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ABSTRACT 

 

The South Asian subcontinent has an unmatched geo-strategic salience. On the 

lateral plane it connects the Middle East with the Far East and on the longitudinal axis 

it is the gateway to the Indian Ocean for Russia, China and Central Asia. As a 

landmass, it dominates the oil routes from the Persian Gulf to the Bay of Bengal. It is 

also important because one fifth of the humanity resides in this region. The area has 

tremendous prospects for growth but its progress has been stunted because for the past 

six decades it has been wracked by wars and near warlike situations. It is a perennially 

instable region.  At the heart of the conflict lies the unresolved issue of Kashmir. 

Since no solution seems forthcoming, this area is expected to remain turbulent in the 

near future. 

The nuclear explosions of May 1998 have impacted in various ways on the 

stability of the region. It has mainly created a state of mutual deterrence between 

India and Pakistan, which is somewhat akin to the situation that prevailed within the 

superpower equation during the Cold War. This form of fragile stability has its 

advocates and detractors. Some are of the view that due to the short warning times 

and sudden spikes of tension witnessed in South Asian context, the likelihood of 

moving quickly up the escalation ladder and crossing the nuclear Rubicon are far 

greater than the East West conflict. There is, however, historical evidence that during 

Cold War was equally dangerous. There were a number of touch and go occasions, 

when nuclear weapons were brandished aggressively but better sense prevailed 

because of the specter of the ‘mutually assured destruction.’ Nuclear deterrence in 

short became the guarantor of strategic stability during the East West conflict. 
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Carefully calibrated the fear of mutual destruction can keep stability in South Asia 

too. This study is devoted to understanding the dynamics of strategic stability based 

on the ubiquitous use of nuclear weapons in the South Asian scenario.        
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Chapter 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 THE RESEARCH FRAMEWORK 

Doctoral research is an arduous intellectual exercise of monumental undertaking. 

It needs an appropriate agenda, terms of reference and an outline for work to reach a 

logical conclusion. A clear cut, coherent and consistent line of thought has to be 

followed. The search for answers cannot be left open ended. Limits of exploration have 

to be laid down and parameters identified to retain focus of the issue at hand. I must 

admit at the outset that a suitable scheme of research was the greatest hurdle in beginning 

my PhD project. Arguably an appropriate framework involves conceiving a plausible 

theory, concept or idea, which can be added to the existing body of knowledge. After a 

great deal of deliberation, I decided to study the Cold War model of nuclear deterrence, 

as a suitable paradigm for strategic stability in South Asia. I drew inspiration from the 

fact that during this period of superpower rivalry strategic balance in interstate 

relationship was successfully through the threat of nuclear weapons. During the course of 

my research I studied the concept of deterrence in general and nuclear deterrence in 

particular, as the primary means to provide stability in a patently unstable region.  

 

1.2 SCOPE OF RESEARCH 

 At the outset I made certain fundamental assumptions of geography and weapon 

classification, for the scope of my research. Firstly, irrespective of a number of 

cartographic definitions, I categorised South Asia as a zone comprising India and 

Pakistan. Secondly, while discussing WMD’s, I primarily considered nuclear weapons. 
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With these two definitions in mind, I certain limits for myself, within which I allowed 

myself to operate.  

 

1.2.1 War and Deterrence 

The first question that came to my mind, as I began organising my thoughts was: 

Is war inevitable and is the creation of deterrence essential to prevent it? It has been 

argued that in an environment beset by hunger and endemic poverty, spending money in 

creating nuclear deterrence is grossly unfair. To address this objection, one has to 

evaluate the payoffs in such an arrangement. History bears witness that conflicts have 

rarely, if ever been resolved through peaceful means. Arcane pacific theories based on 

Immanuel Kant’s rejection of war as an immoral activity,1 and Gandhian philosophy of 

ahimsa (non-violence),2 may find ardent and receptive readership but no serious 

followership in matters of statecraft. The pragmatic practitioners of foreign policy rarely 

follow the principles of morality, while conducting the business of state.3 Paradoxically, 

since times immemorial, wars have been sanctified on religious and moral grounds. 

Ancient Greek and Hindu mythologies glorified these warrior classes. Old Vedic texts 

preached crass “venality, ambitions, greed and the lust for power” to perpetuate and 

extend the rule of a king. The ultimate aim of “traditional Indian statecraft was to harness 

these attributes in the service of king and country.”4 In the age of religion, the tradition of 

Just War or jus ad bellum was adopted by Christendom to confront the dying Roman 

                                                 
1 Oliver Ramsbotham, Tom Woodhouse & Hugh Miall, Contemporary Conflict Resolution, 2nd Edition 

(Malden, MA: Polity Press, 2005), 250-251. 
2   Ibid, 38-39.  
3  Hans J. Mogenthau, Politics among Nations: The Struggle for Power and Peace (New York: Alfred A.  

Knopf, 1973), 10.  
4  Bharat Karnad, Nuclear Weapons and Indian Security: The Realist Foundation of Strategy, 2nd Edition, 

(India: McMillan, 2005), 4.  
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Empire and later to launch the crusades.5  Similarly the concept of jihad (literally 

‘struggle for a righteous cause’ but often misconstrued as ‘holy war’) was invoked in the 

Islamic society to wage wars, which were not strictly religious in nature. Suffice to say 

morality in international relations has not always occupied the highest pedestal. End has 

more often than not justified the means to achieve national objectives.  

Wars among nations have been caused by myriad reasons. Mostly they have been 

the result of irredentist claims, economic rivalries and conflicts over resource sharing, 

ethnic and cultural differences and ruthless objectives like acquiring more power and 

wealth by expanding national territories or spheres of influence. More often than not wars 

have been fought to ensure commercial interests. The eight century invasion of India by 

the governor of Basra, Hajjaj bin Yousuf was launched to secure Arab sea lines of 

communications along the coast of Sindh from marauding bands of pirates sallying out of 

the port of Debul. An expeditionary force under his son in law Muhammad bin Qasim 

annexed Sindh in 712 AD, and made travel safe for Arab dhows carrying merchandise for 

markets in the Far East.6 It was commercial interests and not the spread of Islam that 

motivated the Arabs to establish a foothold in India. Commercial interests also triggered 

the Hundred Years War (1337 – 1453) in France. Edward III of England was dissatisfied 

with Philip VI of France for not fulfilling his pledges to restore a part of Guienne taken 

by Charles IV. He also wanted to control Flanders, an important market for English wool 

and a source of cloth; and was opposed to Philip’s support of Scotland against England.7 

Modern history is replete with examples of nations going to war for long term financial 

                                                 
5  Philip Windsor, Strategic Thinking: An Introduction and Farewell, Marts Berdel & Spyros Economides 

eds., (New Delhi: Viva Books Private Limited, 2006), 7-15.    
6  Mubarak Ali, ‘Reinterpretation of Arab Conquest of Sindh,’ New Age Islam (July 28, 2007), accessed 

January 12, 2011, http://www.newageislam.com/NewAgeIslamArticleDetail.aspx? ArticleID=3203. 
7  Peter M. Konieczny, ‘London's War Effort during the Early Years of the Reign of Edward III’ in  L.J. 

Andrew Villalon & Donald J. Kagay, eds., The Hundred Years War: A Wider Focus (Boston: Brill, 
2005), 243-262. 
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gains, territorial acquisitions and the urge to expand their own spheres of influence. 

During the colonial era small European countries carved out colonies in Asia, Africa and 

Latin America to appropriate global resources to fuel their own economies. The pre 

World War I German Weltpolitik (world policy) aimed at the reunification of their 

country in order to challenge the putative colonial, naval and economic status quo.8 

During the Second World War, the Axis powers once again tried to break the existing 

colonial stranglehold to lay their claim on world resources. Germany expanded its 

lebensraum or critical living space in Europe, particularly Russia.9 Japan aimed to 

convert the Pacific region into a Greater East Asia Co-Prosperity Sphere,10 and fascist 

Italy with a small toehold in North Africa wanted an empire of its own.11 The two great 

wars broke the imperial system and led to the creation of a bipolar world, where two 

superpowers occupied divided the world into their spheres of influence.  

