Annexes to the Protocol form an 

integral part of the Treaty. Any reference to this Treaty includes the Annexes to this 

Treaty, the Protocol and the Annexes to the Protocol. 

Article XI -- Signature  

This Treaty shall be open to all States for signature before its entry into force.  
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Article XII -- Ratification 

 This Treaty shall be subject to ratification by States Signatories according to their 

respective constitutional processes.  

Article XIII -- Accession  

Any State which does not sign this Treaty before its entry into force may accede to it at 

any time thereafter. 

 Article XIV -- Entry into force  

1.  This Treaty shall enter into force 180 days after the date of deposit of the 

instruments of ratification by all States listed in Annex 2 to this Treaty, but in no case 

earlier than two years after its opening for signature. 

2.  If this Treaty has not entered into force three years after the date of the 

anniversary of its opening for signature, the Depositary shall convene a Conference of the 

States that have already deposited their instruments of ratification upon the request of a 

majority of those States. That Conference shall examine the extent to which the 

requirement set out in paragraph 1 has been met and shall consider and decide by 

consensus what measures consistent with international law may be undertaken to 

accelerate the ratification process in order to facilitate the early entry into force of this 

Treaty.  

3.  Unless otherwise decided by the Conference referred to in paragraph 2 or other 

such conferences, this process shall be repeated at subsequent anniversaries of the 

opening for signature of this Treaty, until its entry into force. 

 4.  All States Signatories shall be invited to attend the Conference referred to in 

paragraph 2 and any subsequent conferences as referred to in paragraph 3, as observers.  

5.  For States whose instruments of ratification or accession are deposited subsequent 

to the entry into force of this Treaty, it shall enter into force on the 30th day following the 

date of deposit of their instruments of ratification or accession.  
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Article XV -- Reservations  

The Articles of and the Annexes to this Treaty shall not be subject to reservations. The 

provisions of the Protocol to this Treaty and the Annexes to the Protocol shall not be 

subject to reservations incompatible with the object and purpose of this Treaty.  

Article XVI -- Depositary  

1.  The Secretary-General of the United Nations shall be the Depositary of this 

Treaty and shall receive signatures, instruments of ratification and instruments of 

accession.  

2.  The Depositary shall promptly inform all States Signatories and acceding States 

of the date of each signature, the date of deposit of each instrument of ratification or 

accession, the date of the entry into force of this Treaty and of any amendments and 

changes thereto, and the receipt of other notices.  

3.  The Depositary shall send duly certified copies of this Treaty to the Governments 

of the States Signatories and acceding States.  

4. This Treaty shall be registered by the Depositary pursuant to Article 102 of the 

Charter of the United Nations.   

 

Article XVII-- Authentic Texts 

 This Treaty, of which the Arabic, Chinese, English, French, Russian and Spanish texts 

are equally authentic, shall be deposited with the Secretary General of the United 

Nations. Source: UN General Assembly Document A/50/1027,26 August 1996, annex. 
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APPENDIX-III 

AGREEMENT BETWEEN INDIA AND PAKISTAN ON BORDER 

DISPUTES (EAST PAKISTAN) 

 

 

New Delhi, 10 September 1958   

In accordance with the directives issued by the Two Prime Ministers, the Secretaries 

discussed this morning the following disputes.   

West Bengal - East Pakistan   

(1) Bagge Awards in disputes I and 11.   

(2) Hilli.   

(3) Berubari Union No. 12.   

(4) Demarcation of Indo-Pakistan frontier so as to include the two chitlands 

of old Cooch Behar State adjacent to Radcliffe   

Line in West Bengal.   

(5) 24-Parganas-Yhulna -Jessore 24-Parganas Boundary disputes   

Assam-East Pakistan (6) Pakistan claim to Bholaganj.   

(7) Piyain and Sumra-Boundary disputes.   

Tripura-East Pakistan   

(8) Tripura land under Pakistan railway and Tripura land to the west of the railway 

line at Bhagalpur.   
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(9) Feni River-Boundary dispute.   

West Bengal-East Pakistan   

(10) Exchange of enclaves of the old Cooch Behar State- in Pakistan and 

Pakistan enclaves in India. Claim to territorial compensation for extra area going to 

Pakistan.   

2. As a result of the discussions, the following agreements were arrived at:   

(1) Bagge Awards on disputes I and II.   

It was agreed that the exchange of territories as a result of demarcation should take place 

by 15 January, 1959.   

(2) Hilli.   

Pakistan Government agrees to drop this dispute. The position will remain as it is at 

present in accordance with the Award made by Sir Cyril Radcliffe and in accordance 

with the line drawn by him on the map.   

(3) Berubari Union No. 12.   

This will be so divided as to give half the area to Pakistan, the other half adjacent to India 

being retained by India. The division of Berubari Union No. 12 will be horizontal 

starting from the north-east corner of Dobiganj thana. The division should be made in 

such a manner that the Cooch Behar enclaves between Pachgar thana of East Pakistan 

and Berubari Union No. 12 of Jalpaiguri thana of West Bengal will remain connected as 

at present with Indian territory and will remain in India. The Cooch Behar enclaves lower 

down between Beda thana of East Pakistan and Berubari No. 12 will be exchanged along 

with the general exchange of enclaves and will go to Pakistan.   

(4) Pakistan Government agree that the two chit lands of the old Cooch Behar 

State adjacent to Radcliffe Line should be included in West Bengal and the 

Radcliffe Line should be adjusted accordingly.   

(5) 24-Parganas-Khulna 24-Parganas--Jessore Boundary disputes   
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It is agreed that the mean of the two respective claims of India and Pakistan should 

be adopted, taking the river as a guide, as far as possible, in the case of the latter 

dispute. (Ichamati river).   

(6) Pakistan Government agrees to drop their claim on Bholaganj.   

(7) Piyain an& Surma river regions to be demarcated in accordance with the 

relevant notifications, cadastral survey maps and, if necessary, record of rights. 

Whatever the result of this demarcation might be, the nationals of both the 

Governments to have the facility of navigation on both of these rivers.   

(8) Government of India agrees to give in perpetual right to   

Pakistan the land belonging to Tripura State to the west of the railway line as well as the 

land appurtenant to the railway line at Bhagalpur.   

(9) The question of the Feni river to be dealt with separately after further 

study.   

(10) Exchange of old Cooch Behar enclaves in Pakistan and   

Pakistan enclaves in India without claim to compensation for extra area going to 

Pakistan, is agreed to.   

3. The Secretaries also agreed that the question of giving effect to the exchange of 

territory as a result of the demarcation already carried out, should be given early 

consideration.   

New Delhi, 10th September, 1958   
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APPENDIX-IV 

 

Nuclear Chronology 

 

1930s  

1932 . Physicist James Chadwick discovers the neutron, a previously unrecognized 

particle in the atomic nucleus.  

1933 . Physicist Leó Szilárd conceives the idea of a nuclear chain reaction while 

crossing a London street.  

1938. A team of scientists led by Otto Hahn, Lise Meitner, and Fritz Strassmann conducts 

the first successful nuclear fission experiment in Berlin.  

Aug 39. Albert Einstein sends a letter to President Roosevelt informing him of the 

German atomic research program and the potential for a bomb. The letter prompts 

Roosevelt to form a special committee to investigate the military implications of atomic 

research.  

1940s  

13 Aug 42. Manhattan Project is initiated.  

2 Dec 42. First self-sustaining nuclear reaction occurs at University of Chicago.  

Mar 43. Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL), responsible for nuclear explosive 

design, is established in New Mexico.  

Jul 45. Z-Division of Los Alamos, the forerunner of Sandia National Laboratories (SNL), 

is established in New Mexico in conjunction with LANL. It served as the ordnance 

design, testing, and assembly arm of Los Alamos.  
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6 Aug 45. Little Boy is dropped on Hiroshima.  

9 Aug 45. Fat Man is dropped on Nagasaki.  

21 Mar 46. Continental Air Forces is re-designated the Strategic Air Command (SAC). 

SAC is initially headquartered at Andrews Air Force Base then later is moved to Offutt 

Air Force Base in November 1948.   

14 Jun 46. U.S. presents the Baruch Plan, which calls for placing all atomic resources of 

the world, including the U.S. arsenal, under the ownership or control of an independent 

international authority. Soviet objections over verification measures deadlock 

negotiations.  

20 July 46. Atomic Energy Act of 1946, which transfers military control of nuclear 

weapons development activities to civilian Atomic Energy Commission (AEC), passes 

Congress.  

1947. National Security Act of 1947 sets policy concerning the military’s access to 

classified nuclear information and the control of atomic matters by civilians.  

1947. Mound Plant, responsible for explosive components of nuclear weapons, is 

established in Ohio. Y-12 Plant (Oak Ridge), responsible for nuclear explosive assembly, 

is established in Tennessee.  

1 Jan 47. Armed Forces Special Weapons Project (AFSWP) is established to assume 

responsibility for all military service functions of Manhattan Project. The services are 

authorized to participate in weapons development in coordination with AEC.  

17 Jan 47. Secretaries of War and Navy approve Military Liaison Committee (MLC) 

Charter, establishing membership at six -- three members each from the Navy and Army.  

1948. Z-Division's growth prompts its designation as Sandia Laboratory, a separate 

branch of Los Alamos.  
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1948. Kansas City Plant, responsible for fuzing and firing sub-assemblies, is established 

in Missouri.  

1948. B4 nuclear warhead is fielded.   

26 Mar 48. Revisions to the MLC Charter make the chairmanship a SecDef appointed 

position and membership composed of delegates from each military department.  

Apr-May 48. AEC is directed to build Atomic Bomb Stockpile.  

16 Sep 48. President Truman signs NSC-30, “United States Policy on Atomic Warfare,” 

which states that “the decision as to the employment of atomic weapons in the event of 

war is to be made by the Chief Executive.”  

Mid-1949. Nuclear capable B-29s are deployed to the U.K.  

4 Apr 49. North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) is established.   

May 49. MLC Chairman is made a presidential appointment.  

29 Aug 49. The Soviet Union explodes its first atomic weapon, JOE-1, which has a yield 

of 22 kilotons.  

 1950s  

1950. NSC-68 document calls for the U.S. to maintain strategic superiority over the 

Soviet Union. It states that “the Soviet nuclear threat is more immediate than had 

previously been estimated.”  

  

31 Jan 50. President Truman approves development of the hydrogen bomb.  

  

25 Jun 50. Korean War begins.   
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1951. Rocky Flats Plant, responsible for gas boost systems and nuclear system parts, is 

established in Colorado. Pantex Plant, responsible for high-explosives parts and final 

weapon assembly, is established in Texas.  

17 Jan 51. Deputy to the Secretary of Defense for Atomic Energy is established.  SecDef 

memo designates MLC Chairman as Deputy and as “Coordinator and Staff Advisor for 

atomic energy matters.”   

  

1952. Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (LLNL), responsible for nuclear 

explosive design, is established in California.  

  

1952. W9 280mm Artillery-Fired Atomic Projectile (AFAP) nuclear warhead is fielded.  

10 Sep 52. Presidential approval of National Security Council Study, “Agreed Concepts 

Regarding Atomic Weapons,” transfers to DoD custody all Outside Continental United 

States (OCONUS) weapons and any number of Continental United States (CONUS) 

weapons required to assure operational flexibility and military readiness. Custody of the 

remainder of the stockpile is maintained by the AEC.  

  

3 Oct 52. Great Britain explodes its first atomic weapon.  

  

1 Nov 52. The U.S. detonates its first thermonuclear device.   

  

1953. Savannah River Plant, responsible for tritium and plutonium production, is 

established in South Carolina.  

  

1953 . . . After the armistice in Korea, Secretary of State states that the U.S. has moved 

the means of delivering nuclear weapons into the Korean theater. He also states that the 

Chinese are aware of this.   
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13 Apr 53. Assistant to the Secretary of Defense (Atomic Energy) (ATSD(AE)) position 

is established.   

  

12 Aug 53. The Soviet Union detonates its first thermonuclear device.    

  

Oct 53. President Eisenhower approves NSC-162/2, the “New Look” strategy. It 

recommends reductions in conventional forces and increased dependence on the strategic 

nuclear deterrent forces.   

  

8 Dec 53. President Eisenhower's “Atoms for Peace” speech outlines the establishment of 

the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) to maintain custody of specified 

amounts of fissionable material and to devise peaceful uses for it.  

  

1954. DoD-AEC agreement establishes relations and relative responsibilities between the 

two organizations, regarding nuclear matters.   

  

1954. Mk-12 warhead is introduced. It is the first warhead small enough for practical use 

as a missile warhead.   

  

21 Jan 54. USS Nautilus (SSN 571), the first nuclear powered submarine, is launched. 

The Nautilus remains in service until it is decommissioned on 3 Mar 80.  

  

16 Sep 55. First SLBM is launched from a Soviet Zulu IV-class submarine. The SS-1B 

missile had an 80mile range and had to be launched from the surface. Only two missiles 

were carried per submarine.  

22 Nov 55. The Soviet Union detonates its first thermonuclear weaponized device with a 

1.6 Mt yield.  
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1956. Weapon design improvements allow for sealed pit weapons to be introduced into 

the U.S. nuclear weapons stockpile.  

  

4 May 56. DoD-AEC Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) provides for transfer of 

weapons in AEC custody to DoD custody upon declaration of Defense Emergency or 

similar emergency condition, regarding nuclear matters.  

  

1957. Joint DoD/AEC nuclear weapons safety system/safety study process is 

institutionalized and accident reporting system is adopted.  

  

23 May 1957. NATO Military Council (MC) 14/2 adopts “Massive Retaliation” as 

NATO nuclear strategy. It is also known as the “trip-wire” strategy. Major Soviet 

aggression would quickly precipitate a massive nuclear response.   

  

19 Sep 57. U.S. conducts first contained underground nuclear test.  

  

Oct 57. Strategic Air Command begins 24-hour alert for some of its bombers to guard 

against a Soviet surprise attack.  

  

4 Oct 57. Sputnik is launched into orbit by a Soviet SS-6.   

  

Dec 57. NATO MC requests President Eisenhower to authorize use of non-U.S. forces in 

nuclear strike role.  

  

1958. Pinellas Plant, responsible for neutron generators, ceramic parts, power supplies, 

and lightning arrester connectors, is established in Florida.  

  

Apr 58. U.K. tests its first thermonuclear weapon.  

  

3 Jul 1958. U.S-U.K. Mutual Defense Agreement signed.  
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Sep 58. U.S. publicly considers the use of atomic weapons to defend the Formosa islands 

of Quemoy and Matsu from the Communist Chinese.  

  

31 Oct 58. U.S., U.K., and USSR begin talks on a Comprehensive Test Ban (CTB); U.S. 

and U.K. begin a one-year moratorium on testing, which the USSR joins a few days later.  

  

1959. Strategic Air Command adopts 24-hour-a-day airborne alert for some of its 

nuclear-armed B-52 bombers to prevent a disarming attack by the Soviets.   

  

1959. The Environmental Sensing Device (ESD), which protects against 

inadvertent/accidental nuclear detonation from human error and/or equipment 

malfunctions, is developed.  

  

11 Mar 59. All “operational” nuclear weapons are released to the military under 

President Eisenhower's direction.  

  

30 Jul 59. U.K. announces it will not resume testing as long as CTB negotiations 

continue.  

  

26 Aug 59. U.S. announces it will extend moratorium until end of the year.  

  

28 Aug 59. USSR announces it will not resume testing as long as U.S. and U.K. do not 

test.  

  

Sep 59. First SSG (diesel-electric powered, cruise missile equipped submarine) patrols 

begin in the North Pacific. Submarines patrols armed with the Regulus missile (cruise 

missile with a nuclear warhead) would continue through 1964.  
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1960s  

1960 . W47 Polaris A1/A2 SLBM is fielded.  

Feb 60. France tests its first nuclear weapon, the AN-11.  

Jul 60. U.S. conducts its first submerged SLBM launch of Polaris A1  

  

1961 . President Kennedy begins strategy of “Flexible Response,” which is designed to 

maximize conventional military options while maintaining a robust nuclear capability.   

1961. W38 Titan I/Atlas E/F Intercontinental Ballistic Missile (ICBM), and B43 strategic 

and tactical bombs are fielded.  

3 Feb 61. SAC Airborne Command Post (Looking Glass) is ordered on around-the-clock 

airborne alert. Looking Glass remains airborne until 24 Jul 90.  