Sometimes wars erupted for inane reasons like personal vanities, slighted egos 

and long festering grudges. Wars of succession in the Indian Subcontinent invariably 

marked rites of succession for the Mughal princes. These internecine struggles for the 

crown inevitably ended with the victor celebrating his ascension to the throne by killing, 

blinding or maiming his rival siblings. In 1982, Argentina and Britain fought over the 

remote windswept islands of Falklands/Malvinas in the South Atlantic, which were 

neither known for their economic wealth nor strategic location.12 The Argentinean 

                                                 
8   Hew Strachan, The First World War (London: Simon & Schuster, 2006), 37-39.  
9  William L. Shirer, The Rise and Fall of the Third Reich: A History of Nazi Germany Revised Edition  

(New York: Touchstone, 1990), 283, 305 & 308.  
10  William J. Duiker & Jackson J. Spielvogel, World History: Vol. 1(Belmont, CA: Cengage Learning, 

2006), 707.   
11    C.J. Lowe, Italian Foreign Policy 1870-1940 (USA: Routledge, 2002), 289.  
12   Recent press reports indicate significant offshore oil and gas reserves in the North Falkland Basin. 

Read Robert Plummer, ‘Falkland Islands: Oil boom or no oil boom?’ BBC News, February 18, 2010, 
accessed January 12, 2011,  www.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/business/8519807.stm and Simon Bowers ‘Falklands 
Islands oil drilling begins – UK  government underlines support for exploratory project as shares in 
group Desire Petroleum soar by 25%,’ February 22, 2010, Guardian, accessed January 12, 2011, 
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military junta quickly overpowered the tiny British garrison, claiming these forgotten 

islands as historically and geographically their own. British Prime Minister Margaret 

Thatcher reacted by ordering a naval expeditionary force to regain the lost territories. Her 

decision to launch the long distance military venture enhanced her reputation as the iron 

lady.13 Imperial hubris was again at work, when George W. Bush invaded Afghanistan to 

avenge his bruised national pride.14  

Not all nations opt for war! Weaker nations in particular avoid conflicts for 

obvious reasons. The approaches adopted to prevent or forestall hostilities range from 

engagement, rapprochement, appeasement, isolation, deterrence and a combination of all 

these. Military deterrence is built around credible military forces. Conventional military 

deterrence can breakdown, particularly when asymmetry in force strengths becomes 

grossly disproportional. The only time that deterrence has held was during the East-West 

conflict. The US and the former USSR kept each other in check during the Cold War 

because they possessed powerful nuclear weapons.  

 

1.2.2 The Strategic Stability Paradigm 

The aim and purpose of my research was to investigate the theory of nuclear 

deterrence as the underpinning of strategic stability in India-Pakistan relationship. I am 

quite aware that there is a concerted campaign to reject any similarity between nuclear 

                                                                                                                                                 
http://www .guardian.co.uk/uk/2010/feb/22/falkland-islands-oil-drilling-begins. Perhaps it is for this 
reason that top British generals want these islands to be defended strongly. Read “Standing Firm,” 
Interview with General Richard Dannat, former British CGS, Jane’s Intelligence Review, Vol. 23, No. 
01 (January 2011): 56.   

13  Michael Evens, ‘The Falklands: 25 years since the Iron Lady won her war,’ Times on line, June 15, 
2007, 32, accessed January 12, 2011, www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/news/uk/article1934950.ece. For a 
detailed analysis of Thatcher’s evolution as the Iron Lady read John Campbell, Margaret Thatcher 
Volume Two: The Iron Lady (UK: Jonathan Cape Ltd, 2003). 

14  Anonymous [Michael Scheuer], Imperial Hubris: Why the West is losing the War on Terror (Dulles, 
VA: Brassey’s Inc, 2004), 163-168.  
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deterrence in South Asia and the European Cold War model.15 Nonetheless, I have 

ventured to analyse this paradigm as an appropriate example for the South Asian region. 

The Cold War power struggle has often been compared with the nineteenth century 

European game of balance of power.16 There were two main differences: A. instead of a 

system of shifting European alliances, the Cold War grouping was more or less constant, 

and B. strategic stability in the second half of the twentieth century was balanced on the 

pivot of the perpetual threat of use of nuclear weapons. The superpowers like their 

European predecessors had imperial ambitions. They jealously guarded their global 

spheres of influence and calibrated the conflict in a manner that their mainlands remained 

untouched by strife and turmoil of international conflict. They actively sponsored proxy 

wars in foreign lands and did not hesitate from sending troops to global hotspots, where 

their interests were impinged upon. They deterred direct all out war through the blatant 

threat of nuclear weapons.  Their nuclear deterrence was based on a triad of 

Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles (ICBM’s), Submarine Launched Ballistic Missiles 

(SLBM’s) and strategic bombers. The destructive effect of these missiles and bombs was 

made even more lethal through Multiple Independently Targetable Re-entry Vehicles 

(MIRV’s) and Manoeuvrable Re-Entry Vehicle (MARV’s) warheads.  The wanton 

display of the abominable WMD’s on the slightest pretext became the hallmark of the 

Cold War. Unfortunately these weapons haven’t been abandoned after the Cold War, 

principally because a new global order is still taking shape and modern day strategists are 

adjusting to the changing nature of war and conflict. The threat of conventional war in 

Central Europe leading to a nuclear war has been replaced by challenges to the 

                                                 
15 S. Paul Kapur, “India and Pakistan’s Unstable Peace – Why Nuclear South Asia is not like Cold War 

Europe,” International Security, Vol. 30, No. 2 (Fall 2005): 127–152.  
16  Morgenthau, Politics among Nations, 194-195; Henry Kissinger, Diplomacy (New York: Simon & 

Schuster, 1995), 67-78.   
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established world order through terrorism. Militaries are being restructured to fight 

asymmetric wars against shadowy urban guerrillas and technically savvy militias. 

Defence establishments now list terrorism and cyber attacks at the top of their national 

security agendas.17 The changes in warfare, notwithstanding nations possessing nuclear 

weapons still intend to use these in extremis.  

In South Asia the ‘enduring rivalry’ between India and Pakistan has outlasted the 

Cold War.18 This six decade long conflict is constructed around the Kashmir dispute. In 

the words of Stanley Wolpert: “No Asian conflict has proved more deadly, costly or 

intractable than one which continues to divide India and Pakistan over Kashmir.”19 

Kashmir lies at the heart of the ‘bloody history’ of South Asia and has made the area “a 

tinderbox filled with tension and danger.” Sagan and Waltz in their famous debate on the 

merits and demerits of nuclear proliferation, considered the spread of nuclear weapons in 

this ‘strife-torn region’ as “one of today’s most urgent questions.”20 Although Kashmir is 

one of the oldest issues on the UN agenda,21 it remains unresolved because India refuses 

to solve it internally, bilaterally or through third party mediation. As a party to the 

conflict the Kashmiris have suffered the most from wars and human right violations. 

Their anguish continues as they struggle simultaneously for survival and recognition as 

an ethnic and religious entity.22 Kashmir is a source of regional instability. It has been at 

the reason for three major wars, a number of periods of high tension, and a constant state 

of military high alert along the Line of Control (LoC) – dividing the disputed territory. 

                                                 
17   “Terror, cyber attacks ‘biggest threats’ in UK,” Dawn, October 19, 2010, 11.  
18   T. V. Paul, ed., The India-Pakistan Conflict: An Enduring Rivalry (New York: Cambridge University 

Press, 2005), 3. 
19   Stanley Wolpert, India and Pakistan: Continued Conflict or Cooperation (Berkley: University of 

California Press, 2010), xi. 
20    Scott D. Sagan & Kenneth N. Waltz, The Spread of Nuclear Weapons: A Debate Renewed, 2nd Edition 

(New York: W.W. Norton & Company, 2003), 90.  
21    Masood Haider, “Kashmir issue remains part of agenda, says UN spokesman,” Dawn, November 17, 

2010, 12.  
22    Oliver Ramsbotham, Woodhouse & Miall, Contemporary Conflict Resolution, 25.  
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Since 1998, the “two countries have become the worlds’ most dangerous match for the 

potential of a nuclear war that could decimate South Asia and poison every region on 

earth.”23  

In absence of a political solution, a military way out has been sought in the past. 

Presently the military balance in the region is skewed and will further aggravate in favour 

of India, as it feverishly acquires new equipment and military hardware. Indian military 

acquisitions between now and 2116 are expected to be in the range of $116bn.24 The 

heads of state and government of Britain, the US, France, China and Russia followed one 

another to India during 2010 to strike multibillion dollar defence and civilian nuclear 

deals.25 This brazen marketing campaign by high representatives of the global military 

industrial state leaves a smaller country like Pakistan with little else but to seek security 

and stability through nuclear deterrence to make up for the acute asymmetry in 

conventional weapons. Although Indian diplomats and statesmen cite the Chinese threat 

is the main reason for their nuclear weapon programme,26 their military does not hesitate 

to club Pakistan with China as ‘major irritants.’ Given the fact that both these countries 

possess nuclear weapons, Indian generals plan to build substantial conventional 

capability to “fight in a nuclear scenario.”27 Not only do they foresee a limited war with 

Pakistan “under a nuclear overhang,”28 they are prepared to fight a simultaneous ‘two 

                                                 
23   Wolpert, India and Pakistan: Continued Conflict or Cooperation, 2.  
24  “Singh calls for new defence doctrine,” Dawn, October 23, 2010, 12.  
25  “India new top stop for world leaders seeking deals,” Dawn, December 22, 2010, 11.  
26  Ashley Tellis, India’s Emerging Nuclear Posture: Between Recessed Deterrent and Ready Arsenal 

(New Delhi: Oxford University Press, 2001), 10.  
27  V. K. Singh, Indian COAS, speaking at a seminar ‘Indian Army Emerging Roles and Tasks,’ New 

Delhi, Oct 15, 2010, reported in “China, Pakistan major irritants: India,” Dawn, October 16, 2010, 12.   
28  “Indian Subcontinent is prone to Nuclear War: General Deepak Kapoor,” AndhraNews. Net, November 

23, 2009, accessed December 14, 2009, www.andhranews.net/India/2009/November/23-Indian-
continent-41063.asp. 
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front war’ with China and Pakistan.29 The Indian military ambitions, notwithstanding, for 

the moment the stability remains in place for two reasons. One because the Pakistani 

nuclear deterrence is credible,30 and two, the Chinese aren’t interested in wars, nuclear or 

otherwise.31  

The notion of regional stability in South Asia through nuclear weapons is 

seriously contested by Western security community, who fret over the security of the 

nuclear weapons. During the September 30, 2009 AfPak (Afghanistan and Pakistan) 

strategy review, President Obama expressed his “concern about Pakistan’s nuclear 

weapons and stability.”32 Confidential American diplomatic cables, released by 

WikiLeaks to the public in November 2010 highlighted similar doubts and scepticism 

about the safety of the nuclear weapons.33 These concerns strengthen the case of the 

international non-proliferation camp, which is principally opposed to the horizontal 

spread of nuclear weapons. They argue that the superpower model of stability through 

nuclear deterrence is not germane to South Asia and insist that the introduction of nuclear 

                                                 
29 “India ready for war with China, Pakistan,” The News, December 31, 2009, accessed January 6, 2010, 

www.thenews.com.pk/top_story_detail.asp?Id=26382.   
30  Shankar Roy Choudhry, former Indian COAS’s remarked in a seminar that that Pakistani nuclear 

deterrence kept the Indian retaliatory options in check, after the Mumbai attacks of November 26, 
2008. Read “Pak’s possession of N-weapons prevented India from attacking it,” The Times of India, 
March 9, 2009, accessed December 6, 2010, http://timesofindia.indiatimes.com/india/Paks-possession-
of-N-weapons-prevented-India-from-attacking-it-/articleshow/4244105.cms#ixzz17JZcuGfF. Bennet 
Ramberg, “The Next Mumbai: The Future of India Pakistan Deterrence,” World Politics Review 
(December 8, 2009), accessed December 15, 2009,  

       www.worldpoliticsreview.com/article.aspx?id=4769. 
31  Jing-dong Yuan, “The Dragon and the Elephant: Chinese-Indian Relations in the 21st Century,” The 

Washington Quarterly, Vol.30, No. 3 (Summer 2007): 132. 
32    Bob Woodward, Obama’s War: The Inside Story (London: Simon & Schuster, 2010), 187.    
33  Jane Perlez, David E. Sanger and Eric Schmitt, “Nuclear Fuel Memos Expose Wary Dance with 

Pakistan,” New York Times, November 30, 2010, accessed December 6, 2010, www.nytimes.com 
       /2010/12/01/world/asia/01wikileaks-pakistan.html, and David Leigh, “US fears govt insiders could 

smuggle N-material,” Dawn, December 2, 2010, 11.      
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weapons has actually destabilized the subcontinent and given India and Pakistan a 

dangerous military capability to settle their territorial disputes.34  

The domestic anti bomb lobby also finds faults with the country’s nuclear 

programme. They argue, not unreasonably, that given the host of problems assailing the 

nation, the possession of nuclear weapons is abominable and reprehensive. They also 

question the military’s sole custodianship of nuclear weapons.35 Stability- instability 

syndrome theorists feel that low intensity conflict (LIC) could still take place below the 

nuclear threshold. The advocates of rational actor theory consider the ‘rationality’ and 

‘maturity’ of the non-accredited NWS and South Asia’s primitive command and control 

systems.36 This in their opinion negates the credibility of nuclear deterrence as a major 

determinant of strategic stability. However, they fail to suggest a viable alternative.   In 

the opinion of the pro-proliferation activists the introduction of the nuclear weapons has 

had a stabilising effect in South Asia.37 They hark to the ground reality that no full scale 

war has taken place in the region since 1971. Arguably the simmering India-Pakistan 

conflict is on hold, since both countries now possess “stockpiles of nuclear warheads and 

delivery vehicles.” The Pakistani nuclear and conventional weapons do not match the 

Indian arsenals but their numbers and destructive capability is “substantial enough to 

deter an Indian invasion.”38 This line of argument is submerged in the aggressive din of 

                                                 
34  S. Paul Kapur, Dangerous Deterrent: Nuclear Weapons Proliferation and Conflict in South Asia (New 

Delhi: Oxford University Press, 2008), 2.   
35 Pervez Hoodbhoy, “The Pakistani Nuclear Weapons Program,” Presentation in New York City 

sponsored by the Lawyers Committee on Nuclear Policy and The Nation, July 14, 2009, accessed 
January 12, 2010, lcnp.org/pubs/Pervez%20Hoodbhoy%20final2.pdf.    

36  Patrick M. Cronin & Audrey K. Cronin, Challenging Deterrence: Strategic Stability in the 21st Century, 
A Special Joint Report of the International Institute for Strategic Studies (IISS) and the Oxford 
University on Changing Character of War  (February 2007): pp. 15-19,  accessed December 12, 2009, 
www.iiss.org/EasysiteWeb/getresource.axd?AssetID=2302&type=full&servicetype=Attachment. 

37  Kenneth N. Waltz, ‘For Better: Nuclear Weapons Preserve an Imperfect Peace,’ in Scott D. Sagan & 
Kenneth N. Waltz, The Spread of Nuclear Weapons: A Debate Renewed, 2nd Edition (New York: W.W. 
Norton & Company, 2003), 124.    