1 Apr 61. First Single Integrated Operational Plan (SIOP) is approved for FY 1962.  

  

18 Apr 61. First complete CTB draft treaty tabled by U.S. and U.K is rejected by the 

Soviet Union.  

23 Jul 61. Antarctic Treaty enters into force   

13 Aug 61. The Berlin border between East and West Berlin is closed and barriers are 

built, constituting the “Berlin Wall.”  

30 Aug 61. USSR announces it will resume testing, citing French test and the Berlin 

Crisis.  

1 Sep 61. Soviet nuclear weapons are tested, breaking the moratorium that had been in 

place for two years.  

1 Sep 61. U.S. resumes underground nuclear testing.  

26 Sep 61. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency (ACDA) is established pursuant to 

Congressional action.  
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30 Oct 61. USSR conducts largest nuclear test with 57 megaton device, the largest ever 

detonated.  
  

1962. The Athens Guidelines establish goals for political consultation regarding use of 

U.S. nuclear weapons in NATO.  

  

1962. W59 Minuteman Y1 and W53 Titan II ICBMs are fielded.  

  

25 Apr 62. U.S. resumes nuclear testing in the atmosphere.  

  

6 Jun 62. NSAM-160 establishes requirements for Permissive Action Links (PALs) to be 

placed on land based nuclear weapons in Europe.  

  

Mid-62. Two-man rule is established for all nuclear weapons operations.  

  

Oct 62. Soviet Union secretly deploys intermediate-range ballistic missiles to Cuba.   

  

14 Oct 62. U.S. reconnaissance planes detect the construction of Soviet missile launch 

facilities in Cuba, setting in motion the Cuban Missile Crisis.   

28 Oct 62. Soviet Premier Khrushchev notifies U.S. President Kennedy that the missiles 

in Cuba will be withdrawn.  

  

1963. W48 155mm AFAP, W50 Pershing 1A Surface-to-Surface Missile (SSM), and 

W56 Minuteman II ICBM are fielded.  

  

1963. U.S. IRBMs are removed from Europe.  

  

20 Jun 63. The Memorandum of Understanding Between the U.S. and USSR Regarding 

the Establishment of a Direct Communications Link, or “Hot Line,” is signed, providing 

for reliable direct communication to reduce the dangers of accident or miscalculation.  
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5 Aug 63. Limited Test Ban Treaty (LTBT) is signed, banning nuclear tests in the 

atmosphere, in outer space, and underwater.  

 Nov 63. NSAM establishes the requirement to conduct nuclear weapon safety studies.  

  

1964. W58 Polaris A3 Submarine-Launched Ballistic Missile (SLBM) is fielded.  

  

17 Aug 64. Secretary of Defense announces the U.S. has a 4-1 superiority over the Soviet 

Union in heavy bombers and ICBMs.  

  

15 Oct 64. The People’s Republic of China explodes its first atomic weapon.  

  

1966 . B61 strategic and tactical bombs are fielded.  

  

1967 . U.S. conducts a successful demonstration of the warhead-reentry vehicle at 

Sandia National Laboratories.  

  

27 Jan 67. Treaty on Principles Governing the Activities of States in the Exploration and 

Use of Outer Space, Including the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies is signed, banning 

nuclear weapons or other weapons of mass destruction in space.  

  

14 Feb 67. Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America, known as 

the Treaty of Tlatelolco, is signed.   

  

May 67. Soviet Navy commissions its first large-capacity SSBN, the Yankee class. Each 

Yankee is armed with 16 SS-N-6 SLBMs.  

  

1 Jun 67. China conducts its first thermonuclear test.  
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16 Jan 1968. NATO MC 14/3 establishes “Flexible Response” as the basis of Alliance 

nuclear deterrence policy.   

  

Jun 68. The first British SSBN, HMS Resolution (SSBN-01), is deployed with POLARIS 

A3P on its first operational patrol.  

  

1 Jul 68. Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT) is signed. In the 

treaty, the U.S., USSR, and U.K. agree not to transfer nuclear weapons or related 

technology to non-nuclear states; nonnuclear signatories agree to accept IAEA safeguards 

on their peaceful nuclear activities to prevent diversion to weapons uses. The nuclear 

weapon-possessing signatories also agree to assist non-nuclear weapons states in 

developing their civilian nuclear programs and “to pursue negotiations in good faith on 

effective measures relating to the cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date and 

to nuclear disarmament, and on a treaty on general and complete disarmament under 

strict and effective international control.”  

24 Aug 68. France conducts its first thermonuclear test.  

1970s  

1970. W62 Minuteman III ICBM and W68 Poseidon C3 SLBM are fielded.  

11 Feb 71. Treaty on the Prohibition of the Emplacement of Nuclear Weapons and Other 

Weapons of Mass Destruction on the Seabed and the Ocean Floor and in the Subsoil 

Thereof, the Seabed Treaty, is signed.  

8 May 71. U.S. ratifies Protocol II of the Treaty of Tlatelolco.   

30 Sep 71. Agreement on Measures to Reduce the Risk of Outbreak of Nuclear War, i.e., 

Accident Measures Agreement, is signed, committing the U.S. and USSR to improve 

safeguards against accidental or unauthorized nuclear weapons use, to develop 

arrangements for mutual notification should a risk of war arise from such incidents, and 

to notify the other party of missile launches in their direction.  
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Dec 71. French SSBN, Le Redoutable, armed with 16 M4 SLBMs, becomes operational.  

1972. W69 Short-Range Attack Missile (SRAM) Air-to-Surface Missile (ASM) is 

fielded.  

26 May 72. The Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty (SALT I) Interim Agreement and the 

Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty are signed, limiting the pace of the strategic nuclear 

weapons competition between the U.S. and the USSR for a period of five years pending 

more comprehensive negotiations on force limitations. The ABM Treaty defines ABM 

systems as those, which “counter strategic ballistic missiles or their elements in flight 

trajectory” and limits the U.S. and the USSR to two ABM deployment areas (one around 

the national capital and one around an ICBM launch area).  

1973. W70 Lance SSM is fielded.  

22 Jun 73. Agreement Between the U.S. and the USSR on the Prevention of Nuclear War 

is signed/entered into force. The Agreement commits the two nations to make the 

objectives of their policies the removal of the danger of nuclear war and of the use of 

nuclear weapons.  

1974. The Energy Reorganization Act of 1974 replaces the AEC with the Nuclear 

Regulatory Commission (NRC) and establishes the Energy Research and Development 

Agency (ERDA).  

17 Jan 74. National Security Decision Memorandum (NSDM)-242 sets forth policy 

for planning the use of nuclear weapons. Known as the “Schlesinger Doctrine,” selective 

counter-force targeting options are discussed.  

18 May 74. India conducts its first atomic test explosion.  

3 Jul 74. Threshold Test Ban Treaty (TTBT) and ABM Treaty Protocol signed. TTBT 

limits U.S. and USSR nuclear tests to 150 kilotons. The ABM Treaty Protocol reduces 
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the number of allowable U.S. and Soviet ABM sites from two to one (the U.S. dismantles 

its single site at Grand Forks, North Dakota in 1976).  

28 May 76. The Treaty Between the U.S. and USSR on Underground Nuclear Explosions 

for Peaceful Purposes, or Peaceful Nuclear Explosions Treaty (PNET), is signed, 

covering nuclear explosions conducted at other than declared test sites for peaceful 

purposes, e.g., excavations.  

24 Dec 76. “Memorandum of Agreement between DoD and ERDA for Temporary 

Storage of U.S.  

ERDA Shipments at Military Installations” is signed, establishing Safe Havens.   

19 Jan 77. ATSD(AE) is designated chairman of Steering Group on Survivability and 

Security of Theater Nuclear Forces.  

4 Aug 77. Department of Energy Organization Act establishes the DOE, and confers 

upon the DOE the responsibilities of ERDA.  

21 Sep 77. The fifteen principal nuclear supplier countries establish common standards 

for safeguards and other conditions of nuclear supply and call for restraint in the export of 

sensitive nuclear facilities and materials.  

1978. W76 Trident I C4 SLBM is fielded.  

12 Jun 78. U.S. declares that it “will not use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear 

weapons states party to the NPT or any comparable internationally binding commitment 

not to acquire nuclear explosive devices, except in the case of an attack on the United 

States, its territories, armed forces, or its allies, by such a state allied to a nuclear-

weapons state or associated with a nuclear-weapons state in carrying out or sustaining the 

attack.”  

1979. The Starbird Study recommends the integration of nuclear weapon acquisition into 

the DoD weapon system acquisition process to assure more effective use of total 
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DoD/DOE resources and to strengthen dual-agency oversight of nuclear weapon safety, 

security, and control issues.  

1979. China begins flight tests of its first ICBM, the DF-5.  

1979. W78 Minuteman III ICBM is fielded.   

28 Mar 79. Accident at Three Mile Island nuclear power plant raises public concerns 

over safety issues relating to nuclear power.  

18 Jun 79. SALT II Treaty is signed, establishing equal aggregate limits on the number 

of U.S. and Soviet strategic nuclear delivery vehicles and on the number of MIRVed 

ballistic missile launchers and cruise missile-equipped heavy bombers, in addition to 

other constraints on strategic nuclear forces. SALT II did not enter into force.  

12 Dec 79. NATO forms the “Dual-Track Decision,” agreement, which deploys new 

Longer-Range Intermediate-range Nuclear Forces (LRINF) while simultaneously 

pursuing negotiations with the USSR on INF arms control. Another aspect of the decision 

is to unilaterally withdraw 1000 warheads from NATO.  

1980s  

17 Jan 80. A signed SecDef letter designates ATSD(AE) as responsible for safety, 

security, and survivability of the current stockpile and for all matters relating to research, 

evaluation, and modernization of the nuclear weapons program.  

3 Mar 80. Convention on the Physical Protection of Nuclear Material is signed, 

providing for specified levels of physical protection during international transport of 

nuclear material and establishing a framework for cooperation in the protection, recovery, 

and return of stolen nuclear material.  

25 Jul 80. Presidential Directive (PD) 59 sets forth the “Countervailing Strategy,” 

integrating strategic nuclear force acquisition and employment doctrine into the SIOP and 

defining options for striking at Soviet command centers in the event of war.  
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Fall 80. Preliminary U.S. and Soviet discussions on INF begin.    

1981. DoD and DOE sign MOU defining procedures for the conduct of stockpile 

confidence nuclear performance tests as part of the overall process of assuring the 

viability of the nuclear weapons stockpile.  

1981. W80-1 Air-Launched Cruise Missile (ALCM) is fielded.  

7 Jun 81. Israel bombs Iraq's Osirak nuclear reactor.  

12 Aug 81. President Reagan announces that 8-inch AFAP and Lance missiles will be 

fitted with Enhanced Radiation warheads.  

Nov 81. First U.S. Ohio class SSBN is commissioned.  

1982 . NATO Senior Level Weapons Protection Group (SLWPG) is established. 

ATSD(AE) is designated chairman.  

1983 . W84 Ground-Launched Cruise Missile (GLCM) and W85 Pershing II 

SSM are fielded.  

23 Mar 83. President Reagan unveils the Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI) program, 

designed to protect the U.S. and its allies from attack by Soviet strategic nuclear 

weapons.  

27 Oct 83. The “Montebello Decision” by the NATO Nuclear Planning Group (NPG) 

agrees to new nuclear weapon ceiling for European-based weapons, which includes the 

withdrawal of 1,400 nuclear weapons from Europe under the assumption that the 

resulting stockpile will be modernized.  

1984 . In a DoD-DOE SDI Memorandum of Agreement (MOA), the MLC is 

identified as Point of Contact  
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(POC) for matters relating to military application of atomic weapons/energy. It also 

suggests that the Chairman, MLC should be a member of a SDI DoD/DOE Steering 

Committee, along with Director, SDI Office and Deputy Secretary of Energy.  

1985 . W80-0 Tomahawk SLCM is fielded.  

6 Aug 85. The South Pacific Forum opens the Treaty of Rarotonga for signatures. The 

Treaty is currently in force.   

1985-86. Blue Ribbon Task Group (BRTG) examines procedures used by DoD and DOE 

in establishing requirements and providing resources for the research, development, 

testing, production, surveillance, and retirement of nuclear weapons.  

1986. W87 Peacekeeper ICBM is fielded.  

27 Feb 86. Non-Strategic Nuclear Forces (NSNF) Survivability Steering Group is 

established under new DoD Directive 3150.3. ATSD(AE) designated as Chairman.  

26 Apr 86. Accident at Chernobyl nuclear power plant leads to significant environmental 

release of radiation and international concern.  

Oct 86. Goldwater-Nichols DoD Reorganization Act, which grew out of the Packard 

Commission study on defense acquisition management and incorporated several of its 

recommendations, calls for establishing an Undersecretary of Defense for Acquisition 

and Technology (USD (A&T)), reorganization of the flow of military information 

between the CJCS and CINCs and other acquisition-related reforms.  

Oct 86. U.S. President Reagan and Soviet General Secretary Gorbachev meet in 

Reykjavik and discuss proposals that would eliminate all ballistic missiles, and possibly 

all nuclear weapons, within 10 years. The discussions end in a disagreement over the 

status of the SDI program.    
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14 Nov 86. National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1987 dissolves the MLC 

and replaces it with the Nuclear Weapons Council (NWC). The ATSD(AE) is designated 

as its Staff Director.  

18 Nov 86. Project Officers Group (POG) for Nuclear Weapons Use Control Systems is 

established. It provides a joint DoD/DOE forum to review and make recommendations 

for application of nuclear weapons use control measures that best integrate policy, 

technology, procedures, and requirements.  

1987. Nuclear Weapon Council Standing Committee (NWCSC), chaired by ATSD(AE), 

is established to execute NWC responsibilities.  

15 Sep 87. Nuclear Risk Reduction Centers Agreement is signed between the U.S. and 

USSR, establishing Nuclear Risk Reduction Centers in their respective capitals with 

communications links to supplement existing means of communication between the 

governments on nuclear weapons-related incidents and developments.  

8 Dec 87. The Treaty Between the U.S and the USSR on the Elimination of Their 

Intermediate-Range and Shorter-Range Missiles, the INF Treaty, is signed. Negotiated 

between Fall 80 and Dec 87, this treaty enters into force 1 June 88, and requires the 

elimination of all U.S. and Soviet ground-launched ballistic and cruise missiles with 

ranges between 500 and 5500 kilometers. The treaty is the first arms control agreement to 

eliminate an entire class of weapons and to incorporate an extensive monitoring and 

verification regime including intrusive measures.  

20 May 88. Weapon Security and Survivability System (WS3) eligibility is approved for 

NATO infrastructure funds in compliance with congressional direction.  

1989. W88 Trident II D5 SLBM is fielded.  

30 May 89. NATO Summit concludes with an agreement among NATO members that 

Short-range Nuclear Forces (SNF) negotiations should begin once Conventional Forces 

in Europe (CFE) treaty implementation is underway. NATO adopts the “Comprehensive 
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Concept,” stating that sub-strategic nuclear weapons will remain necessary, but at 

reduced levels, for purely deterrent purposes rather than to offset conventional inequality.  

20 Sep 89. DoD-DOE MOA establishes the Nuclear Weapon Council Weapons Surety 

Committee (NWCWSC).  

20 Sep 89. DoD-DOE establishes an Interagency Agreement on the temporary storage of 

DOE shipments at military installations. ATSD(AE) granted authority to act for DoD in 

matters relating to providing layover, storage, and protection of Transportation 

Safeguards Division (TSD) convoys at designated DoD installations throughout CONUS.  

9 Nov 89. The Berlin Wall is opened.  

1990s  

May 90. At the NATO NPG Meeting, Allies call for a comprehensive review of NATO's 

nuclear strategy. The NPG agrees “that there is a diminishing need for nuclear systems of 

the shortest range.”  

3 May 90. President Bush cancels the Follow-On to Lance program and further 

modernization of nuclear artillery shells deployed in Europe and calls for SNF 

negotiations after a CFE Treaty is signed.   

1 Jun 90. At the Washington Summit, Presidents Bush and Gorbachev complete new 

TTBT and PNET verification protocols.  

5-6 Jul 90. NATO's London Declaration on a Transformed North Atlantic Alliance calls 

for a revised NATO strategy making nuclear forces “weapons of last resort” and 

negotiations between the United States and the Soviet Union on the reduction of short-

range forces to begin shortly after a CFE agreement is signed.    

3 Oct 90. Germany is reunified.  
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Dec 90. Drell Panel Report to House Armed Services Committee addresses nuclear 

weapons safety and makes recommendations, including the formation of Red Teams and 

a Joint Advisory Committee.   

7 Dec 90. Kazakhstan announces a ban on nuclear tests at Semipalatinsk.  

11 Dec 90. TTB and PNE Treaties enter into force.  

18 Jan 91. In Persian Gulf War, a U.S. Patriot missile intercepts an Iraqi SCUD missile -- 

the first time in the history of warfare that one missile has intercepted another missile.  

29 Jan 91. President Bush redirects SDI program to defend against limited attacks.  

11 Feb 91. Soviet President Gorbachev notifies Eastern European leaders that the 

Warsaw Treaty Organization will disband as a military alliance on 1 April 91.  

Mar 91. U.S. victory in the Gulf War suspends Iraqi attempts to develop a nuclear 

weapon. A month later, UN Security Council Resolution 687 establishes the UN Special 

Commission on Iraq to monitor the elimination of Iraq’s weapons of mass destruction 

and means of delivery.  

27 Mar 91. U.S. withdraws the last of its INF missiles from Europe.  

24 Apr 91. The SecDef, in response to a request by the Senate Armed Services 

Committee, directs “an independent and objective top-to-bottom review of current fail-

safe procedures.”  

31 Jul 91. The Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START I) is signed, limiting the U.S. 

and USSR to 6000 accountable nuclear warheads and 1600 delivery vehicles each.  

19 Aug 91. A group of Soviet leaders take over control of government from President 

Gorbachev. The coup fails two days later, but its aftermath -- the dissolution of the USSR 

-- raises concern regarding the disposition, control and safety of nuclear weapons located 

outside Russia.  
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29 Aug 91. Kazakhstan closes Semipalatinsk.  

27 Sep 91. President Bush announces the first of two Presidential Nuclear Initiatives 

(PNIs) that include: eliminating ground-launched theater nuclear weapons; removing 

tactical nuclear weapons from all surface ships, attack submarines, and land-based naval 

aircraft bases; taking strategic bombers off alert; taking the ICBMs scheduled for 

deactivation under START off alert; terminating the development of a mobile 

Peacekeeper ICBM rail garrison system and other mobile portions of the small ICBM 

program; terminating SRAM-II; and establishing a Strategic Command under which all 

elements of the U.S. strategic deterrent will be assigned. Additionally, the President calls 

for an early agreement to mutually eliminate MIRVed ICBMs from the U.S. and USSR 

inventories.  

5 Oct 91. President Gobachev responds to 27 Sept 91 Bush initiatives with the following 

proposals: eliminating all Soviet nuclear artillery munitions, nuclear warheads for tactical 

missiles, and nuclear mines; withdrawing all tactical nuclear weapons from surface ships, 

multi-purpose submarines, central storage bases; storing nuclear weapons for land-based 

aviation in central storage bases; eliminating a portion of naval tactical weapons; 

proposing to totally eliminate navy tactical nuclear weapons on a reciprocal basis; 

removing all strategic bombers from day-to-day alert; and taking 503 ICBMs off alert 

status. President Gorbachev declares a unilateral moratorium on nuclear testing for one 

year.  

18 Oct 91. In an NPG communiqué, NATO ministers state that “there is no longer any 

requirement for nuclear, ground-launched, short-range ballistic missiles and artillery” and 

agree to greatly reduce nuclear air-delivered bombs.  

26 Oct 91. President Yeltsin issues a decree suspending nuclear tests in Russian 

Federation for one year.  
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7-8 Nov 91. NATO leaders adopt “The New Alliance Strategic Concept” in a Rome 

meeting, noting the improved prospects for conventional defense and that future use of 

nuclear weapons appears to be remote.  

Dec 91. North and South Korea reach agreements on nuclear weapons and other security 

issues, aiming to remove nuclear weapons from the peninsula and preclude the 

development and production of nuclear weapons by either state. The following month, 

North Korea agrees to open its nuclear facilities to IAEA inspections.  

8 Dec 91. Russia, Belarus, and Ukraine form the Commonwealth of Independent States 

(CIS) and agree to dissolve the Soviet Union. Subsequently, nine other former republics 

(all but the Baltic states) join. Despite an agreement to keep the nuclear weapons of the 

USSR under a centralized command, the move raises concern in the West over the 

possibility of nuclear proliferation in a chaotic political atmosphere.   

12 Dec 91. Under the “Nunn-Lugar Act (Public Law 102-228),” Congress approves an 

aid package to the former Soviet Republics, $400 million of which is to be used to aid in 

the safe, secure dismantlement of nuclear, biological, and chemical weapons, including 

strategic delivery vehicles.  

16 Dec 91. At a DOE news conference, the Secretary of Energy announces the decision 

of the Bush Administration to reconfigure the U.S. nuclear weapons complex. Plants in 

Florida and Ohio will close, the Rocky Flats Plant will no longer manufacture nuclear 

bomb materials, and the National Laboratories will assume some responsibilities of those 

plants designated for closure.  

27 Dec 91. President Gorbachev turns over the control codes for Soviet nuclear weapons 

to officials of the Russian Federation.  

23 Jan 92. DoD announces that the U.S. will begin to follow a policy under which the 

development process for new nuclear weapon systems will be interrupted after the 

construction and testing of prototypes, rather than continuing into full production.  



 

390 

 

29 Jan 92. In his State of the Union Address, President Bush calls for reductions in the 

U.S. and CIS strategic inventories to 4700 nuclear weapons, including the elimination of 

land-based MIRVed ICBMs, and announces additional defense cutbacks and program 

cancellations. The next day, President Yeltsin responds to Bush's initiatives with a call 

for inventories to be reduced to 2500 weapons each.  

8 Feb 92. Pakistan publicly admits its capability to produce a nuclear weapon.  

Mar 92. Secretaries of Defense and Energy sign charter establishing the Joint (DoD-

DOE) Advisory Committee on Nuclear Weapons Surety to report to and advise the 

SecDef, SECENERGY and NWC on nuclear weapons systems surety matters.  

9 Mar 92. China accedes to the NPT.  

24 Mar 92. The Open Skies Agreement is signed by the Conference on Security and 

Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) states to open their territories for overflights to facilitate 

the verification of arms control treaties.  

8 Apr 92. France initiates a unilateral moratorium on nuclear testing for the rest of the 

year.  

May 92. Russian officials announce all tactical nuclear weapons of the former USSR 

(including Ukraine) have been consolidated in Russia.  

1 Jun 92. U.S. Strategic Air Command (SAC) becomes U.S. Strategic Command 

(STRATCOM), bringing, for the first time in U.S. history, the planning, targeting, and 

wartime employment of strategic forces under the control of a single commander (day to 

day training, equipping, and maintenance responsibilities for its forces remain with the 

services).   

16-17 Jun 92. At the Washington Summit, President Bush and President Yeltsin agree to 

pursue a treaty that will limit each nation to no more than 3500 warheads and eliminate 

all MIRVed ICBMs, paving the way for negotiations to begin on a START II Treaty.  
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1 Jul 92. President Bush announces that the worldwide withdrawal of all U.S 

ground- and sea launched tactical nuclear weapons is complete.  

23 Sep 92. U.S. conducts its last underground nuclear test.  

Oct 92. Fail-safe and Risk Reduction (FARR) Study, an independent, comprehensive 

review of DoD nuclear command and control systems, is completed.  

2 Oct 92. President Bush signs the FY93 Energy and Water Appropriations Bill, which 

includes legislation that imposes a nine-month moratorium on nuclear tests, permits no 

more than five tests per year for safety and reliability purposes, and requires the President 

to take steps toward achieving a multilateral ban on all nuclear weapon tests by 30 

September 1996.  

19 Oct 92. Russia extends its moratorium on testing to 1 July 1993.  

3 Jan 93 . . . The START II Treaty is signed, pledging the U.S. and USSR to further 

reduce strategic offensive arms by eliminating all MIRVed ICBMs (including all “heavy” 

ICBMs) and reducing the overall total of warheads attributed to strategic delivery 

systems for each side to between 3000 and 3500. START II never enters into force.  

13 Jan 9. France announces an indefinite extension of its testing moratorium.  

12 Mar 93. North Korea, in response to the IAEA request for special inspections, 

announces its intention to withdraw from the NPT.  

24 Mar 93. South African President De Klerk announces that his nation had built six 

atomic weapons, but had dismantled them in 1990.  

11 Jun 93. Following a round of negotiations with the United States, North Korea 

suspends its decision to withdraw from NPT.   

3 Jul 93. President Clinton extends the U.S. test moratorium and initiates the Stockpile 

Stewardship Program (SSP).  
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22 Jul 93. Belarus accedes to the NPT.  

4 Oct 93. China conducts an underground nuclear test, breaking the worldwide 

moratorium that had lasted a year. China continues to conduct nuclear tests until 1996.  

Dec 93. The Clinton Administration eliminates the SDI program, in favor of tactical 

defense research and development under the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization 

(BMDO).  

Jan 94. The United States, Russia, and Ukraine sign the “trilateral agreement” under 

which Ukraine agrees to transfer all former Soviet strategic nuclear warheads on its 

territory to Russia for dismantlement, in exchange for financial assistance and security 

assurances from the U.S., U.K. and Russia.  

Jan 94. The Clinton Administration announces four objectives of the Stockpile 

Stewardship Program: (1) assure confidence that the stockpile is safe, secure, reliable, 

and flexible without underground testing; (2) provide the ability to respond to continuing 

and evolving nuclear threats; (3) enable a reduction in the size of the production 

infrastructure and its environmental impact; (4) assure availability of special nuclear 

materials and tritium.  

Jan 94. Negotiations on a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) begin at the 

Conference on Disarmament in Geneva.  

14 Feb 94. Kazakhstan accedes to the NPT.  

Mar 94. The NWCSC and NWCWSC combine to form the Nuclear Weapons Council 

Standing & Safety Committee (NWCSSC).  

14 Mar 94. President Clinton announces the extension of the U.S. testing moratorium 

through September 1995.  

Spring 94. North Korea's nuclear program leads to a confrontation with the U.S.  
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Sep 94. President Clinton approves the Nuclear Posture Review (NPR), which codifies a 

U.S. policy of “lead and hedge” toward nuclear weapon reductions.  

Oct 94. The U.S. and North Korea settle a dispute over the latter’s nuclear program and 

establish the Agreed Framework, under which North Korea agrees to freeze its nuclear 

program and dismantle all facilities of proliferation concern in return for receiving two 

light water reactors and other energy related assistance, as well as security assurances.  

Oct 94. President Clinton agrees to accelerate the dismantlement of nuclear weapons 

agreed to under START II.  

5 Dec 94. Ukraine accedes to the NPT.  

30 Jan 95. U. S. National Security Advisor announces the U.S. will continue its current 

testing moratorium until a CTBT enters into force, assuming a CTBT is completed by 

September 96. Also announces the U.S. will retract its proposal for a special “right to 

withdraw” from a CTBT 10 years after entry into force, noting the President considers 

maintenance of a safe and reliable nuclear stockpile to be of supreme national interest.  

4 Apr 95. Britain announces plans to retire all of its free-fall nuclear bombs by 1998, 

deciding to maintain a nuclear stockpile composed entirely of submarine-launched 

strategic and tactical missiles.  

5 Apr 95. President Clinton reaffirms 1978 U.S. declaration on negative security 

assurances.  

25 Apr 95. Kazakhstan completes repatriation of its nuclear stockpile, making it the first 

of the three non-Russian Former Soviet nations party to START I to be declared “nuclear 

free.”  

11 May 95. NPT Review and Extension Conference concludes. The NPT is indefinitely 

extended and the parties adopt a set of “Principles and Objectives for Nuclear 
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Nonproliferation and Disarmament,” which includes, among other things, the goal of a 

CTBT “no later than 1996.”  

1 Aug 95 . . . JASON group releases a study that concludes the U.S. can maintain a safe 

and reliable nuclear stockpile without testing, as long as it engages in a program of 

Science-Based Stockpile Stewardship.  

11 Aug 95. President Clinton announces the U.S. will pursue a zero-yield CTBT. He also 

announces establishment of a new annual reporting and certification requirement, which 

examines the safety and reliability of the warheads in the stockpile and assesses whether 

to recommend to the President the need to conduct an underground nuclear test.  

5 Sep 95. France begins a series of eight (later reduced to six) nuclear tests in the South 

Pacific, the first being conducted at Mururoa Atoll.  

Oct 95. DOE announces plans to conduct a series of six subcritical tests at Nevada Test 

Site (NTS) -- 2 in 96, 4 in 97.  

Nov 95. The U.S. Army’s role in nuclear weapons is reduced when the last retired Army 

warhead is turned over to the DOE Pantex Plant for dismantlement.  

4 Dec 95. Defense Nuclear Agency re-organizes under War Fighter Plans.  

11 Jan 96. Dual Revalidation Program is initiated.  

26 Jan 96. The U.S. Senate gives its advice and consent to ratification to START II, 

stipulating that the Treaty will not be binding on the U.S. until it is ratified by Russia and 

enters into force, and that the Administration will not initiate drawdowns below START I 

levels without first consulting the Senate.  

27 Jan 96. France conducts a sixth nuclear test. Two days later, French President 

Chirac announces the early conclusion of this series of nuclear testing and an end to all 

future tests.  



 

395 

 

10 Feb 96. President Clinton signs the FY 96 Defense Authorization Act (PL104-106). 

One provision of the bill changes the title of the ATSD(AE) to Assistant to the Secretary 

of Defense (Nuclear & Chemical & Biological Programs) (ATSD(NCB)). Title change 

occurs on 4 Mar 1996.  

25 Mar 96. France, the U.K., and the U.S. accede to the South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone.   

11 Apr 96. African Nuclear-Weapon-Free-Zone Treaty opened for signature. U.S., U.K., 

France, and China sign Protocols to the Treaty.  

1 Jun 96. Ukraine announces that the last of former Soviet strategic nuclear warheads on 

its territory have been transferred to Russia.  

8 Jun 96. China conducts a nuclear test and announces it will test one more device before 

beginning a moratorium and joining the CTBT.  

8 Jul 96. The International Court of Justice issues its ruling on the legality of use or 

threatened use of nuclear weapons, unanimously agreeing that any use or threat of use 

would have to comply with those provisions of the UN Charter which prohibit the use of 

force except in cases of self-defense. However, the majority of the judges decide that 

there is no current international law that universally prohibits the threat or use of nuclear 

weapons.  

29 Jul 96. China conducts its last nuclear test.  

16 Sep 96. France deactivates its 18 S3D nuclear missiles, eliminating the land-based 

portion of its nuclear arsenal.  

24 Sep 96. CTBT opens for signature. As of 23 March 1999, 152 states (including the 

U.S., five other nuclear weapon states and Israel) are signatories.  

23 Nov 96. Russia announces the last of its strategic nuclear warheads have been 

transferred out of Belarus.  
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10 Dec 96. NATO announces it has “no intention, no plan, and no reason to deploy 

nuclear weapons on the territory of new members…”  

19 Dec 96. DOE announces plans to downsize the nuclear weapons complex by reducing 

the missions of the Y-12, Pantex, and Kansas City facilities and by shrinking the 

workforce of the entire weapons complex by 10-15%.  

17 Jan 97. The Secretary of Energy signs a Record of Decision, implementing the Final 

Environmental  

Impact Statement for the Continued Operations of the Pantex Plant and Associated 

Storage of Nuclear Weapons Components. This maintains the plant’s weapon 

dismantlement mission and authorizes increased on-site interim storage of plutonium 

components.   

Feb 97. The Secretary of Defense and the Acting Secretary of Energy approve the first 

NWC Report on Stockpile Certification and forward the Certification Memorandum to 

the President.  

24 Feb 97. Commander-in-Chief, Strategic Command (CINCSTRAT) announces that 

B61 nuclear bomb has been successfully modified to enable it to destroy underground 

targets.  

11 Mar 97. DOE approves start of construction for National Ignition Facility (NIF).  

21 Mar 97. Presidents Clinton and Yeltsin reach agreement at the Helsinki Summit on 

several arms control issues, namely an agreement to begin negotiations on a START III 

agreement (aimed at reducing strategic nuclear warheads on each side to 2,000 - 2,500) 

once START II has entered into force.  