38  Anwar Syed, “Seeking Strategic Balance,” Dawn, January 17, 2009, 6.  
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powerful anti proliferation lobby. The most powerful argument of the proliferation 

pessimists is based on the ‘stability-instability paradox,’ which predicts that intense 

clashes can continue to take place below the nuclear threshold.39  

As elaborated earlier, the purpose of my research was to examine the Cold War 

concept of strategic stability and to find an ideational framework, which could be applied 

mutatis mutandis to the South Asia conundrum. While pursuing my inquiry, I made two 

fundamental assumptions for the near future. First, the causes of conflict in the region, 

particularly the Kashmir dispute are unlikely to disappear or diminish in the near future.40 

Second, India and Pakistan are nuclear states and “this reality can neither be denied nor 

wished away.”41 No matter how vigorously the believers in non proliferation may try, 

nuclear weapons are here to stay and their total or partial elimination at the regional or 

the international level may well be a utopian dream. The last assumption is corroborated 

by a Nordic scholar, who states that “From the point of view of international society, 

nuclear virginity is a thing of the past. It can be recaptured neither by the aid of cosmetics 

nor by an act of surgery.”42  Now that nuclear weapons are a reality, the basic issue is 

whether these can ensure strategic stability in the South Asian subcontinent similar to the 

one that existed during the Cold War? In order to find the answer to this basic question, 

one needs to address a host of subsidiary questions like: What can cause a breakdown of 

deterrence in South Asia? How can deterrence be made robust in South Asia? Is nuclear 

deterrence the only means to ensure strategic stability in South Asia? Would peaceful 

resolution of the Kashmir dispute lead to unilateral nuclear disarmament by either or both 

                                                 
39  Scott D. Sagan, ‘For the Worse: Till Death do us Part,’ in Sagan & Waltz, Debate Renewed, 97.  
40   Devin T. Hagerty, ‘Kashmir & the Nuclear Question Revisited,’ in Craig Baxter & Charles H. 

Kennedy eds., Pakistan 2000 (Karachi: Oxford University Press: 2001), 114. 
41  Jaswant Singh, ‘Against Nuclear Apartheid,’ Foreign Affairs (September/October 1998), accessed 

September 24, 2007, http://www.indianembassy.org/pic/js/js(foreignaffairs).html. 
42   Johan Jørgen Horst, ‘Small Powers in a Nuclear World,’ in August Schon & Andre Olav Brundtland 

eds., Small States in International Relations (Uppsala: Almqvist & Wicksells Botryckeri AB), 16.  
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state parties? Is Nuclear Free South Asia possible? Is there a reliable means of replacing 

nuclear deterrence as the principal means of stability in South Asia? What are the internal 

and external variables militating against stability in the region? This is a complex set of 

questions requiring multidisciplinary answers.  

 

1.3 THE REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

My search for answers required extensive studies in multiple directions. I found 

plenty of material in certain areas but came up against virtual dead ends in others. For 

instance the Cold War concepts of nuclear deterrence and strategic balance have spawned 

a whole genre of scholarly literature, and a treasure trove of declassified material is 

available on the East-West model of strategic stability based on nuclear deterrence. The 

same cannot be said about the study of nuclear deterrence in the context of India-Pakistan 

conflict. Official documents and correspondence on the subject are routinely treated as 

highly classified and confidential and those interviewed are reluctant to go past the stage 

of what is already available in the public domain. My literature review covers a number 

of related issues. I studied in some detail the history of the Cold War and the conflict in 

South Asia. My sources of information included scholars, government officials, books, 

research papers published in academic journals, newspapers, magazines, official and 

independent reports, policy papers, commentaries, analyses, research papers, transcripts, 

blogs and discussion panels. For primary data, I accessed the National Archives, tucked 

away in a remote corner of the Pakistan Secretariat, within the heavily fortified Red Zone 

of Islamabad. Among the libraries, the most prestigious that I visited was the Library of 

Congress in Washington D.C. In Islamabad the National Defence University (NDU) 

library and its friendly staff wholeheartedly catered to my incessant demands for new and 
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old books. The quaint library in the precincts of the National Institute of Pakistan Studies 

provided a quiet refuge, while its helpful librarian Mr. Naqvi went out of his way to assist 

me in tracing relevant material. Discussions with intellectuals, members of the strategic 

and intelligence community and friends in the military were of infinite help in 

formulating my opinions. International wire agencies and electronic search engines like 

Google were an instant source of information. I routinely scoured the regular as well as 

on line editions of national and international newspapers, magazines, and news channels 

to retrieve extremely useful data. Numerous electronic databases run by international 

organisations, national governments, ministries and departments, independent and semi 

independent think tanks and political parties were consulted. Official websites proved to 

be a ready repository of archival data containing information like the texts of speeches by 

heads of state, policy statements and documents on matters related to national security. 

The websites of international agencies helped me understand the global and regional 

outlooks on defence, foreign affairs and international nuclear non-proliferation regime.  

 

1.3.1 Strategic Concepts and Theories 

1.3.1.1 International Relations Theories 

To understand the modern theories of International Relations, I read books by 

noted scholars like Hans J. Morgenthau,43 R. Aron,44 F. S. Northedge & M. J. Grieve,45 

R. W. Mansbach & J. A. Vasquez,46 F. S. Pearson & J. M. Rochester,47 Martin Hollis & 

                                                 
43   Hans J. Morgenthau, Politics among Nations: The Struggle for Power and Peace, Fifth Edition (New 

York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1978).  
44   Raymond Aron, Peace and War: A Theory of International Relations, tr. R. Howard and A. Baker Fox 

(Garden City: Doubleday, 1966). 
45   F. S. Northedge & M. J. Grieve, A Hundred Years of International Relations (London, UK: Gerald 

Duckworth & Co Ltd, 1971). 
46    R. W. Mansbach & J. A. Vasquez, In Search of Theory: A New Paradigm for Global Politics (New 

York: Columbia University Press, 1981). 
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Steve Smith,48 Jack Donelly,49 Barry Buzan & Richard Little,50 Kenneth N. Waltz,51 

Theodore A. Coloumbis & James H. Wolfe,52 Michael Cox,53 and Bruce Buchan.54   

 

1.3.1.2 Balance of Power System  

An insight into the Cold War balance of power system and strategic stability was 

obtained from the writings of Michael Sheehan,55 John Charmley,56 Amoretta M. 

Hoeber,57 Alvin Washington,58 and French scholar Thérèse Delpech.59 The Russian 

version of the concept of strategic stability was taken from article written by Colonel 

General Yuri Baluyevsky.60 To understand the applicability of these notions in the South 

Asian subcontinent, I read The India-Pakistan Nuclear Relationship: Theories of 

                                                                                                                                                 
47  F. S. Pearson & J. M. Rochester, International Relations: The Global Condition in the Twenty-First 

Century (New York: McGraw-Hill Publications, 4 edition, 1997). 
48  Martin Hollis & Steve Smith, Explaining and Understanding International Relations (USA: Oxford 

University Press, 1991). 
49  Jack Donnelly, Realism and International Relations (Cambridge, Mass: Cambridge University Press, 

2000). 
50  Barry Buzan & Richard Little, International Systems in World History: Remaking the Study of 

International Relations (USA: Oxford University Press, 2000). 
51  Kenneth N. Waltz, Theory of International Politics (New York: McGraw-Hill Publications; 1 1979) 

and Kenneth N. Waltz, ‘Structural Realism after the Cold War,’ International Security, Vol. 25, No. 1. 
(Summer 2000): 5–41, accessed February 14 2009, http://mitpress.mit.edu/journals. 

52  Theodore A. Coloumbis & James H. Wolfe, Introduction to International Relations: Power and 
Justice (New Jersey: Prentice Hall; 4th edition, 1982). 

53  Michael Cox, “Hans J. Morgenthau, Classical Realism and the Cold War,” International Studies 
Association (March 22, 2006).   