1 Apr 97. The first six B-2 bombers are assigned to nuclear roles.  

9 Apr 97. The B53-1 is retired.  
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15 May 97. The Congressionally-mandated DoD Quadrennial Defense Review is 

completed; it concludes that the policy and strategy to maintain U.S. nuclear forces is still 

correct, and the START I force posture (18 Trident SSBNs, 50 Peacekeeper ICBMs, 500 

Minuteman II ICBMs, 71 B-52H bombers, and 21 B-2 bombers) is needed and will be 

maintained at its current budget until ratification of START II by the Russian Duma.   

15 May 97. The IAEA Board of Governors approves a new “Model Protocol” stipulating 

important changes to the IAEA nuclear safeguards regime. The strengthened safeguards 

verification system will focus on three elements: (1) increased access to information 

about a state’s nuclear activities; (2) broader access to nuclear sites and other locations; 

and (3) maximum use of new and available detection technologies.  

27 May 97. NATO-Russia Founding Act is signed. In it, “the member States of NATO 

reiterate that they have no intention, no plan, and no reason to deploy nuclear weapons on 

the territory of new members, nor any need to change any aspect of NATO’s nuclear 

posture or nuclear policy -- and do not foresee any future need to do so.”  

29 May 97. Ground is broken for construction of the National Ignition Facility at 

Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory.  

2 Jul 97. The U.S. conducts its first “subcritical” experiment at the Nevada Test Site, 

named Rebound.  

7 Jul 97. NATO extends invitations to Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Republic to join 

the alliance.  

22 Sept 97. President Clinton submits the CTBT to the Senate for its advice and consent 

to ratification.  

Nov 97. President Clinton issues Presidential Decision Directive 60 (PDD-60) containing 

new guidelines for the employment of U.S. nuclear weapons, removing the requirements 

contained in NSDD13 that the military must be prepared to win a protracted nuclear war.  
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4 Nov 97. After visiting Russian nuclear facilities, CINCSTRAT announces that “the 

Russians have a program which is ensuring the safe, secure processes involved regarding 

nuclear weapons,” and that the two countries have agreed to begin brief exchanges of 

personnel to better monitor each other’s nuclear security arrangements in operation.  

10 Nov 97. The Defense Secretary announces reorganization of the DoD. The 

reorganization plan calls for the following: consolidation of DTSA, OSIA and DSWA 

into one super-agency designed to monitor treaty compliance; elimination of the 

ATSD(NCB) and reassigning its responsibilities to the DDRE; and placing the NSS and 

Field Command, DSWA within STRATCOM.   

7 Apr 98. France and the UK become the first nuclear powers to ratify the CTBT, which 

bans all nuclear weapons test explosions. The treaty was opened for signature on 24 

September 1996.  

30 Apr 98. The U.S. Senate formally approves the plan to expand NATO to include 

Hungary, Poland, and the Czech Republic by a vote of 80-19.  

11 May 98. India conducts three underground nuclear tests, the nation’s first since 1974.  

13 May 98. India conducts two more sub-kiloton nuclear tests. The tests have been 

carried out to generate additional data for improved computer simulation of designs and 

for attaining the capability to carry out subcritical experiments, if considered necessary.  

28 May 98. Pakistan conducts five underground nuclear tests, its first nuclear 

detonations.  

30 May 98. Pakistan detonates another underground nuclear device.  

16 Jun 98. North Korea declares it will continue to develop, test, and export ballistic 

missiles, officially acknowledging a clandestine weapons trade.  

31 Aug 98. North Korea tests a three-stage ballistic missile, the Taepo Dong 1.  



 

399 

 

18 Sep 98. Brazil accedes to the NPT. As of 3 December 1998, 185 states have signed the 

treaty.   

2 Oct 98. The Pentagon announces the establishment of a new $1.9 billion annual budget 

for the  

Defense Threat Reduction Agency (DTRA), which will take on the responsibilities of the 

On-Site Inspection Agency (OSIA), the Defense Special Weapons Agency (DSWA), and 

the Defense Technical Security Agency (DTSA).   

Nov 98. The National Domestic Preparedness Office (NDPO) is opened. The NDPO 

mission is to coordinate all Federal efforts to assist State and local First Responders with 

the planning, training, equipment, and exercise necessary to respond to a conventional or 

non-conventional weapon of mass destruction (WMD) incident.  

4 Dec 98. The Defense Science Board Task Force on Nuclear Deterrence urges the 

Clinton  

Administration to improve U.S. DoD/DOE nuclear weapons programs in the face of 

Russia’s large arsenal and the growing Chinese strategic force.  

22 Dec 98. The Secretary of Energy selects the Savannah River Site as the preferred site 

for building and operating a pit disassembly and conversion facility.  

27 Dec 98. Russia announces the new single-warhead, Topol-M ICBM, will be placed on 

combat duty.  

21 Jan 99. SecDef states that a national defense missile system is needed to respond to a 

growing missile threat from North Korea and other nations. The Clinton administration 

pledges $6.6 billion over five years for this system.  

1 Mar 99. The Commission on Maintaining United States Nuclear Weapons Expertise 

releases its final report (the Chiles Report) to the Congress and Secretary of Energy, 

recommending twelve changes to assure that critical, well-qualified personnel are 

available to execute the Stockpile Stewardship Program.   
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18 Mar 99. Congress approves the Missile Defense Bill, which states that the U.S. will 

deploy, as soon as it is technologically possible, an effective national missile defense 

system capable of defending the territory of the United States against limited ballistic 

missile attack.   

11 Apr 99. India tests an upgraded version of its Agni nuclear-capable intermediate-

range ballistic missile.  

13 Apr 99. In response to India test, Pakistan test fires a ballistic missile, the Ghauri II, 

capable of carrying a nuclear warhead.   

May 99. The United States is allowed to inspect a suspected nuclear-weapons complex at  

Kumchangri in North Korea. The inspection produces no evidence that the site is being 

used to produce weapons.  

June 99. The THAAD upper-tier missile defense system performs its first successful 

intercept test of a ballistic re-entry vehicle.   

13 Sep 99. North Korea agrees to freeze its missile testing program, clearing the way for 

improved relations with the United States and its key Asian allies.  

17 Sep 99. The BMDO and the U.S. Army conduct a second successful test flight of a 

Patriot Advanced Capability (PAC-3) missile. The PAC-3 missile is a high-velocity, hit-

to-kill missile and is the next generation Patriot missile.  

30 Sep 99. Workers at a Japanese nuclear plant accidentally set off a nuclear-fission 

chain reaction at a uranium processing plant about 75 miles northeast of Tokyo, exposing 

an unknown number of nearby residents to low levels of radiation.  

2 Oct 99. The BMDO successfully completes the first test involving a planned intercept 

of an ICBM. A modified Minuteman ICBM target vehicle is intercepted by a prototype 

NMD interceptor.   

13 Oct 99. The U.S. Senate rejects the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty 51 to 48.   
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20 Oct 99. Russia test-launches a 25-year-old ballistic missile in a series of trials aimed at 

insuring its outdated arsenal will be safe if its lifespan is extended.  

3 Nov 99. Russia announces that it tested a short-range interceptor missile for its anti-

ballistic missile system in what appeared to be a symbolic warning to the U.S. not to go 

ahead with the national missile defense system under consideration.  

Dec 99. Secretary of Energy announces the results of a comprehensive internal "30 Day 

Review" of the Stockpile Stewardship Program (SSP), which concludes that the program 

is sound and developing the science, technology, and production capabilities needed to 

maintain the long-term safety, security, and reliability of the nation’s existing nuclear 

weapons without underground nuclear testing.  

10 Dec 99. Los Alamos National Laboratory nuclear physicist Wen Ho Lee, a central 

figure in the U.S. government’s Chinese espionage investigation, is arrested and charged 

with 59 counts of mishandling classified information and violating secrecy provisions of 

the Atomic Energy Act.  

13 Dec 99. The Russian Duma postpones its long-awaited debate on ratification of 

the START II treaty, signed in 1993 by Russia and the United States.  

14 Dec 99. Russia launches a new strategic missile, the Topol-M ICBM, and the 

Russian military declares that fitting multiple warheads to the Topol-M would be part of 

Moscow’s response if the United States walks out of the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty.  

16 Dec 99. A U.S.-led consortium signs a $4.6 billion contract to build two nuclear 

reactors in North Korea, as part of a 1994 deal under which North Korea agreed to freeze 

its suspected nuclear weapons program.   

2000s  

2000. The National Nuclear Security Administration is established as a separately 

organized agency within the Department of Energy responsible for the management and 
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security of the nation’s nuclear weapons, nuclear nonproliferation, and naval reactor 

programs.  

11 Jan 00. Acting President Vladimir Putin approves Russia’s new national security 

concept, which calls for a lowering of the threshold for using nuclear weapons to counter 

what it sees as a growing military threat.   

7 Feb 00. The Clinton Administration agrees to give Russia an additional $100 million to 

safeguard nuclear materials and to conduct research in return for Russia’s promise to stop 

making plutonium from civilian reactor fuel, and to end its transfers of nuclear 

technology to Iran.   

10 Feb 00. DOE Stockpile Stewardship Program (SSP) scientists at Lawrence Livermore 

National Laboratory conduct the first-ever, three-dimensional computer simulation of a 

nuclear trigger explosion on the laboratory’s IBM Pacific Blue supercomputer.  

 23 Apr 00. President-elect Vladimir Putin signs a decree formally approving Russia’s 

new military doctrine, which envisages the possible first use of nuclear weapons by 

Russia to deter a mass conventional attack.  

14 Dec 00. Russia and the United States sign an agreement to end inspections of each 

other’s missile assembly plants, which began under the INF treaty.  

16 Dec 00. Russia and the United States sign an agreement aimed at preventing 

accidental missile launches by either country, by expanding a joint warning center.  

17 Jan 01. India tests the Agni-2, an intermediate-range ballistic missile capable of 

carrying nuclear warheads and hitting anywhere in Pakistan, as well as parts of western 

China.  

22 Jul 01. Presidents Bush and Russian President Putin agree at Genoa’s G8 meeting to 

work towards a disarmament framework that would reduce nuclear weapons on both 

sides, while allowing the U.S. to build a missile defense shield.  
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11 Sep 01. The Pentagon and the World Trade Center are the targets of a terrorist attack.  

Dec 01. The DoD completes the second Nuclear Posture Review, which considers the 

new security environment, establishes a new relationship with Russia, and introduces the 

New Triad with a reduced, capabilities-based force.   

14 Dec 01. President Bush announces that the United States will withdraw from the ABM 

Treaty.  

Jan 02. The Ballistic Missile Defense Office (BMDO) becomes the Missile Defense 

Agency (MDA).  

25 Jan 02. India successfully test-fires the newest version of a surface-to-surface missile, 

the Agni II, capable of carrying a nuclear warhead and having a range of up to 420 miles.  

24 May 02. President Bush and President Vladimir Putin of Russia sign the Treaty of 

Moscow, which commits both sides to reduce their nuclear arsenals of operationally-

deployed strategic nuclear warheads to between 1,700 and 2,200 by the end of 2012.  

13 Jun 02. The United States withdraws from the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty.  

Jul 02. The results of the Federal Advisory’s Committee’s End-to-End Review of the 

Nuclear Command and Control System (NCCS) are released.  

10 Jan 03. North Korea withdraws from the Non-Proliferation Treaty.  

29 Jan 03. Energy Secretary Spencer Abraham proposes a 30 percent increase to $1.3 

billion for nonproliferation programs assisting Russia secure its nuclear material.   

19 Dec 03. Libya halts its “unconventional” weapons program.  

6 Mar 03. The U.S. Senate unanimously approves the Moscow Treaty with Russia.  

10 Apr 03. North Korea’s withdrawal from the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty 

becomes official under Article X of the treaty.  
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22 Apr 03. U.S. officials announce that Los Alamos National Laboratory had resumed 

production of plutonium pits for nuclear weapons for the first time in 14 years.  

30 Oct 03. The Director of the IAEA warns that between 35–40 countries possess the 

capability to build nuclear weapons.  

19 Dec 03. Libyan leader Muammar Al Qadhafi agrees to “disclose and dismantle” all 

WMD programs and to “immediately and unconditionally” allow international 

inspections.  

6 Jan 04. Libya ratifies the CTBT.  

4 Feb 04.  Abdul Qadeer Khan signs a confession admitting that he provided Iran, North 

Korea and Libya with the designs and technology to produce the fuel for nuclear weapons 

over the last 15 years.  

1 Apr 05. Los Alamos National Laboratory initiates the process of updating the W76 

warhead towards refurbishing the aging weapon by 2007.  

May 05. The Reliable Replacement Warhead (RRW) Project Officers Group and the 

Technology Coordinating Committee are established.  

19 Sep 05.  Final Peacekeeper ICBM is decommissioned at F. E. Warren Air Force Base, 

WY.  

7 Oct 05. The last of some 62,000 waste shipments departs Rocky Flats, Colorado; 

signaling the end of a massive 10-year cleanup effort at the former nuclear weapons 

facility.  

8 Sep 06. The Central Asian Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone treaty is signed.  

8 Oct 06. Seismic detectors record a large explosion inside North Korea, which is 

followed by an announcement by North Korea’s leader Kim Jong-il that his country had 

successfully detonated a nuclear weapon.   
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26 Oct 06. The U.S Senate eliminates research funding for the Robust Nuclear Earth 

Penetrator in the FY 2006 Energy and Water Development Appropriations bill.  

4 Dec 06. British Prime Minister Tony Blair presents his plan to upgrade Britain’s 

nuclear arsenal by creating a new fleet of submarines.  

18 Dec 06. Six-Party (U.S., North Korea, China, Korea, Russia and Japan) Talks resumed 

in Beijing, but suspended within five days without any beneficial agreement.  

4 Jan 07. Henry Kissinger, George P. Schultz, William J. Perry, and Sam Nunn co-author 

the article “A World Free of Nuclear Weapons” with urging the U.S. government to lead 

the world in achieving the goals of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty.  

2 Mar 07. NNSA announces that the Nuclear Weapons Council approved a design for a 

joint NNSA and U.S. Navy program to provide a replacement warhead for a portion of 

the nation's sea-based nuclear weapons  

31 Jul 07. The first application in 30 years to build a new U.S. nuclear power plant was 

filed with the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.   

29 Aug 07. Six AGM-129 ACM cruise missiles were mistakenly loaded on a United 

States Air Force B52H heavy bomber at Minot AFB and transported to Barksdale AFB.   

6 Sep 07. Israel conducts an air-strike of a suspected Syrian nuclear facility.  

27 Jun 08. North Korea submits a 60-page declaration covering its capabilities in nuclear 

power and nuclear weapons, and destroys the cooling tower at its Yongbyon nuclear 

complex.  

31 Oct 08. The United States and the Czech Republic sign an agreement outlining terms 

for deploying a new missile-tracking radar station on Czech territory.  

1 Nov 08. The U.S. Air Force establishes the new Air Staff office at the Pentagon to 

oversee and integrate the service's nuclear weapons policy.  
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15 Dec 08.  The Congressional Commission on the Strategic Posture of the United States 

issues an Interim Report.  

16 Dec 08. The NNSA plans to reduce U.S. nuclear weapons facilities to five sites instead 

of seven.  

30 Dec 08.  President George W. Bush signs the instrument of ratification for the 

Additional Protocol to the U.S. Safeguards Agreement with the International Atomic 

Energy Agency.  

2009.  The United States and the United Kingdom celebrate the 50th anniversary of the 

Mutual Defense Agreement.  

21 Mar 09.  The Central Asian Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone (CANWFZ) Treaty enters 

into force.   

1 Apr 09.  U.S. President Barack Obama and Russian President Dmitri Medvedev release 

a joint statement agreeing to start new talks on reducing their nuclear stockpiles.  

4 Apr 09. The North Atlantic Treaty Organization meets in Strasbourg, France for 

its 60th anniversary celebration.  

5 Apr 09 . . . President Obama makes remarks on a world without nuclear weapons 

at Hradcany Square in Prague, Czech Republic.  

4-15 May 09.  The third and final preparatory committee for the 2010 Treaty on the Non-

Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT) review conference was held in New York.   

6 May 09.  The Congressional Commission on the Strategic Posture of the United 

States issues its final report.  