54  Bruce Buchan, “Explaining War and Peace: Kant and Liberal IR Theory,” Alternatives: Global, Local, 
Political (Oct-Dec 2002). 

55  John Charmley, “Balance of Power,” New Perspective, Vol. 6, No. 1, accessed February 14, 2009, 
www.history-ontheweb.co.uk/ concepts/balanceofpower61.htm.  

56  Michael Sheehan, The Balance of Power: History & Theory (London: Routledge, 2000). 
57  Amoretta M. Hoeber, ‘Strategic Stability,’ Air University Review, (July-August 1968), accessed 

June15, 2008, www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/aureview/1968/jul-aug/hoeber.html.   
58  Alvin Washington, ‘In Pursuit of Strategic Stability in NATO,’ US Army Command and General Staff 

College, Fort Leavenworth, July 1, 1988, accessed September 19, 2007,  
 http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA201598. 
59  Thérèse Delpech, “BMD and Strategic Stability,” accessed June 8, 2007, www.mi.infn.it/~landnet 
 /NMD/delpech.pdf.  
60  Yuri Baluyevsky, ‘Strategic Stability in a Globalized World.’ Russia in Global Affairs, No.5 

(December 1, 2003), accessed October 18 2008, eng.globalaffairs.ru/numbers/5/500.html.     
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Deterrence and International Relations.61 This collection of articles written by a group of 

Indian and Pakistani authors has analysed the Pakistan-India nuclear relationship through 

the lens of IR and deterrence theories.  

 

1.3.1.3 Power Potential  

I learnt about the basic ingredients of national power potential from Paul 

Kennedy’s epic book The Rise and Fall of Great Powers.62 More information was 

obtained from Gregory F. Treverton and Seth G. Jones’s ‘Measuring National Power,’63 

and ‘Influence of Geographic Factors on National Power.’64 The role of geography in 

building a national power potential are eloquently covered in Halford J. Mackinder’s 

‘The Geographical Pivots of History,’65 and ‘The Round World and the Winning of the 

Peace,’66 and Bernard Loo’s article ‘Geography and Strategic Stability.’67  

 

1.3.1.4 The System of Alliances           

The concept of alliances within the balance of power system was taken from 

George Liska’s Nations in Alliance,68 and Hans J. Morgenthau’s article ‘Alliances.’69 A 

detailed commentary on Cold War alliance systems is available in the book edited by 

                                                 
61  E. Sridharan (ed), The India-Pakistan Nuclear Relationship: Theories of Deterrence and International 

Relations (New Delhi: Routledge, 2007). 
62  Paul Kennedy, The Rise and Fall of Great Powers (New York: Vintage, 1989). 
63 Gregory F. Treverton & Seth G. Jones, ‘Measuring National Power,’ Rand Publications, accessed 

February 14, 2009, www.rand.org/pubs/conf_proceedings/2005/RAND_CF215.pdf. 
64  “Influence of Geographic Factors on National Power.” US National Defense University, March 3, 1955, 

accessed February 14, 2009, www.ndu.edu/library/ic2/L55-108.pdf.  
65  Halford J. Mackinder, “The Geographical Pivots of History,” The Geographical Journal, Vol. XXIII, 

No. 4 (April 1904): 421–37.   
66   Halford J. Mackinder, “The Round World and the Winning of the Peace,” Foreign Affairs, Vol. 21, No. 

4 (July 1943): 595-605.  
67   Bernard Loo, “Geography and Strategic Stability,” Journal of Strategic Studies (March 1, 2003).  
68   George Liska, Nations in Alliance (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press, 1962). 
69  Hans J. Morgenthau, “Alliances” in Julian R. Friedman, Christopher Bladen & Steven Rosen (eds.) 

Alliance in International Politics, (Boston: Allyn and Bacon, Inc., 1970). 
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Mary Ann Heiss and S. Victor Papacosma,70 and the one authored by Jenny Brine on 

Comecon.71 The possible role of NATO in the post Cold War scenario was taken from 

Zbignew Brzezinski’s article, published in the Foreign Affairs magazine.72  

 

1.3.1.5 International Bodies and Organizations       

The role of international organizations in preserving international stability is 

reflected in their charters and manifestos. Exhaustive analyses on the purpose and 

foundation of the erstwhile League of Nations and the UN are available in the works of 

Gilbert Murray,73 and John Milton Cooper.74   

 

1.3.1.6 The Notion of Deterrence           

Basic idea of deterrence was drawn from Lawrence Freedman’s scholarly treatise 

on the subject.75 Jan Rüger’s book The Great Naval Game: Britain and Germany in the 

Age of Empire provided an excellent account of how a small German naval force acted as 

a deterrent against a much larger and powerful Royal Navy. 76 Alexander George and 

Richard Smoke in their book Deterrence in American Foreign Policy: Theory and 

Practice make a critical examination of deterrence theory as a tool of American foreign 

                                                 
70  Mary Ann Heiss & S. Victor Papacosma (eds.), NATO and the Warsaw Pact: Intrabloc Conflicts Kent: 

Kent University Press, 2008).  
71 Jenny Brine, Comecon: The Rise and Fall of an International Socialist Organization (UK: ABC-CLIO 

Ltd, 1993). 
72 Zbignew Brzezinski, “An Agenda for NATO: Towards a Global Security Net,” Foreign Affairs 

(September/October 2009) available at www.ForeignAffairs.com.  
73  Gilbert Murray, From the League to UN ((London: Oxford University Press, 1948). 
74  John Milton Cooper, Breaking the Heart of the World: Woodrow Wilson and the Fight for the League of 

Nations (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001). 
75  Lawrence Freedman, Deterrence (UK: Polity; 1st edition, 2004).  
76 Jan Rüger, The Great Naval Game: Britain and Germany in the Age of Empire (Cambridge & NY: 

Cambridge University Press, 2007). 
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policy in the post World War II period.77  An innovative approach to deterrence through 

non-cooperative game theory is outlined in Frank D. Zagare and D. Marc Kilgour’s book 

Perfect Deterrence.78 Drawing on numerous historical examples, the authors establish the 

relationship among capability, preferences, credibility, and outcomes to achieve a new 

understanding of threats and responses. The book concludes that credible threats to 

respond to attack can sometimes make an attack more likely, and incredible response 

threats can sometimes promote peace. Patrick M. Morgan’s Deterrence Now analyses 

modern deterrence theory under conditions of nuclear proliferation.79 Morgan highlights 

the basic flaws in the design of the deterrence theory as practiced within the ambit of 

collective actors such as the NATO. He is of the view that modern technical means 

should reduce reliance on deterrence by retaliatory nuclear threats. Avery Goldstein’s 

book on deterrence in the 21st century is a bold attempt in conjecturing the future of 

nuclear deterrence.80 Goldstein suggests that nuclear deterrence will remain at the core of 

the security policies of the great powers in the post Cold War era. Smaller states despite 

the difficulties in deploying invulnerable forces and the implausibility of rationally 

carrying out their threats of retaliation will also rely on nuclear deterrent strategies. While 

making a case study of China, Britain, and France, Goldstein suggests that their nuclear 

deterrence theories are based on their own experiences and the strategic and economic 

factors they are faced with are likely to shape their security policies in the twenty-first 

century. Stephen J. Cimbala’s The Past and Future of Nuclear Deterrence contrasts the 

Cold War and post Cold War environments for the pursuit of military advantage through 

                                                 
77 Alexander George & Richard Smoke, Deterrence in American Foreign Policy: Theory and Practice 

(New York: Columbia University Press, 1974). 
78  Frank D. Zagare & D. Marc Kilgour, Perfect Deterrence (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 

2000).  
79   Patrick M. Morgan, Deterrence Now (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003).  
80  Avery Goldstein, Deterrence and Security in the 21st Century: China, Britain, France, and the Enduring 

Legacy of the Nuclear Revolution (Stanford, Cal.: Stanford University Press, 2000). 
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nuclear deterrence.81 He challenges the national policies and plans regarding limited 

nuclear wars. He provides important arguments in favour of the logic of deterrence versus 

the logic of non-proliferation. Albert Carnesale, Paul Doty, Stanley Hoffmann, Samuel P. 