25 May 09.  North Korea performs its second underground nuclear test.  

6 Jul 09. President Obama and President Medvedev release a Joint Understanding for the 

START Follow-on Treaty.  
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15 Jul 09. The African Nuclear-Weapon-Free-Zone Treaty (Pelindaba Treaty) enters into 

force.  

24 Sep 09. The United Nations Security Council Summit on Nuclear Nonproliferation 

and Nuclear Disarmament unanimously adopts UNSC resolution 1887 to work towards a 

world free of nuclear weapons.  

24 Sep 09 . . . CTBTO Article XIV Conference commences. The United States 

participated in discussions after a 10-year absence from the biannual conferences, and 

U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton reaffirmed the United States’ commitment to 

ratify the CTBT.  

4 Dec 09.  The United States and Russia issue a Joint Statement pledging to 

continue to work together in the spirit of the START treaty following its expiration.  

5 Dec 09. The 1991 Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty expires without a formal 

successor or binding interim agreement in place.  

 

2010s  

6 Apr 10.  The United States releases the 2010 Nuclear Posture Review.  

  

8 Apr 10. U.S. President Barack Obama and Russian President Dmitri Medvedev sign the 

New START agreement to replace the expired Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty.  

12-13 Apr 10. U.S. President Barack Obama hosts a Nuclear Security Summit with the 

heads of states from 47 nations. The summit focused mainly on the threat of nuclear 

terrorism and the need to secure loose nuclear material.  

3-28 May 10. The 2010 Review Conference of the Parties to the Treaty on the 

Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons is held at the United Nations headquarters in New 

York.  
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Jun 10.  Reports surface that Myanmar is seeking to develop a clandestine nuclear 

program with the intent to produce a nuclear bomb.  

22 Dec 10. The U.S. Senate ratifies the New START.  

2011. ATSD(NCB) re-designated as ASD(NCB)  

5 Feb 11. U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton and Russian Foreign Minister Sergei 

Lavrov exchange the New START instruments of ratification; the treaty comes into 

effect.  

7 Mar 11. George Shultz, William Perry, Henry Kissinger, and Sam Nunn publish an op-

ed calling for the creation of a safer and more comprehensive form of deterrence in the 

post-Cold War world.   

11 Mar 11. Following a major earthquake, a 15-metre tsunami disabled the power supply 

and cooling of three Fukushima Daiichi reactors, causing a nuclear accident.   

26-27 Mar 12. The 2012 Nuclear Security is held in Seoul, SK. In addition to the 47 

countries that participated in the Washington Summit, six new countries ‒ Azerbaijan, 

Denmark, Gabon, Hungary, Lithuania, and Romania ‒ joined the Seoul Summit. The 

2012 Summit directed efforts at three main issues: cooperative measures to combat the 

threat of nuclear terrorism; protection of nuclear materials and related facilities; and 

prevention of illicit trafficking of nuclear materials.   

24-25 Mar 14 .The third Nuclear Security Summit held in The Hague from March 24-25, 

2014 assembled leaders from 53 unique countries and four international organizations to 

discuss three key objectives: 1) strengthening the global nuclear security architecture to 

bolster accountability measures imposed on states and to prevent nuclear procurement by 

terrorists; 2) elevating the importance of cooperation between governments and nuclear 

industry; and 3) developing a concrete and actionable plan for implementing objectives 

enunciated (but not yet enacted) through the Seoul Communiqué and Washington Work 

Plan.  



 

409 

 

Sep 14.  SSBN 4000th Patrol Ceremony held in Kings Bay Georgia.  

14 Nov 14. Secretary of Defense Chuck Hagel announces the results of the Nuclear 

Enterprise Review during a press briefing at the Pentagon stating the review found 

systemic problems based on a lack of focus and resources. “America’s nuclear deterrent 

remains safe, secure and effective,” Hagel assured, stating the DOD has been taking 

action on the challenges over the past several months. “The nuclear mission plays a 

critical role in ensuring the nation's safety. No other enterprise we have is more 

important.”  

14 July 15. The P5+1 (China, France, Germany, Russia, the United Kingdom, and the 

United States), the European Union (EU), and Iran reached a Joint Comprehensive Plan 

of Action (JCPOA) to ensure that Iran’s nuclear program will be exclusively peaceful. 

The JCPOA came into effect October 18, 2015 and January 16, 2016, marked 

Implementation Day of the JCPOA.   

31 Mar - 1 Apr 16.  The fourth and final Nuclear Security Summit held in Washington, 

DC. Previous Summits have resulted in concrete improvements in the security of nuclear 

materials and stronger international institutions that support nuclear security. Recognizing 

that the international community cannot risk a nuclear terrorist attack, the final Nuclear 

Security Summit continued discussions on the evolving threat and addressed steps that 

can be taken together to minimize the use of highly-enriched uranium, secure vulnerable 

materials, counter nuclear smuggling and deter, detect, and disrupt attempts at nuclear 

terrorism.  
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APPENDIX-V 

 

Timeline: India-Pakistan relations 

 

A timeline of the rocky relationship between the two nuclear-armed South Asian 

neighbours. 

 

1947 -   Britain, as part of its pullout from the Indian subcontinent, divides it into 

secular (but mainly Hindu) India and Muslim Pakistan on August 15 and 14 respectively. 

The partition causes one of the largest human migrations ever seen, and sparks riots and 

violence across the region. 

 

1947/48 -  The first Indo-Pak war over Kashmir is fought, after armed tribesmen 

(Lashkar’s) from Pakistan's North West Frontier Province (now called Khyber-

Pakhtunkhwa) invade the disputed territory in October 1947. The Maharaja, faced with 

an internal revolt as well an external invasion, requests the assistance of the Indian armed 

forces, in return for acceding to India. He hands over control of his defence, 

communications and foreign affairs to the Indian government. 

Both sides agree that the instrument of accession signed by Maharaja Hari Singh be 

ratified by a referendum, to be held after hostilities have ceased. Historians on either side 

of the dispute remain undecided as to whether the Maharaja signed the document after 

Indian troops had entered Kashmir (i.e. under duress) or if he did so under no direct 

military pressure. Fighting continues through the second half of 1948, with the regular 

Pakistani army called upon to protect Pakistan's borders. 

The war officially ends on January 1, 1949, when the United Nations arranges a 

ceasefire, with an established ceasefire line, a UN peacekeeping force and a 

recommendation that the referendum on the accession of Kashmir to India be held as 

agreed earlier. That referendum has yet to be held. Pakistan controls roughly one-third of 

the state, referring to it as Azad (free) Jammu and Kashmir. It is semi-autonomous. A 
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larger area, including the former kingdoms of Hunza and Nagar, is controlled directly by 

the central Pakistani government. The Indian (eastern) side of the ceasefire line is 

referred to as Jammu and Kashmir. Both countries refer to the other side of the ceasefire 

line as "occupied" territory. 

 

1954 -   The accession of Jammu and Kashmir to India is ratified by the state's 

constituent assembly. 

 

1957 -   The Jammu and Kashmir constituent assembly approves a constitution. 

India, from the point of the 1954 ratification and 1957 constitution, begins to refer to 

Jammu and Kashmir as an integral part of the Indian union. 

 

1963 -   Following the 1962 Sino-Indian war, the foreign ministers of India and 

Pakistan - Swaran Singh and Zulfiqar Ali Bhutto - hold talks under the auspices of the 

British and Americans regarding the Kashmir dispute. The specific contents of those talks 

have not yet been declassified, but no agreement was reached. In the talks, "Pakistan 

signified willingness to consider approaches other than a plebiscite and India recognised 

that the status of Kashmir was in dispute and territorial adjustments might be necessary," 

according to a declassified US state department memo (dated January 27, 1964). 

 

1964 -   Following the failure of the 1963 talks, Pakistan refers the Kashmir case to 

the UN Security Council. 

 

1965 -   India and Pakistan fight their second war. The conflict begins after a clash 

between border patrols in April in the Rann of Kutch (in the Indian state of Gujarat), but 

escalates on August 5, when between 26,000 and 33,000 Pakistani soldiers cross the 

ceasefire line dressed as Kashmiri locals, crossing into Indian-administered Kashmir. 

Infantry, armour and air force units are involved in the conflict while it remains localized 

to the Kashmir theatre, but as the war expands, Indian troops cross the international 

border at Lahore on September 6. The largest engagement of the war takes place in the 
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Sialkot sector, where between 400 and 600 tanks square off in an inconclusive battle. By 

September 22, both sides agree to a UN mandated ceasefire, ending the war that had by 

that point reached a stalemate, with both sides holding some of the other's territory. 

 

1966 -   On January 10, 1966, Indian Prime Minister Lal Bahdaur Shastri and 

Pakistani President Ayub Khan sign an agreement at Tashkent (now in Uzbekistan), 

agreeing to withdraw to pre-August lines and that economic and diplomatic relations 

would be restored. 

 

1971 -   India and Pakistan go to war a third time, this time over East Pakistan. The 

conflict begins when the central Pakistani government in West Pakistan, led by Zulfiqar 

Ali Bhutto, refuses to allow Awami League Leader Sheikh Mujibur Rahman, a Bengali 

whose party won the majority of seats in the 1970 parliamentary elections, to assume the 

premiership. 

A Pakistani military crackdown on Dhaka begins in March, but India becomes involved 

in the conflict in December, after the Pakistani air force launches a pre-emptive strike on 

airfields in India's northwest. India then launches a coordinated land, air and sea assault 

on East Pakistan. The Pakistani army surrenders at Dhaka, and its army of more than 

90,000 become prisoners of war. Hostilities lasted 13 days, making this one of the 

shortest wars in modern history. East Pakistan becomes the independent country of 

Bangladesh on December 6, 1971. 

 

1972 -   Pakistani Prime Minister Zulifiqar Ali Bhutto and Indian Prime Minister 

Indira Gandhi sign an agreement in the Indian town of Simla, in which both countries 

agree to "put an end to the conflict and confrontation that have hitherto marred their 

relations and work for the promotion of a friendly and harmonious relationship and the 

establishment of a durable peace in the subcontinent". Both sides agree to settle any 

disputes "by peaceful means". The Simla Agreement designates the ceasefire line of 

December 17, 1971, as being the new "Line-of-Control (LoC)" between the two 
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countries, which neither side is to seek to alter unilaterally, and which "shall be respected 

by both sides without prejudice to the recognised position of either side". 

 

1974 -   The Kashmiri state government affirms that the state "is a constituent unit 

of the Union of India". Pakistan rejects the accord with the Indian government. On May 

18, India detonates a nuclear device at Pokhran, in an operation codenamed "Smiling 

Buddha". India refers to the device as a "peaceful nuclear explosive". 

 

1988 -   The two countries sign an agreement that neither side will attack the 

other's nuclear installations or facilities. These include "nuclear power and research 

reactors, fuel fabrication, uranium enrichment, isotopes separation and reprocessing 

facilities as well as any other installations with fresh or irradiated nuclear fuel and 

materials in any form and establishments storing significant quantities of radio-active 

materials". 

Both sides agree to share information on the latitudes and longitudes of all nuclear 

installations. This agreement is later ratified, and the two countries share information on 

January 1 each year since then. 

 

1989 -   Armed resistance to Indian rule in the Kashmir valley begins. Muslim 

political parties, after accusing the state government of rigging the 1987 state legislative 

elections, form militant wings. Pakistan says that it gives its "moral and diplomatic" 

support to the movement, reiterating its call for the earlier UN-sponsored referendum. 

India says that Pakistan is supporting the insurgency by providing weapons and training 

to fighters, terming attacks against it in Kashmir "cross-border terrorism". Pakistan 

denies this. Militant groups taking part in the fight in Kashmir continue to emerge 

through the 1990s, in part fueled by a large influx of "mujahedeen" who took part in the 

Afghan war against the Soviets in the 1980s. 
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1991 -   The two countries sign agreements on providing advance notification of 

military exercises, maneuvers and troop movements, as well as on preventing airspace 

violations and establishing overflight rules. 

 

1992 -   A joint declaration prohibiting the use of chemical weapons is signed in 

New Delhi. 

 

1996 -   Following a series of clashes, military officers from both countries meet at 

the LoC in order to ease tensions. 

 

1998 -   India detonates five nuclear devices at Pokhran. Pakistan responds by 

detonating six nuclear devices of its own in the Chaghai Hills. The tests result in 

international sanctions being placed on both countries. In the same year, both countries 

carry out tests of long-range missiles. 

 

1999 -   Indian Prime Minister Atal Bihari Vajpayee meets with Nawaz Sharif, his 

Pakistani counterpart, in Lahore. The two sign the Lahore Declaration, the first major 

agreement between the two countries since the 1972 Simla Accord. Both countries 

reaffirm their commitment to the Simla Accord, and agree to undertake a number of 

'Confidence Building Measures' (CBMs). 

Some of the diplomatic gains are eroded, however, after the Kargil conflict breaks out in 

May. Pakistani forces and Kashmiri fighters occupy strategic positions on the Indian side 

of the LoC, prompting an Indian counter offensive in which they are pushed back to the 

other side of the original LoC. Kargil is the first armed conflict between the two 

neighbours since they officially conducted nuclear weapons tests. In October 1999, 

General Pervez Musharraf, the Pakistani chief of army staff, leads a military coup, 

deposing Nawaz Sharif, the then prime minister, and installing himself as the head of the 

government. 
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2001 -   Tensions along the Line of Control remain high, with 38 people killed in 

an attack on the Kashmiri assembly in Srinagar. Following that attack, Farooq Abdullah, 

the chief minister of Indian-administered Kashmir, calls on the Indian government to 

launch a full-scale military operation against alleged training camps in Pakistan. 

In July, Pakistani President Pervez Musharraf and Indian Prime Minister Atal Behari 

Vajpayee meet for a two-day summit in the Indian city of Agra. That summit collapses 

after two days, with both sides unable to reach agreement on the core issue of Kashmir. 

On December 13, an armed attack on the Indian parliament in New Delhi leaves 14 

people dead. India blames Lashkar-e-Taiba and Jaish-e-Muhammad for the attacks. The 

attacks lead to a massing of India's and Pakistan's militaries along the LoC. The standoff 

only ends in October 2002, after international mediation. 

 

2002 -   President Musharraf pledges that Pakistan will combat extremism on its 

own soil, but affirms that the country has a right to Kashmir. 

 

2003 -   After Musharraf calls for a ceasefire along the LoC during a UN General 

Assembly meeting in September, the two countries reach an agreement to cool tensions 

and cease hostilities across the de-facto border. 

 

2004 -   Vajpayee and Musharraf hold direct talks at the 12th SAARC summit in 

Islamabad in January, and the two countries' foreign secretaries meet later in the year. 

This year marks the beginning of the Composite Dialogue Process, in which bilateral 

meetings are held between officials at various levels of government (including foreign 

ministers, foreign secretaries, military officers, border security officials, anti-narcotics 

officials and nuclear experts). In November, on the eve of a visit to Jammu and Kashmir, 

the new Indian prime minister, Manmohan Singh, announces that India will be reducing 

its deployment of troops there. 

 

2006 -   India redeploys 5,000 troops from Jammu and Kashmir, citing an 

"improvement" in the situation there, but the two countries are unable to reach an 
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agreement on withdrawing forces from the Siachin glacier. In September, President 

Musharraf and Prime Minister Singh agree to put into place an Indo-Pak institutional 

anti-terrorism mechanism. 

2007 -   On February 18, the train service between India and Pakistan (the 

Samjhauta Express) is bombed near Panipat, north of New Delhi. Sixty-eight people are 

killed, and dozens injured. The fifth round of talks regarding the review of nuclear and 

ballistic missile-related CBMs is held as part of the Composite Dialogue Process. The 

second round of the Joint Anti-Terrorism Mechanism (JATM) is also held. 

 

2008 -   India joins a framework agreement between Turkmenistan, Afghanistan 

and Pakistan on a $7.6bn gas pipeline project. A series of Kashmir-specific CBMs are 

also agreed to (including the approval of a triple-entry permit facility). In July, India 

blames Pakistan's Inter-Services Intelligence (ISI) directorate for a bomb attack on the 

Indian embassy in Kabul, which kills 58 and injures another 141. 

In September, Pakistani President Asif Ali Zardari and Indian Prime Minister Singh 

formally announce the opening of several trade routes between the two countries. In 

October, Cross-LoC trade commences, though it is limited to 21 items and can take place 

on only two days a week. 