Huntington, Joseph S. Nye and Scott Sagan’s book Living with Nuclear Weapons, 

presents all sides of the nuclear debate.82 It provides a history of nuclear weapons; an 

examination of current nuclear arsenals; scenarios of how a nuclear war might begin; a 

discussion of what can be done to promote arms control and disarmament; the hazards of 

nuclear proliferation; analysis of various nuclear strategies; and the role of public opinion 

in influencing the nuclear policy.  

The American deterrence strategy in Central Europe during the Cold War through 

the deployment of US forces in Europe to deter both Soviet conventional and limited 

nuclear attacks has been explained lucidly by Ingo Trauschweizer in his book The Cold 

War U.S. Army: Building Deterrence for Limited War.83 More information about the US 

land forces in Europe was gleaned from Alfred Viana’s article ‘Overseas Military 

Presence: US Land Forces in Europe.’84 Information about the deployment of US and 

Soviet/Russian nuclear weapons in Europe was based on a series of articles written by 

Hans M. Kirstensen, of the Federation of American Scientists.  Material on tactical 

nuclear weapons (TNW) in Europe was gathered from the writings of Italian physicist 

and disarmament specialist Paolo Cotta-Ramusino,85 and Manfred R. Hamm, a senior 

American policy analyst.86 

                                                 
81  Stephen J. Cimbala, The Past and Future of Nuclear Deterrence (UK: Praeger Publishers, 1998). 
82  Albert Carnesale, Paul Doty, Stanley Hoffmann, Samuel P. Huntington, Joseph S. Nye & Scott D. 

Sagan, Living with Nuclear Weapons (New York: Bantam Books, 1983).  
83  Ingo Trauschweizer, The Cold War U.S. Army: Building Deterrence for Limited War (Kansas: 

University Press of Kansas, 2008). 
84  Alfred Viana, “Overseas Military Presence: US Land Forces in Europe,” US Army War College, 

Carlisle Barracks Pa, July 4, 2003.  
85  Paolo Cotta-Ramusino, ‘Forgotten Nukes: American Nuclear Weapons in Europe,’ Landau Network – 

Centro Volta, Como, Italy, accessed March 26, 2009, 
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1.3.1.7 The Strategic Debate         

The nuclear policy of the US was the result of the ‘strategic debate.’ This format 

was subsequently adopted by a number of other countries. Bernard Brodie was arguably, 

the first thinker to recommend the employment of atomic weapon as a deterrent rather 

than a weapon of choice in his influential book The Absolute Weapon: Atomic Power and 

World Order.87 He expanded upon the theory of nuclear deterrence in his subsequent 

book Strategy in the Missile Age.88  Brodie rejected nuclear first strikes and advocated 

deterrence based on a secure second strike capability. He believed that nuclear strikes 

should target military installations instead of cities. As compared to Brodie, Herman 

Kahn openly discussed the possibility of nuclear war and constructed a number of ‘what 

if?’ scenarios that could lead to a nuclear war in Thinking about the Unthinkable in the 

1980s,89 and Thermonuclear War, he discussed how a nuclear war could be fought and its 

possible fallouts.90 His conclusion based on the facts and technology of the time was that 

nuclear war was winnable. In his widely discussed and influential book On Escalation: 

Metaphors and Scenarios,91 Kahn probed the dynamics of escalation and demonstrated 

how the intensification of conflict could be depicted by means of a definite escalation 

ladder, with multiple choices at each rung. Noted economist and Nobel laureate Thomas 

Schelling analysed the probability of a nuclear war on the basis of the game theory in his 

                                                                                                                                                 
www.uspid.org/sections/ 02_Books_Documents/Proceedings/none_cast97/cotta.html.  

86  Manfred R. Hamm, ‘Missiles in Europe: The Case for Deployment,’ October 27, 1983, Backgounder 
No. 300, The Heritage Foundation, accessed March 27, 2009, 
www.heritage.org/Research/Europe/bg300.cfm.  

87  Bernard Brodie, The Absolute Weapon: Atomic Power and World Order (New York: Harcourt, 1946). 
88  Bernard Brodie, Strategy in the Missile Age ((Santa Monica, Cal: The Rand Corporation: 1959).  
89  Herman Kahn, Thinking about the Unthinkable in the 1980s (New York: Avon Books, 1962).  
90  Herman Kahn, On Thermonuclear War (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1962). 
91  Herman Kahn, On Escalation: Metaphors and Scenarios (New York: Praeger, 1965). 
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much acknowledged book The Strategy of Conflict.92 His next book Arms and Influence 

focussed on the use of nuclear weapons as a tool of coercive diplomacy.93 McGeorge 

Bundy’s book Danger & Survival: Choices about the Bomb in the First Fifty Years 

explained how an unnecessary nuclear race developed as a result of the Cold War 

mindset.94 Albert Wohlstetter’s ‘The Delicate Balance of Terror’ and ‘Nuclear Sharing: 

NATO and N-1 Country,’95 influenced American nuclear policies on designing and 

deploying strategic forces. Many of the basic concepts and requirements for deterrence in 

the nuclear age like the ‘second-strike’ and ‘fail-safe’ were developed by him. As 

mentioned earlier Henry A. Kissinger’s landmark book Nuclear Weapons & Foreign 

Policy, became a virtual Foreign Policy Manual for State Department staffers in the 

1950s. It proposed that limited war was the only avenue of escape from nuclear 

stalemate.  Kissinger believed that the threat of ‘massive retaliation,’ to block every 

Soviet move provided no room for diplomatic manoeuvre.  Robert Art’s collection of 

essays reproduced in America’s Grand Strategy and the World Politics cover topics such 

as the use of force, coercive diplomacy, nuclear deterrence, defence policy, the role of 

NATO and US-European relations.96 Books by European authors discussed the concept 

of deterrence from a different point of view. Famous British strategist Liddell Hart in his 

book Deterrent or Defense: A Fresh Look at the West’s Military Position advised against 

placing all bets on nuclear weapons and instead suggested maintenance of adequate 

                                                 
92  Thomas C. Schelling, The Strategy of Conflict (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1960).   
93  Thomas C. Schelling, Arms and Influence (Yale: Yale University Press, 1967).   
94  McGeorge Bundy, Danger & Survival: Choices about the Bomb in the First Fifty Years (New York: 

Vintage, 1988).  
95   Albert Wohlstetter, ‘The Delicate Balance of Terror,’ Foreign Affairs, (January 1959), accessed October 

18, 2009, www.rand.org/publications/classics/wohlstetter/P1472/P1472.html, and ‘Nuclear Sharing: 
NATO and N-1 Country,’ Foreign Affairs, Vol. 39, No. 3. (April 1961): 355-387.   

96  Robert J. Art, America’s Grand Strategy and the World Politics (New York: Routeldge, Taylor & 
Francis Group, 2009). 
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conventional forces to deter an enemy.97 French General André Beaufre argued that his 

country’s nuclear independence gave the West greater unpredictability against the Soviet 

Union and thus strengthened the deterrent capacity of the NATO alliance. English 

translations of Beaufre’s works helped one understand the deterrence theory from the 

French angle.98 Pierre Gallois work also explained the French nuclear thought.99 The 

development of the American post Cold War nuclear thought has been extensively 

covered in books written by Tom Sauer,100 Frank P. Harvey,101 Colin S. Gray,102 and 

David E. Sanger.103 Many western strategists like Robert Jervis have argued that nuclear 

weapons have not lost their significance in the post Cold War context.104 Others like 

Henry A. Kissinger, George P. Shultz, William J. Perry, and Sam Nunn, while 

advocating the case for non proliferation, recommend not giving up the nuclear option in 

the post Cold War era.105 US policy on TNW was taken from an article by Courtney 

Keefe,106 and President Bush’s policy of pre-emption in the post 9/11 era from a book 

edited by Brookings scholar Ivo H. Daalder.107 Jonathan Schell’s book The Seventh 

                                                 
97   Basil H. Liddell Hart, Deterrent or Defense: A Fresh Look at the West’s Military Position (New York: 

Praeger, 1960). 
98   André Beaufre, Introduction to Strategy (New York: Praeger, 1965 [Introduction à la stratégie, Paris, 

1963]) and Deterrence and Strategy (London: Faber, 1965 [Dissuasion et stratégie Paris, Armand 
Colin, 1964]), NATO and Europe (1966 [L'O.T.A.N. et l'Europe ]). 