On November 26, armed gunmen open fire on civilians at several sites in Mumbai, India. 

The attacks on the Taj Mahal Palace & Tower, the Oberoi Trident Hotel, the Chhatrapati 

Shivaji Terminus, Leopold Cafe, Cama Hospital, Nariman House Jewish community 

centre, Metro Cinema, St Xavier's College and in a lane near the Times of India office, 

prompt an almost three-day siege of the Taj, where gunmen remain holed up until all but 

one of them are killed in an Indian security forces operation. More than 160 people are 

killed in the attacks. Ajmal Kasab, the only attacker captured alive, says the attackers 

were members of Lashkar-e-Taiba. In the wake of the attacks, India breaks off talks with 

Pakistan. 

 

2009 -   The Pakistani government admits that the Mumbai attacks may have been 

partly planned on Pakistani soil, while vigorously denying allegations that the plotters 
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were sanctioned or aided by Pakistan's intelligence agencies. Pakistani Prime Minister 

Yousuf Raza Gilani and Indian Prime Minister Singh meet on the sidelines of a Non-

Aligned Movement (NAM) summit in Sharm el-Sheikh, Egypt, issuing a joint statement 

charting future talks. Singh rules out, however, the resumption of the Composite 

Dialogue Process at the present time. 

The Indian government continues to take a stern line with Pakistan, however, with its 

coalition government saying that it is up to Pakistan to take the first step towards the 

resumption of substantive talks by cracking down on militant groups on its soil. In 

August, India gives Pakistan a new dossier of evidence regarding the Mumbai attacks, 

asking it to prosecute Hafiz Mohammad Saeed, the head of Jamaat-ud-Dawa, an Islamic 

charity with ties to Lashkar-e-Taiba. 

 

2010 -   In January, Pakistani and Indian forces exchange fire across the LoC in 

Kashmir, the latest in a string of such incidents that have led to rising tension in the area. 

In February, India and Pakistan's foreign secretaries meet in New Delhi for talks. This 

meeting is followed by the two countries' foreign ministers meeting in Islamabad in July. 

In May, Ajmal Kasab is found guilty of murder, conspiracy and of waging war against 

India in the Mumbai attacks case. He is sentenced to death. 

 

2011 -   In January, Indian Home Secretary GK Pillai says India will share 

information with Pakistan regarding the 2001 Samjhauta Express bombing. The two 

countries' foreign secretaries meet in Thimpu, Nepal, in February, and agree to resume 

peace talks "on all issues". 

 

2012 -   In November, India execute Pakistani national Mohammad Ajmal Kasab, 

the lone survivor of a fighter squad that killed 166 people in a rampage through the 

financial capital Mumbai in 2008, hanging him just days before the fourth anniversary of 

the attack. 

 

2013 -   In January, India and Pakistan trade accusations of violating the cease-fire 
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in Kashmir, with Islamabad accusing Indian troops of a cross-border raid that killed a 

soldier and India charging that Pakistani shelling destroyed a home on its side. 

 

2013 -   In September, the prime ministers of India and Pakistan meet in New York 

on the sidelines of the UN General Assembly. Both the leaders agree to end tension 

between armies of both sides in the disputed Kashmir. 

 

2014 -   On February 12, India and Pakistan agree to release trucks detained in 

their respective territories, ending a three-week impasse triggered by seizure of a truck in 

India-administered Kashmir coming from across the de facto Line of Control for 

allegedly carrying brown sugar. 

 

2014 -   On May 1, Pakistan's Army Chief General Raheel Sharif calls Kashmir 

the "jugular vein" of Pakistan, and that the dispute should be resolved in accordance with 

the wishes and aspirations of Kashmiris and in line with UNSC resolutions for lasting 

peace in the region. 

 

2014 -   On May 25, Pakistan releases 151 Indian fishermen from its jails in a 

goodwill gesture ahead of swearing-in ceremony of Narendra Modi as prime minister.  

 

2014 -   On May 27, Indian Prime Minister Narendra Modi holds talks with 

Pakistan's Prime Minister Nawaz Sharif in New Delhi. Both sides express willingness to 

begin new era of bilateral relations. 
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APPENDIX-VI 

 

SIMLA AGREEMENT JULY 2, 1972 

 

July 02, 1972  

The Simla Agreement signed by Prime Minister Indira Gandhi and President Zulfikar 

Ali Bhutto of Pakistan on 2nd July 1972 was much more than a peace treaty seeking 

to reverse the consequences of the 1971 war (i.e. to bring about withdrawals of troops 

and an exchange of POWS). It was a comprehensive blue print for good neighbourly 

relations between India and Pakistan. Under the Simla Agreement both countries 

undertook to abjure conflict and confrontation which had marred relations in the past, 

and to work towards the establishment of durable peace, friendship and cooperation.   

The Simla Agreement contains a set of guiding principles, mutually agreed to by 

India and Pakistan, which both sides would adhere to while managing relations with 

each other. These emphasize: respect for each other’s territorial integrity and 

sovereignty; noninterference in each other’s internal affairs; respect for each other’s 

unity, political independence; sovereign equality; and abjuring hostile propaganda. 

The following principles of the Agreement are, however, particularly noteworthy:  

• A mutual commitment to the peaceful resolution of all issues through 

direct bilateral approaches.  

• To build the foundations of a cooperative relationship with special focus 

on people to people contacts.  

• To uphold the inviolability of the Line of Control in Jammu and Kashmir, 

which is a most important CBM between India and Pakistan, and a key to 

durable peace.  

India has faithfully observed the Simla Agreement in the conduct of its relations with 

Pakistan.  
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 SIMLA AGREEMENT  

Agreement on Bilateral Relations Between the Government of India and The 

Government of Pakistan  

1. The Government of India and the Government of Pakistan are resolved 

that the two countries put an end to the conflict and confrontation that have 

hitherto marred their relations and work for the promotion of a friendly and 

harmonious relationship and the establishment of durable peace in the sub-

continent, so that both countries may henceforth devote their resources and 

energies to the pressing talk of advancing the welfare of their peoples.   

2. In order to achieve this objective, the Government of India and the 

Government of Pakistan have agreed as follows: -  That the principles and 

purposes of the Charter of the United Nations shall govern the relations between 

the two  

countries;  

3. That the two countries are resolved to settle their differences by peaceful 

means through bilateral negotiations or by any other peaceful means mutually 

agreed upon between them. Pending the final settlement of any of the problems 

between the two countries, neither side shall unilaterally alter the situation and 

both shall prevent the organization, assistance or encouragement of any acts 

detrimental to the maintenance of peaceful and harmonious relations;  

4. That the pre-requisite for reconciliation, good neighbor lines and durable 

peace between them is a commitment by both the countries to peaceful co-

existence, respect for each other’s territorial integrity and sovereignty and non-

interference in each other’s internal affairs, on the basis of equality and mutual 

benefit;  

5. That the basic issues and causes of conflict which have bedeviled the 

relations between the two countries for the last 25 years shall be resolved by 

peaceful means; o That they shall always respect each other’s national unity, 

territorial integrity, political independence and sovereign equality;  
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6. That in accordance with the Charter of the United Nations they will refrain 

from the threat or use of force against the territorial integrity or political 

independence of each other.  

7. Both Governments will take all steps within their power to prevent hostile 

propaganda directed against each other. Both countries will encourage the 

dissemination of such information as would promote the development of friendly 

relations between them.  

8. In order progressively to restore and normalize relations between the two 

countries step by step, it was agreed that; Steps shall be taken to resume 

communications, postal, telegraphic, sea, land including border posts, and air 

links including overflights.  

9. Appropriate steps shall be taken to promote travel facilities for the 

nationals of the other country.  Trade and co-operation in economic and other 

agreed fields will be resumed as far as possible.  

10. Exchange in the fields of science and culture will be promoted. In this 

connection delegations from the two countries will meet from time to time to 

work out the necessary details.  

In order to initiate the process of the establishment of durable peace, both the 

Governments agree that:  

• Indian and Pakistani forces shall be withdrawn to their side of the 

international border.  

• In Jammu and Kashmir, the line of control resulting from the cease-fire of 

December 17, 1971 shall be respected by both sides without prejudice to the 

recognized position of either side. Neither side shall seek to alter it 

unilaterally, irrespective of mutual differences and legal interpretations. Both 

sides further undertake to refrain from the threat or the use of force in 

violation of this Line.  

• The withdrawals shall commence upon entry into force of this Agreement 

and shall be completed within a period of 30 days thereof.  
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11. This Agreement will be subject to ratification by both countries in accordance 

with their respective constitutional procedures, and will come into force with 

effect from the date on which the Instruments of Ratification are exchanged.  

12. Both Governments agree that their respective Heads will meet again at a mutually 

convenient time in the future and that, in the meanwhile, the representatives of the 

two sides will meet to discuss further the modalities and arrangements for the 

establishment of durable peace and normalization of relations, including the 

questions of repatriation of prisoners of war and civilian internees, a final 

settlement of Jammu and Kashmir and the resumption of diplomatic relations.  
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APPENDIX-VII 

US SANCTIONS ON INDIA AND PAKISTAN IN RESPONSE TO 

THEIR NUCLEAR TESTS 

 

The Sanctions  

The President announced sanctions on India on 13 May in response to India's nuclear 

tests on 11 and 13 May. He subsequently announced sanctions on Pakistan on 30 May in 

response to Pakistan's nuclear tests of 28 and 30 May. The President was required to 

impose sanctions under the Section 102 of the Arms Export Control Act, which is also 

known as the Glenn Amendment. Under the law, sanctions will remain in effect until the 

Congress passes legislation removing them.  

The sanctions include: -  

Termination of assistance under the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, except for 

humanitarian assistance or food or other agricultural commodities.   

- Termination of sales of defense articles, defense services, or design and construction 

services under the Arms Export Control Act, and revocation of licenses for the 

commercial sale of any items on the U.S. Munitions List.  

- Termination of all foreign military financing under the Arms Export Control Act.  

- Denial of any credit, credit guarantees or other financial assistance by any department 

agency, or instrumentality of the United States Government.  

- Opposition to the extension of any loan for financial or technical assistance by any 

international financial institution.  

- Prohibiting U.S. banks from making any loan or providing any credit to the government 

of India and Pakistan, except for the purpose of purchasing food or other agricultural 

commodities.  
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- Prohibiting export of specific goods and technology subject to export licensing by the 

Commerce Department.  

- Pursuant to the Secretary of States determination under section 2(b)(4) of the Export-

Import Act of 1945, the Board of Directors of the Export Import Bank may not give 

approval to guarantee, insure, or extend credit, or participate in the extension of credit in 

support of U.S. exports to India and Pakistan. 

 

Implementation of the Sanctions  

This is the first time that the sanctions of the Glenn Amendment have been imposed. 

Agencies have been working quickly to interpret the law and develop implementation 

policies. Our approach has been to implement sanctions in a way that is most likely to 

influence the affected governments, while minimizing to the extent possible the impact 

on U.S. business and labor, and the populations of these countries. The sanctions do not 

preclude all U.S. trade and commerce with India and Pakistan. However, they will 

preclude the export of selected items and the provision by the U.S. Government of 

financial assistance to U.S. companies for exports and projects in India and Pakistan. This 

financial assistance has been important to U.S. companies. For example, it is important in 

the major infrastructure projects, which have been very visible products of the new 

commercial relationships that we have been building in recent years. Until 

implementation of the sanctions is well underway, it will be difficult to determine the 

precise impact on U.S. business. 
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APPENDIX-VIII 

STRATEGIC RESTRAINT REGIME PROPOSALS BY PAKISTAN 

 

(1) Non use of force and peaceful settlement of disputes 

i) Identification of the issues of peace and security between Pakistan and India. 

ii) Mechanisms for peaceful settlement of disputes. iii) Conclusion of an agreement on 

non-use of force (Non-Aggression Pact). 

(2) Strategic Restraint Regime in South Asia 

(a) Nuclear restraint and stabilization 

i) Prevention of nuclear and ballistic missiles race. 

ii) Risk reduction mechanisms. 

iii) Avoidance of nuclear conflict. 

iv) Formalizing moratorium on nuclear testing. 

v) Non-induction of ABM and SLBM systems. 

vi) Nuclear doctrine of minimum deterrent capability. 

(b) Conventional restraint and stabilization 

i) Mutual and balanced reduction of forces and armament. 

(3) Confidence Building Measures 

i) Review of existing CBMs and other measures. 

ii) Measures for the prevention of violations of air space and territorial waters. 

iii) Revival of pre-Simla ground border rules, iv) Prior notification of military exercises,  

v) Enhance the efficacy of and upgrade the existing communication links between 

DG(MO)'s/sectors commanders, vi) Activation of existing hotlines between the Prime 

Ministers, 

vii) Restraint on hostile propaganda. 
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APPENDIX-IX 

INDIAN PROPOSALS FOR A STRATEGIC RESTRAINT REGIME 

IN SOUTH ASIA 

 

Preventing Use of Nuclear Weapons  

India has declared itself a nuclear weapon state and announced a no-first-use doctrine. 

Pakistan loo has demonstrated its capability. Both India and Pakistan have also declared 

that their nuclear weapons are intended for defence. It is important to ensure that nuclear 

weapons are never used as such an event will lead to widespread destruction. While both 

countries will adopt national doctrines which are a matter of sovereign decision-making, 

it is proposed that both India and Pakistan, keeping in view their declared positions, 

consider developing an agreement on preventing nuclear war, [including] through 

accidental or unauthorized use of these weapons. 

Extension of Agreement on Prohibition of Attack against Nuclear Installations and 

Facilities  

In 1991, the bilateral agreement between India and Pakistan on Prohibition of Attack 

against Nuclear Installations and Facilities entered into force. Both countries have been 

implementing this agreement, in good faith. This agreement provides that neither country 

will attack each other's nuclear facilities and installations. It serves a humanitarian 

purpose because destruction of a nuclear entity could lead to release of radioactivity. 

Given the fact that over a billion people inhabit South Asia, and giving due consideration 

to the humanitarian aspects which led to the conclusion of this agreement, it is proposed 

that the scope of the agreement be extended to cover population centres and economic 

locations. 

Ballistic Missile Flight Testing  

Both India and Pakistan are in possession of ballistic missiles. India has so far tested 

missiles up to a range of 1500 km. Future flight tests of longer range missiles have been 
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programmed. Pakistan too has conducted flight tests of ballistic missiles. As two 

neighbouring countries, it is important that flight testing of ballistic missiles not lead to 

misapprehensions. It is, therefore, proposed that an understanding could be developed by 

which advance notification of ballistic missile tests (above a certain threshold e.g. 200 

km.) is exchanged, thereby leading to greater transparency and predictability. This 

understanding could also include assurances that the direction of the flight test is such as 

not to be construed as provocative by the other country. 

Improved Communication Links  

Improved communications between India and Pakistan are an important component of 

confidence building. The operation of the existing hotline between the two Prime 

Ministers should be reviewed to ensure that it is a fail-safe, secure and dedicated link. At 

present, there exists a 'hotline' between the Directors General (Military Operations) on 

both sides. We are aware that this communication link is not in keeping with the kind of 

advances that have taken place in the telecommunication industry. It is, therefore, 

proposed that the link between the DG (Military Operations) should be made into a fail-

safe, secure and dedicated link which should include not only a medium for voice 

communication, but also fax and computer communication. In addition, a fail-safe, secure 

and dedicated link should also be established between the Foreign Secretaries of the two 

countries. Communication links should also be established between ACNS (Ops.) and his 

counterpart on the Pakistani side as well as the ACAS (Ops.) and his Pakistani 

counterpart. At the formation level, communication links should be enhanced. These 

would include re-activation of the link between the Division Commanders at Baramula-

Murree and Rajouri-Jhelum. New communication links at the Division Commander level 

should be considered at Jammu-Sialkot, Amritsar Lahore, Bikaner-Bahawalpur and 

Jodhpur-Rahim Yar Khan. The technical specifications of these communication links, 

provisions for maintenance, back-up and periodicity of use are details that can be 

developed. 
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Implementation of Existing Agreements  

Since 1992, India and Pakistan have been implementing bilateral agreements— an 

Agreement on Advance Notice on Military Exercises, Maneuvers and Troop Movements; 

and an Agreement on Prevention of Air Space Violations and for Permitting Over Flights 

and Landings by Military Aircraft. Both these agreements provide for exchange of 

relevant information in accordance with prescribed time lines thus leading to greater 

transparency and predictability. The effectiveness of these agreements needs to be 

enhanced. It is suggested that a consultative working level mechanism be established to 

review the implementation of these agreements periodically (e.g. six months) and also 

discuss and clarify any issues and ambiguities that arise during the course of their 

implementation. Further refinements in the agreements, particularly in the areas along the 

Line of Control could also be explored. 