99   Pierre Gallois, The Balance of Terror: Strategy for the Nuclear Age (Houghton Mifflin Company, 
1988). 

100  Tom Sauer, Nuclear Inertia: US Nuclear Weapons Policy after the Cold War (New York: I.B. Taurus, 
2005). 

101  Frank P. Harvey, The Future is Back: Nuclear Rivalry, Deterrence Theory, and Crisis Stability after 
the Cold War (Canada: McGill-Queen’s University Press, 1997). 

102  Colin S. Gray, The Second Nuclear Age (Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner, 1999). 
103  David E. Sanger, Inheritance: The World Obama Confronts and the Challenges to American Power 

(New York: Harmony Book, 2009). 
104  Robert Jervis, “Weapons without Purpose? Nuclear Strategy in the Post Cold War Era,” Foreign 

Affairs, Vol. 80, No. 4 (July/August 2001): 143-148.  
105  Henry A. Kissinger, George P. Shultz, William J. Perry & Sam Nunn, “How to Protect Our Nuclear 

Deterrent: Maintaining confidence in our nuclear arsenal is necessary as the number of weapons goes 
down,” The Wall Street Journal, January 20, 2010. 

106  Courtney Keefe, “The Presidential Nuclear Initiatives (PNI’s) on Tactical Nuclear Weapons at a 
Glance,” Strategic Arms Control and Policy Fact Sheet (March 2006). 

107  Ivo H. Daalder, ed., Beyond Preemption: Force and Legitimacy in a Changing World (Washington 
D.C.: The Brookings Institution, 2007).   
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Decade: The New Shape of Nuclear Danger provided a thought provoking commentary 

on the evolution of nuclear power through the Cold War leading to contemporary 

times.108 Philip Windsor’s ideas on the development of strategic thought over the years 

including nuclear deterrence was a great help in refining my own thoughts on the 

subject.109 

 

1.3.2 Strategic Culture 

The concept of strategic culture was developed during the Cold War to gauge the 

propensity of a nation to use nuclear weapons. The published works of a host of strategic 

culture theorists came in handy to understand the concept e.g. Jack L. Snyder’s Rand 

project report ‘The Soviet Strategic Culture: Implications for limited Nuclear Options,’110 

Alastair Iain Johnston’s Cultural Realism: Strategic Culture and Grand Strategy in 

Chinese History,111 Colin S. Gray’s article ‘National Style in Strategy: The American 

Example,’112 Alastair Iain Johnston’s ‘Thinking about Strategic Culture,’113 Ken Booth’s 

book Strategy and Ethnocentrism,114 John Baylis, James J. Wirtz, Eliot A. Cohen and 

Colin S. Gray’s Strategy in the Contemporary World: An Introduction to Strategic 

Studies,115 and his article ‘Strategic Culture as the Context: The First Generation of 
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Theory Strikes Back.’116 The American concept of manifest destiny was taken from 

William Earl Weeks’s John Quincy Adams and American Global Empire,117 and Walter 

A. McDougall’s Promised Land, Crusader State: The American Encounter with the 

World since 1776.118 The Nehruvian image of India was based on Nehru’s 

autobiography,119 and Stanley Wolpert’s biography of Nehru.120 India’s self assessment 

as a nation was based on Majumdar, Raychaudhuri and Datta’s history of India.121 

 

1.3.3 Concept of Rationality and Irrationality 

The concept of rationality and irrationality in nuclear decision making was drawn 

from Steven Green’s paper ‘Rational Choice Theory: An Overview,’122 and a wire 

agency report titled “Pentagon Study: ‘Irrational’ nuclear policy a deterrent” datelined 

March 1, 1998.123 The dynamics of strategic decision making were obtained from articles 

authored by Daniel Kahneman and Amos Tversky,124 Mark L. Haas,125 and John Nash.126 

The role of information technology in improving the quality of decision making is briefly 
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given in a paper presented by Richard H. Solomon.127  

 

1.3.4 The Immorality of Nuclear Weapons 

Not all scholars favour the use of nuclear weapons. Douglas P. Lackey in his 

book Moral Principles and Nuclear Weapons argues that the risks surrounding a nuclear 

war are morally untenable and makes a strong case for universal disarmament.128 

Likewise Gregory S. Kavka’s Moral Paradoxes of Nuclear Deterrence questions the 

moral credentials of nuclear deterrence.129 Joseph S. Nye’s Nuclear Ethics,130 justifies 

nuclear deterrence by advocating the theory of ‘just defence’ instead of a ‘just war.’   

 

1.3.5 Arms Control 

           Arms control in the nuclear age has been used a foreign policy tool to achieve 

strategic stability. A host of issues are covered within its ambit, notably non-proliferation 

and disarmament. The subject of arms control acquired the status of a strategic discipline 

after the Second World War and triggered a number of scholarly treatises. The nuclear 

non-proliferation debate became a rage in the US in the 1950s and the 1960s. In 1959, 

Thomas Schelling analysed disarmament in relation with the probability of a surprise 

attack. Schelling suggested that arms control should be oriented toward measures that 

precluded either side acquiring a pre-emptive or ‘first-strike’ capability. This 

paradoxically, entailed the safety of retaliatory nuclear weapons instead of the population 
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and industrial centres.131 In the mid-1980s he expressed his regrets on his role in derailing 

the arms control process in an article that he wrote for the Foreign Affairs.132 The debate 

was renewed around the turn of the century by Scott D. Sagan and Kenneth N. Waltz in 

their famous dialogue on the spread of nuclear weapons.133 American non-proliferation 

worries in the post 9/11 scenario were taken from articles authored by Henry 

Kissinger,134 and Stephen Peter Rosen.135 

A number of bilateral treaties were signed between the US and the former USSR 

to codify the practices of arms control. This included the famous Strategic Arms 

Limitation Treaties, more commonly known by their acronym SALT and the Strategic 

Arms Reduction Treaties or START. A lot of literature exists on the Cold War 

disarmament negotiations. One book that was extremely helpful in understanding the US 

Arms Control policies during the Cold War was Scott Ritter’s Dangerous Ground.136 A 

number of commentaries and analyses were also consulted on the subject including a 

reports published in the Time magazine of November 21, 1969 titled ‘The Start of 

SALT,’137 and Herbert Scoville Jr’s essay ‘Beyond Salt One.’138 Jacqueline Cabasso’s 
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article ‘Irreversibility and Verification’ provided inputs regarding the monitoring and 

verification regimes within the ambit of arms control.139  

 

1.3.5 Nuclear Accidents 

          Evidence about Cold War nuclear accidents and false alarms are given in Scott D. 