Verification and Data Exchange  

After conducting underground nuclear test explosions in May 1998, both India and 

Pakistan have declared a moratorium, indicating that the two countries shall retrain from 

undertaking any further test explosions. In September 1998. The Prime Ministers of the 

two countries, in their address to the UN General Assembly, have clarified the respective 

positions of the two countries on the CTBT. The statements have been welcomed by the 

international community. Both countries have seismic stations which monitor the seismic 

activity in the region and beyond. Pakistan, though not a signatory to the CTBT, has its 

seismic station as pan of the international monitoring network of the CTBT Organization. 

Verification is an important aspect of building trust and confidence. Just as Indian 

scientists conducted different kinds of measurements, both long distance tele-seismic and 

close-in seismic measurements, using accelerometers and geo-phones, Pakistani scientists 

too would have undertaken a similar exercise. With a view to enhancing cooperation in 

the context of transparency, our scientists could explore exchanging relevant data so as to 

develop a better understanding of regional seismic characteristics. 
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High Level Defence Officers' Exchanges  

Regular exchanges of officers belonging to the defence services provide an excellent 

opportunity for building trust and confidence. In this regard, an invitation was extended 

in 1993 to the Chief of Army Staff of Pakistan to visit India. We would like to reiterate 

this proposal and hope that it will be possible for the Pakistani Chief of Army Staff to 

accept this invitation. In addition, it is proposed that we should develop a programme of 

exchange visits by senior defence services officers, including visits by teams from 

respective National Defence Colleges. 

Cessation of Hostile Propaganda  

In recent years, a revolution in the means of dissemination of information has taken 

place. Growth in satellite technology and digitalization has led to many more avenues for 

dissemination of information than was the case even a decade ago. Rhetoric and hostile 

propaganda runs counter to the very spirit of the desire to build confidence and trust 

between the two countries. It is, therefore, necessary that the dissemination of hostile 

propaganda, particularly through official or officially sponsored media be stopped, and 

both sides take steps to ensure dissemination of such information as promotes the 

development of friendly relations between the two countries. The details of these can be 

developed in discussions on the relevant agenda item in November. 

Cessation of Firing Incidents on the Line of Control  

It is a fact that firing incidents on the LOG reflect a certain pattern in terms of its 

correlation with increased infiltration activity from across the LOG into Jammu & 

Kashmir. The unprovoked firing, resorted to by the Pakistani armed forces provides cover 

to terrorists and insurgents. This leads to retaliation from the Indian side. Consequently, 

in the villages around the LOC, civilian life is disrupted and casualties also occur. 

Pakistan must cease firing to assist infiltration and to project Jammu & Kashmir as a 

flash point It is suggested that based on these steps, an understanding could be reached to 

ensure that the LOC and the International Boundary are peaceful thus enabling civilian 
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populations on both sides to undertake normal economic activities and lead their lives 

without apprehensions of infiltration or firing incidents disrupting 
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APPENDIX-X 

DRAFT REPORT OF THE NATIONAL SECURITY ADVISORY 

BOARD ON THE INDIAN NUCLEAR DOCTRINE 

 

17 August 1999 

 

Preamble 

1.  The use of nuclear weapons in particular as well as other weapons of mass 

destruction constitutes the gravest threat to humanity and to peace and stability in the 

international system. Unlike the other two categories of weapons of mass destruction, 

biological and chemical weapons which have been outlawed by international treaties, 

nuclear weapons remain instruments for national and collective security, the possession 

of which on a selective basis has been sought to be legitimized through permanent 

extension of the Nuclear Non-proliferation Treaty (NPT) in May 1995. Nuclear weapon 

states have asserted that they will continue to rely on nuclear weapons with, some of 

them adopting policies to use them even in a non-nuclear context. These developments 

amount to virtual abandonment of nuclear disarmament. This is a serious setback to the 

struggle of the international community to abolish weapons of mass destruction.  

2.  India's primary objective is to achieve economic, political, social, scientific and 

technological development within a peaceful and democratic framework. This requires 

an. environment of durable peace and insurance against potential risks to peace and 

stability. It will be India's endeavor to proceed towards this overall objective in 

cooperation with the global democratic trends and to play a constructive role in 

advancing the international system toward a just, peaceful and equitable order. 

 

3.  Autonomy of decision making in the developmental process and in strategic 

matters is an inalienable democratic right of the Indian people, India will strenuously 

guard this right in a world where nuclear weapons for a select few are sought to be 
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legitimized for an indefinite future, and where there is growing complexity and frequency 

in the use of force for political purposes.  

4. India's security is an integral component of its development process. India 

continuously aims at promoting an ever-expanding area of peace and stability around it 

so that developmental priorities can be pursued without disruption. 

 

5.  However, the very existence of offensive doctrine pertaining to the first use of 

nuclear weapons and the insistence of some nuclear weapons states on the legitimacy of 

their use even against non-nuclear weapon countries constitute a threat to peace, stability 

and sovereignty of states.  

6. This document outlines the broad principles for the development, deployment and 

employment of India's nuclear forces. Details of policy and strategy concerning force 

structures, deployment and employment of nuclear forces will flow from this framework 

and will be laid down separately and kept under constant review. 

 

Objectives  

1. In the absence of global nuclear disarmament India's strategic interests require 

effective, credible nuclear deterrence and adequate retaliatory capability should 

deterrence fail. This is consistent with the UN Charter, which sanctions the right of self-

defence.   

2. The requirements of deterrence should be carefully weighed in the design of Indian 

nuclear forces and in the strategy to provide for a level of capability consistent with 

maximum credibility, survivability, effectiveness, safety and security.  

3. India shall pursue a doctrine of credible minimum nuclear deterrence. In this policy of 

'retaliation only', the survivability of our arsenal is critical. This is a dynamic concept 

related to the strategic environment, technological imperatives and the needs of national 

security. The actual size components, deployment and employment of nuclear forces will 

be decided in the light of these factors. India's peacetime posture aims at convincing any 

potential aggressor that:  
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(a) any threat of use of nuclear weapons against India shall invoke measures to counter 

the threat: and (b) any nuclear attack on India and its forces shall result in punitive 

retaliation with nuclear weapons to inflict damage unacceptable to the aggressor. 

 

4. The fundamental purpose of Indian nuclear weapons is to deter the use and threat of 

use of nuclear weapons by any State or entity against India and its forces. India will not 

be the first to initiate a nuclear strike, but will respond with punitive retaHaticn should 

deterrence fail. 

 

5. India will not resort to the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons against States which 

do not possess nuclear weapons, or are not aligned with nuclear weapon powers. 

 

Deterrence requires that India maintain:   

(a) Sufficient, survivable and operationally prepared nuclear forces. a robust command 

and control system, effective intelligence and early warning capabilities, and 

comprehensive planning and training for operations in line with the strategy, and the will 

to employ nuclear forces and weapons. 

 

Highly effective conventional military capabilities shall be maintained to raise the 

threshold of outbreak both of conventional military conflict as well as that of threat or use 

of nuclear weapons. 

 

Nuclear Forces  

1. India's nuclear forces will be effective, enduring, diverse, flexible, and responsive to 

the requirements in accordance with the concept of credible minimum deterrence. These 

forces will be based on a triad of aircraft, mobile land-based missiles and sea-based assets 

in keeping with the objectives outlined above. Survivability of the forces will be 

enhanced by a combination of multiple redundant systems, mobility, dispersion and 

deception. 
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2. The doctrine envisages assured capability to shift from peacetime deployment to fully 

employable forces in the shortest possible time, and the ability to retaliate effectively 

even in a case of significant degradation by hostile strikes. 

 

Credibility and Survivability  

The following principles are central to India's nuclear deterrent:  

1. Credibility: Any adversary must know that India can and will retaliate with sufficient 

nuclear weapons to inflict destruction and punishment that the aggressor will find 

unacceptable if nuclear weapons are used against India and its forces.  

2. Effectiveness: The efficacy of India's nuclear deterrent be maximized through synergy 

among all elements involving reliability, timeliness, accuracy and weight of the attack.  

Survivability:  

(i) India's nuclear forces and their command and control shall be organized for 

very high survivability against surprise attacks and for rapid punitive 

response. They shall be designed and deployed to ensure survival against a 

first strike and to endure repetitive attrition attempts with adequate retaliatory 

capabilities for a punishing strike which would be unacceptable to the 

aggressor. 

(ii) (ii) Procedures for the continuity of nuclear command and control shall ensure 

a continuing capability to effectively employ nuclear weapons. 

 

Command and Control  

1.  Nuclear weapons shall be tightly controlled and released for use at the highest 

political level. The authority to release nuclear weapons for use resides in the person of 

the Prime Minister of India, or the designated successor(s).  

2.  An effective and survivable command and control system with requisite flexibility 

and responsiveness shall be in place. An integrated operational plan, or a series of 

sequential plans, predicated on strategic objectives and a targeting policy shall form part 

of the system. 
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3.  For effective employment the unity of command and control of nuclear forces 

including dual capable delivery systems shall be ensured.  

4.  The survivability of the nuclear arsenal and effective command, control, 

communications, computing, intelligence and information (C412) systems shall be 

assured.  

5.  The Indian defence forces shall be in a position to, execute operations in an NBC 

environment with minimal degradation.  

6.  Space based and other assets shall be created to provide early warning, 

communications, damage/detonation assessment. 

 

Security and Safety  

1. Security: Extraordinary precautions shall be taken to ensure that nuclear weapons, 

their manufacture, transportation and storage are fully guarded against possible theft, 

loss, sabotage, damage or unauthorized access or use.  

2. Safety is an absolute requirement and tamper proof procedures and systems shall 

be instituted to ensure that unauthorized or inadvertent activation/use of nuclear weapons 

does not take place and risks of accident are avoided. 

3.  Disaster control: India shall develop an appropriate disaster control system 

capable of handling the unique requirements of potential incidents involving nuclear 

weapons and materials. 

Research and Development  

1. India should step up efforts in research and development to keep up with 

technological advances in this field.  

2. While India is committed to maintain the deployment of a deterrent which is both 

minimum and credible, it will not accept any restraints on building its R&D capability. 

 

Disarmament and Arms Control  

1. Global, verifiable and non-discriminatory nuclear disarmament is a national 

security objective. India shall continue its efforts to achieve the goal of a nuclear weapon-

free world at an early date.  
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2. Since no-first use of nuclear weapons is India's basic commitment, every effort 

shall be made to persuade other States possessing nuclear weapons to join an 

international treaty banning first use.  

3. Having provided unqualified negative security assurances, India shall work for 

internationally binding unconditional negative security assurances by nuclear weapon 

states to non-nuclear weapon states.  

4. Nuclear arms control measures shall be sought as part of national security policy 

to reduce potential threats and to protect our own capability and its effectiveness.  

5. In view of the very high destructive potential of nuclear weapons, appropriate 

nuclear risk reduction and confidence building measures shall be sought, negotiated and 

instituted. 
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APPENDIX-XI 

PEACE AGREEMENT BETWEEN INDIA AND PAKISTAN 

 

The Lahore Declaration  

| Joint Statement | Memorandum of Understanding |  

The following is the text of the Lahore Declaration signed by the Prime Minister, Mr. A. 

B. Vajpayee, and the Pakistan Prime Minister, Mr. Nawaz Sharif, in Lahore on Sunday:  

The Prime Ministers of the Republic of India and the Islamic Republic of Pakistan:  

Sharing a vision of peace and stability between their countries, and of progress and 

prosperity for their peoples;  

Convinced that durable peace and development of harmonious relations and friendly 

cooperation will serve the vital interests of the peoples of the two countries, enabling 

them to devote their energies for a better future;  

Recognizing that the nuclear dimension of the security environment of the two countries 

adds to their responsibility for avoidance of conflict between the two countries;  

Committed to the principles and purposes of the Charter of the United Nations, and the 

universally accepted principles of peaceful co- existence;  

Reiterating the determination of both countries to implementing the Simla Agreement in 

letter and spirit;  

Committed to the objective of universal nuclear disarmament and non-proliferation;  

Convinced of the importance of mutually agreed confidence building measures for 

improving the security environment;  

Recalling their agreement of 23rd September, 1998, that an environment of peace and 

security is in the supreme national interest of both sides and that the resolution of all 

outstanding issues, including Jammu and Kashmir, is essential for this purpose;  
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Have agreed that their respective Governments:  

• shall intensify their efforts to resolve all issues, including the issue of Jammu and 

Kashmir.  

• shall refrain from intervention and interference in each other's internal affairs.  

• shall intensify their composite and integrated dialogue process for an early and 

positive outcome of the agreed bilateral agenda.  

• shall take immediate steps for reducing the risk of accidental or unauthorized use 

of nuclear weapons and discuss concepts and doctrines with a view to elaborating 

measures for confidence building in the nuclear and conventional fields, aimed at 

prevention of conflict.  

• reaffirm their commitment to the goals and objectives of SAARC and to concert 

their efforts towards the realization of the SAARC vision for the year 2000 and 

beyond with a view to promoting the welfare of the peoples of South Asia and to 

improve their quality of life through accelerated economic growth, social 

progress and cultural development.  

• reaffirm their condemnation of terrorism in all its forms and manifestations and 

their determination to combat this menace.  

• shall promote and protect all human rights and fundamental freedoms.  

Signed at Lahore on the 21st day of February 1999.  

Atal Behari Vajpayee - Prime Minister of the Republic of India  

Muhammad Nawaz Sharif - Prime Minister of the Islamic Republic of Pakistan  
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Joint statement  

The following is the text of the Joint Statement issued at the end of the Prime Minister, 

Mr. A. B. Vajpayee's visit to Lahore:  

In response to an invitation by the Prime Minister of Pakistan, Mr. Muhammad Nawaz 

Sharif, the Prime Minister of India, Shri Atal Behari Vajpayee, visited Pakistan from 20-

21 February, 1999, on the inaugural run of the Delhi-Lahore bus service.  

2. The Prime Minister of Pakistan received the Indian Prime Minister at the Wagah 

border on 20th February 1999. A banquet in honour of the Indian Prime Minister and his 

delegation was hosted by the Prime Minister of Pakistan at Lahore Fort, on the same 

evening. Prime Minister, Atal Behari Vajpayee, visited Minar-e- Pakistan, Mausoleum 

of Allama Iqbal, Gurudawara Dera Sahib and Samadhi of Maharaja Ranjeet Singh. On 

21st February, a civic reception was held in honour of the visiting Prime Minister at the 

Governor's House.  

3. The two leaders held discussions on the entire range of bilateral relations, 

regional cooperation within SAARC, and issues of international concern. They decided 

that:  

(a) The two Foreign Ministers will meet periodically to discuss all issues of mutual 

concern, including nuclear related issues.  

(b) The two sides shall undertake consultations on WTO related issues with a view to 

coordinating their respective positions.  

(c) The two sides shall determine areas of cooperation in Information Technology, in 

particular for tackling the problems of Y2K.  

(d) The two sides will hold consultations with a view to further liberalizing the visa 

and travel regime.  
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(e) The two sides shall appoint a two-member committee at ministerial level to 

examine humanitarian issues relating to Civilian detainees and missing POWs.  

4. They expressed satisfaction on the commencement of a Bus Service between 

Lahore and New Delhi, the release of fishermen and civilian detainees and the renewal 

of contacts in the field of sports.  

5. Pursuant to the directive given by the two Prime Ministers, the Foreign 

Secretaries of Pakistan and India signed a Memorandum of Understanding on 21st 

February 1999, identifying measures aimed at promoting an environment of peace and 

security between the two countries.  

6. The two Prime Ministers signed the Lahore Declaration embodying their shared 

vision of peace and stability between their countries and of progress and prosperity for 

their peoples.  

7. Prime Minister, Atal Behari Vajpayee extended an invitation to Prime Minister, 

Muhammad Nawaz Sharif, to visit India on mutually convenient dates.  

8. Prime Minister, Atal Behari Vajpayee, thanked Prime Minister, Muhammad 

Nawaz Sharif, for the warm welcome and gracious hospitality extended to him and 

members of his delegation and for the excellent arrangements made for his visit.  

Lahore,  

February 21, 1999.  
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Memorandum of Understanding  

The following is the text of the Memorandum of Understanding signed by the Foreign 

Secretary, Mr. K. Raghunath, and the Pakistan Foreign Secretary, Mr. Shamshad Ahmad, 

in Lahore on Sunday:  

The Foreign Secretaries of India and Pakistan: -  

Reaffirming the continued commitment of their respective governments to the principles 

and purposes of the U.N. Charter;  

Reiterating the determination of both countries to implementing the Shimla Agreement in 

letter and spirit;  

Guided by the agreement between their Prime Ministers of 23rd September 1998 that an 

environment of peace and security is in the supreme national interest of both sides and 

that resolution of all outstanding issues, including Jammu and Kashmir, is essential for 

this purpose; Pursuant to the directive given by their respective Prime Ministers in 

Lahore, to adopt measures for promoting a stable environment of peace, and security 

between the two countries;  

Have on this day, agreed to the following: -  

1. The two sides shall engage in bilateral consultations on security concepts, and 

nuclear doctrines, with a view to developing measures for confidence building in 

the nuclear and conventional fields, aimed at avoidance of conflict.  

2. The two sides undertake to provide each other with advance notification in 

respect of ballistic missile flight tests, and shall conclude a bilateral agreement in 

this regard.  

3. The two sides are fully committed to undertaking national measures to reducing 

the risks of accidental or unauthorized use of nuclear weapons under their 

respective control. The two sides further undertake to notify each, other 

immediately in the event of any accidental, unauthorized or unexplained incident 
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that could create the risk of a fallout with adverse consequences for both sides, or 

an outbreak of a nuclear war between the two countries, as well as to adopt 

measures aimed at diminishing the possibility of such actions, or such incidents 

being misinterpreted by the other. The two side shall identify/establish the 

appropriate communication mechanism for this purpose.  

4. The two sides shall continue to abide by their respective unilateral moratorium on 

conducting further nuclear test explosions unless either side, in exercise of its 

national sovereignty decides that extraordinary events have jeopardized its 

supreme interests.  

5. The two sides shall conclude an agreement on prevention of incidents at sea in 

order to ensure safety of navigation by naval vessels, and aircraft belonging to the 

two sides.  

6. The two sides shall periodically review the implementation of existing 

Confidence Building Measures (CBMs) and where necessary, set up appropriate 

consultative mechanisms to monitor and ensure effective implementation of these 

CBMs.  

7. The two sides shall undertake a review of the existing communication links (e.g. 

between the respective Directors- General, Military Operations) with a view to 

upgrading and improving these links, and to provide for fail-safe and secure 

communications.  

8. The two sides shall engage in bilateral consultations on security, disarmament 

and nonproliferation issues within the context of negotiations on these issues in 

multilateral fora.  

Where required, the technical details of the above measures will be worked out by 

experts of the two sides in meetings to be held on mutually agreed dates, before mid-

1999, with a view to reaching bilateral agreements.  
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Done at Lahore on 21st February 1999 in the presence of Prime Minister of India, Mr. 

Atal Behari Vajpayee, and Prime Minister of Pakistan, Mr. Muhammad Nawaz Sharif.  
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APPENDIX-XII 

STRATEGIC ARMS LIMITATION TREATY (SALT) I & II 

  

The Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty (SALT) refers to two arms control treaties—SALT 

I and SALT II—that were negotiated over ten years, from 1969 to 1979. The two treaties 

became the basis of all subsequent arms control agreements between the United States 

and the Soviet Union. SALT I was signed in 1972, and SALT II in 1979. The first one 

was ratified by both sides; the second one was observed without being ratified.   

  

SALT I   

The negotiations on SALT I began in November 1969 as a result of the new tendency 

toward détente in U.S.–Soviet relations.  Negotiations became possible partly due the fact 

that the Soviet Union was nearing the state of strategic parity with the United States by 

the late 1960s as a result of Soviet General Secretary Leonid Brezhnev’s comprehensive 

armament program.  The Soviet  

Union was on the verge of pulling ahead of the United States in ICBM launchers, and the 

United  

States was actively engaged in developing the multiple independently targeted reentry 

vehicle  

(MIRV) technology, which, as the name implies, allows multiple warheads on a single 

missile.    

  

Both sides recognized that without agreed limits, the nuclear arms race threatened 

international stability and imposed significant economic costs on both countries.  On the 

U.S. side, the willingness to enter the negotiations was also related to the ongoing 

conflict in Vietnam, and the  
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U.S. officials’ hope to enlist Soviet help in dealing with the North Vietnamese.  Henry 

Kissinger, Pres. Richard Nixon’s national security adviser and, from 1973, the secretary 

of state, employed the strategy of linkage in the negotiations, which sought to relate the 

progress on SALT to Soviet concessions on other issues of priority to the United States 

such as the conflicts in the Middle East and Vietnam.  This strategy was resented by the 

Soviet negotiators as efforts to pressure the Soviet Union into concessions.    

  

The SALT negotiations were the first negotiations between the two superpowers, which 

made an effort to limit strategic nuclear weapons with the stated goal of reducing the 

level of armaments to curb the nuclear arms race in the Cold War. As such, the tasks 

before the negotiators were vast. The negotiations covered the entire triad of strategic 

nuclear weapons:  intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs), submarine-launched 

ballistic missiles (SLBMs), and strategic bombers.  Although presented as a major 

breakthrough in arms control, the treaty did not reduce any armaments; in fact, it only 

froze the number of nuclear weapons at the levels existing at the time on both sides.  One 

of the main drawbacks of the treaty was that it did not address the most destabilizing 

issue at the time—the MIRV technology, leaving it outside the treaty limits.    

  

This technology allowed the side that employed it to increase the actual throw weight  

(deliverable nuclear firepower) many times without actually adding any new launchers.  

Difficult to verify, the missiles equipped with MIRV technology made the nuclear 

balance less predictable and therefore less stable.  At the time when the treaty was signed, 

in 1972, the MIRV technology gave advantage to the United States, because the Soviet 

Union was falling far behind the U.S. in this area.  However, potentially, it was the 

Soviets who could gain most from this technology because of the Soviet Union’s bigger 

ICBMs.     

  

Signed on May 26, 1972, during President Nixon’s visit to Moscow, SALT I (the Interim 

Agreement) limited both sides to the existing number of ICBMs for the next five years 
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(while subsequent negotiations would set permanent limits for both sides).  The Soviet 

Union was permitted to have 1,618 ICBMs and 950 SLBMs.   The United States was 

permitted to have 1,054 ICBMs and 710 SLBMs.  However, since the treaty did not limit 

the MIRV technology, the United States was permitted to maintain and strengthen its 

advantage in warheads over the Soviet Union: Strategic bombers were also left outside of 

the treaty—an issue to be resolved in the next stage of negotiations.    

In SALT I, U.S. negotiators accepted the Soviet condition for verification by national 

technical means‖ only, which later became one of the most difficult issues in arms control 

negotiations.  It meant that the spy satellites would be the only means of verification, 

without any inspections of compliance.   

SALT I was seen by both sides as part of a comprehensive set of agreements regulating 

nuclear offensive and defensive armaments, even though SALT I (and SALT II) 

neglected a crucial consideration for the Soviet side: nuclear weapons in Europe capable 

of reaching the Soviet territory, (that is, U.S. forward-based systems, and national nuclear 

forces of Great Britain and France, members of NATO). Along with SALT I, the U.S. 

and Soviet leaders signed the Antiballistic Missile Treaty limiting strategic defenses, 

which in the future came to be perceived as a cornerstone of nuclear balance by both 

sides.   

  

SALT II   

SALT I ushered in the era of U.S.-Soviet arms control negotiations.  SALT II 

negotiations began soon after the signing of SALT I.  The Interim Agreement was 

intended to expire in 1977.  However, the negotiations were more difficult than expected, 

which reflected the increasing tensions in U.S.-Soviet relations, and U.S. domestic 

political problems.  After President Nixon resigned in 1974, Gerald Ford moved quickly 

on SALT II, picking up where Nixon and Brezhnev left it.  In late November 1974, Ford 

and Brezhnev met in the Soviet Far East, near the city of Vladivostok and negotiated the 

basic framework of the treaty.    
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 The Soviet Union made a significant concession in Vladivostok by agreeing to the 

overall ceiling of 2,400 strategic launchers (including ICBMs, SLBMs, and strategic 

bombers), of which 1,320 could be equipped with MIRV technology, while not counting 

either forward-based systems or the nuclear weapons of other members of NATO.  In an 

unusual move, showing the great importance Brezhnev assigned to reaching an 

agreement, the Soviet leader challenged his Minister of Defense, Andrei Grechko, who 

protested against Brezhnev’s agreement not to count the forward-based systems and 

British and French nuclear weapons.  According to Deputy Foreign Minister Georgi 

Kornienko ―had to spill political blood‖ over Vladivostok.  

 The issues left unresolved at Vladivostok were the principle of counting the strategic 

bombers and the air-launched cruise missile, which were seen as technical issues soon to 

be resolved.  Both sides expected to sign the treaty soon afterwards. Instead, the progress 

was significantly slowed down first by Brezhnev’s stroke, and then by the negative U.S. 

domestic reaction to the signing of the Helsinki Final Act, which confirmed the post-war 

borders in Europe and was seen as a concession to the Soviet Union.  By 1976, the 

presidential campaign, in which détente with the Soviet Union was one of the central 

issues, made finalizing the treaty impossible.    

 The administration of Jimmy Carter came to power with an intention to move quickly on 

arms control, and achieve not just limitations but a significant reduction of nuclear 

weapons.  Contrary to the Soviet leaders’ expectations, the new administration did not 

feel committed to the Vladivostok framework and the understandings reached there.  

Rather than signing SALT II on the basis of Vladivostok, and moving on to the next stage 

of arms reductions, Carter and his National Security Adviser Zbigniew Brzezinski 

decided to abandon the framework and present bold new proposals for deep reductions in 

the nuclear arsenals.     

The proposals were presented against the last-minute advice of a veteran negotiator and 

experienced diplomat Soviet Ambassador Anatoly Dobrynin, during Secretary of State 

Cyrus Vance’s visit to Moscow in March 1977.  In addition to disregarding the 

Vladivostok framework, which was of high personal importance to Brezhnev, the U.S. 
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proposals were seen by the Soviet leadership as very one-sided.  The U.S. proposals 

would have virtually eliminated the core of the Soviet strategic triad—its heavy land-

based ICBMs, which were seen as the most destabilizing weapon by the new 

administration.  By the proposed limits, the Soviet Union would be required to cut 

disproportionally more weapons than the United States.  The Soviet side rejected Carter’s 

initiative out of hand, without even advancing a proposal of their own.    

The Soviet position was to return to the Vladivostok framework, quickly sign SALT II at 

an early summit in 1977, and to proceed to negotiating a SALT III treaty.  In their effort 

to persuade the United States to sign SALT II before the expiration of SALT I, the Soviet 

side linked the summit meeting to the signing of SALT II and therefore, an opportunity of 

an early summit was missed.  After the debacle of Vance’s visit in March 1977, the 

progress on SALT slowed down and became victim of the rising tensions in U.S.-Soviet 

relations, due mostly to the Soviet renewed activism in the Third World, and to the Carter 

human rights policy, which was seen as interference in Soviet internal affairs by the 

Brezhnev leadership and resented as such.  Negotiations were also undermined by 

Brezhnev’s rapidly deteriorating health, which precluded his active role in the process.  

The SALT II treaty was eventually signed in July 1979 at a U.S.-Soviet summit in 

Vienna, which became the first and only summit between Carter and Brezhnev.  SALT II 

treaty returned to the outline contained in the Vladivostok Accords in many respects.  

The treaty established two aggregate ceilings on strategic launchers (each side could 

determine the precise combination of ICBMs, SLBMs and strategic bombers):  until 1981 

the number was to be 2,400, after 1981 the number would be 2,250.  The number of 

launchers equipped with MIRV technology would be 1,320, strategic bombers fitted with 

air-launched cruise missiles were counted as one such launcher.  Total number of ICBMs 

with more than one warhead (MIRV) could be no more than 820.  The treaty also 

determined the maximum number of warheads that could be fitted on one MIRV-

equipped launcher:  10 on ICBMs, 14 on SLBMs, and 28 cruise missiles on each strategic 

bomber.  On the issue of verification, the treaty left the old provision carried over from 

SALT I—by national means only.    
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SALT II was beneficial for both sides in that it stabilized the nuclear balance, slowed 

down the arms race at least in the categories of weapons that it covered, and preserved 

the strong points of each country’s nuclear strategic triad that it wanted to preserve.  Thus 

it allowed the Soviet Union to keep 308 of its most valued nuclear weapon—the heavy 

ICBM SS-18.  In the long run, after 1981, the Soviet Union had to dismantle more 

weapons than the United States and stop more of the existing nuclear programs.  

However, it retained its advantage in throw-weight due to its bigger missiles and was 

allowed not to count its ―Backfire‖ bomber as a strategic bomber.  The United States 

retained its advantage in the total number of warheads (because of higher limits on the 

number of warheads placed on submarines and the allowed number of cruise missiles), 

and it did not have to reduce the number of its bombers stationed in Europe capable of 

reaching the Soviet Union.  

The chances of SALT II ratification by the U.S. Senate were not very high even at the 

moment when it was signed.  They were harmed even more by a fiasco of an alleged 

discovery of a Soviet combat brigade in Cuba in August 1979.  After the Soviet invasion 

of Afghanistan,  

President Carter withdrew the treaty in January 1980 rather than risking its rejection by 

the Senate, or imposition of amendments, which in all likelihood would have been 

unacceptable to the Soviets.  The failure to ratify SALT II signified the collapse of U.S.-

Soviet détente, which by the early 1980 was already severely undermined by the Soviet 

assertive foreign policy and domestic developments in both countries.    

SALT I and SALT II treaties became the key agreements that for the first time put limits 

on nuclear arms race between the superpower rivals in the Cold War.  Their importance 

lies not only in the fact that they limited the number of armaments the Soviet Union and 

the United States could deploy, but also in that they provided a conduit for a political and 

military dialogue between the two countries.  The negotiations that lasted for ten years 

produced a generation of skilled arms control negotiators who had a firm grasp of 

technical detail and experience dealing with the opponent.  The understandings and 

compromises achieved during the negotiations became the basis on which all subsequent 
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arms control agreements between the United States and the Soviet Union and later Russia 

were built.  Although SALT II was not ratified in the U.S, both countries observed the 

limits set by the treaty.  SALT I and II should be seen as the first set of comprehensive 

accords, which allowed the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START) negotiations to 

begin and succeed under Gorbachev.   
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APPENDIX-XIII 

AGREEMENT BETWEEN INDIA AND PAKISTAN ON THE PROHIBITION OF 

ATTACK AGAINST NUCLEAR INSTALLATIONS AND FACILITIES (INDIA-

PAKISTAN NON-ATTACK AGREEMENT) 

 

December 31, 1988  

The Government of the Islamic Republic of Pakistan and the Government of the Republic 

of India, herein after referred to as the Contracting Parties, reaffirming their commitment 

to durable peace and the development of friendly and harmonious bilateral relations; 

conscious of the role of confidence building measures in promoting such bilateral 

relations based on mutual trust and goodwill; have agreed as follows:  

1.  

i. Each party shall refrain from undertaking, encouraging or participating in, 

directly or indirectly, any action aimed at causing the destruction of, or damage 

to, any nuclear installation or facility in the other country.   

ii. The term "nuclear installation or facility" includes nuclear power and 

research reactors, fuel fabrication, uranium enrichment, isotopes separation and 

reprocessing facilities as well as any other installations with fresh or irradiated 

nuclear fuel and materials in any form and establishments storing significant 

quantities of radio-active materials.  

2. Each Contracting Party shall inform the other on 1st January of each calendar 

year of the latitude and longitude of its nuclear installations and facilities and whenever 

there is any change.  

  

3. This Agreement is subject to ratification. It shall come into force with effect from 

the date on which the Instruments of Ratification are exchanged.  

 Done at Islamabad on this 31st December 1988, in, two copies each in Urdu, Hindi and 

English, the English text being authentic in case of any difference or dispute of 

interpretation.  
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