Sagan’s The Limits of Safety: Organizations, Accidents, and Nuclear Weapons,140 and a 

series of articles authored by Geoffrey Forden,141 Pavel Podvig & Theodore Postol,142 

Alan Philips,143 and David Hoffman.144   

 

1.3.6 The History of the Cold War 

The rivalry between the two superpowers in the post World War II period 

developed as a result of their peculiar threat perceptions. The US threat assessment of 

expanding Soviet global influence and the official policy of containment were shaped by 

George F. Kennan’s famous Long Telegram to President Truman.145 At the academic 

plane Henry Kissinger wrote his famous treatise on nuclear weapons and foreign 
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policy,146 which no doubt influenced the thinking of the State Department. The shift in 

policy from ‘massive retaliation’ to one of ‘flexible response’ was outlined in an article 

by Secretary of State John Foster Dulles in his ‘New Look Policy.’147  The overall 

development and evolution of nuclear strategy during the Cold War has been brilliantly 

captured in Lawrence Freedman’s landmark book Evolution of Nuclear Strategy.148 John 

Lewis Gaddis book The Cold War: A New History provides an interesting account of why 

nuclear deterrence held out during various phases of this so-called war.149  

 

1.3.7 The Cold War Crises 

A number of crises tended to upset the fragile strategic balance during the Cold 

War. A number of sources were consulted to develop an understanding about these 

events.  

 

1.3.7.1 The Siege of Berlin (1948-49)      

The first showdown between the emerging superpowers took place when the 

USSR laid a siege of West Berlin. An abridged version of this Crisis was found in the 

article ‘The Berlin Blockade Crisis of 1948-49.’150 The account of the Berlin airlift to 

provide sustenance to the beleaguered Berliners was taken from Griffin and Giangreco’s 

Airbridge to Berlin.151  
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1.3.7.2 The Korean War (1950-53)      

Although the Korean War is now considered a forgotten war, the historians have 

not quite forgotten it and a number of books are available in the bookstores and libraries 

on this topic. I based my analysis of this war on books written by General Mathew B. 

Ridgeway,152 and Max Hastings & Simon Jenkins.153 

 

1.3.7.3 Taiwan Strait Crises (1950s)        

The details about what became known as the Quemoy and Matsu crisis were 

taken from Lawrence Freedman’s seminal work The Evolution of Nuclear Strategy.154 

Other books consulted in this regard were those written by Richard Bush & Michael 

O’Hanlon155  and an article written by Gordon H. Chang.156  

 

1.3.7.4 The Suez Canal Crisis (1956)          

The Egyptian take on the Suez Canal Crisis has been cogently explained in 

Mohammed H. Heikal’s book Cutting the Lion’s Tail: Suez through Arab Eyes.157 The 

misperceptions existing within the Western camp during this Crisis are outlined in an 

article written by Christer Jönsson.158  
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1.3.7.5 Cuban Missile Crisis (1960)            

Details about the Cuban missile crisis were pieced together from Blight and 

Welch’s book On the Brink: Americans and Soviets Reexamine the Cuban Missile 

Crisis,159 Alexander L. George’s essay ‘The Cuban Missile Crisis,’160 and Curtis Utz’s 

historical account of the employment of US naval quarantine of Cuba.161 Jim 

Hershberg’s description of the critical meeting between the Ambassador Anatoly F. 

Dobrynin and Attorney General Robert Kennedy at the Soviet Embassy to defuse 

the Crisis is available in an article of his published in The Cold War International 

History Project Bulletin.162  

 

1.3.7.6 Vietnam War (1960-75)          

Stanley Karnow has written a fairly impartial account of the Vietnam War.163  

The possible use of nuclear weapons during the Vietnam War by the Nixon 

Administration is available in an article co-authored by William Burr and Jeffrey 

Kimball.164  
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1.3.7.7 Arab Israel War (1973)           

The nuclear dangers inherent in the 1973 War have been alluded to in Jimmy 

Carter’s book Palestine: Peace Not Apartheid.165 The American support to Israel, during 

the same war is covered in David Schoenbaum’s book The United States and the State of 

Israel.166 The Egyptian version of the war is given in Anwar el-Sadat’s autobiography In 

Search of Identity.167 

 

1.3.7.8 Israeli Air Raids against ‘Hostile’ Nuclear Facilities       

Details about the Israeli air raid on the Iraqi nuclear reactor at Osirak were 

gathered from Uri Bar-Joseph, Michael Handel and Amos Perlmutter’s book Two 

Minutes over Baghdad,168 and an article written by Lucien S. Vandenbroucke.169 

Information about Israeli air raid on the Syrian Al Kibar nuclear reactor was gathered 

from a newspaper report such as the one filed by David E. Sanger and Mark Mazzetti.170 

Israeli intentions to hit Iranian nuclear facilities are also based on media reports, like the 

interview given by former Israeli premier Ehud Olmert to German magazine Der 

Spiegel,’171 and Uzi Mahnaimi and Sarah Baxter’s report published in the Time.172 
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American plans to provide bunker busting weapons to Israelis for this purpose are given 

in an AFP report posted by Maxim Kniazkov.173  

 

1.3.7.9 Fictional Account of the Third World War (ca.1983/84)         

General John W. Hackett’s fictional accounts of a nuclear war fighting in Central 

Europe during the Cold War provided interesting insights of how a particular generation 

of NATO commanders perceived war unfolding in Europe in the nuclear era. 174  

 

1.3.8 Détente 

          The periods of engagement between the US and the USSR during the Cold War are 

outlined in Gaddis’s article ‘The Rise, Fall and Future of Détente.’175 Robert S. Litwak’s 

Détente and the Nixon Doctrine elaborately covers US-Soviet engagement in the Nixon 

era.176 The revival of the nuclear arms race during the dying days of the Cold War is 

extensively explained in Richard Rhodes’ Arsenals of Folly: The Making of the Nuclear 

Arms Race.177 The changes in American foreign policy during this period were based on 

an article by Andrew Knight titled ‘The Conduct of American Foreign Policy: Ronald 

Reagan’s Watershed Year?’178  
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1.3.9 South Asia 

1.3.9.1 US Foreign Policy Interests in South Asia 

         The US foreign policy interests in the South Asian Subcontinent have been 

meticulously covered in Dennis Kux’s books The United States and Pakistan 1947-2000: 

Disenchanted Allies,179 and India and the United States: Estranged Democracies 1941-

1991.180 Strobe Talbot’s book Engaging India: Diplomacy, Democracy, and the Bomb 

gives a detailed account of American efforts to prevent nuclear tests in South Asia and its 

emerging tilt towards India.181 Chari, Cheema and Cohen’s Four Crises and a Peace 

Process: American Engagement in South Asia explains the American role in containing 

four conflicts between nuclear armed neighbours in the South Asian subcontinent.182 

President The US policy of crisis management in South Asian conflicts has also been 

succinctly explained in John Gill’s article ‘Dissuasion and Confrontation: US Policy in 

India and Pakistan Crises,’183 and Polly Nayak and Michael Krepon’s ‘U.S. Crisis 

Management in South Asia’s Twin Peaks Crisis.’184 CRS briefs on the US relations with 

India,185 and Pakistan provide an interesting study of how US congressmen are sensitised 

about their government’s policies in South Asia.186 America’s current strategic interests 

in India are given in Nicholas Burns’s article ‘America’s Strategic Opportunity with 
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India: The New US India Partnership.’187 Obama’s AfPak strategy to deal with 

Afghanistan and Pakistan has been covered in Bob Woodward’s book Obama’s War.188 

Fresh evidence about the US interests in the region became available in 

November/December 2010 after the whistle blowing website WikiLeaks released a 

quarter million confidential diplomatic cables to the print media and the public.   

 The roughshod manner in which the US declared certain countries ‘rogue states’ 

to justify its foreign policy interests have been covered in the works of noted philosopher 

Noam Chomsky,189 and historian William Blum.190 Both these scholars are known for 

their highly critical views of American foreign policy. 

 

1.3.10 Foreign Policies of India and Pakistan 

Essential elements of Indian foreign policy were ascertained from books authored 

by veteran Indian diplomat and one time high commissioner to Pakistan J.N. Dixit, 191 

and by well known international relations expert C. Raja Mohan.192 Various strands of 

Pakistani foreign policy were found in books authored by former diplomats and foreign 

ministers Agha Shahi,193 Abdul Sattar,194 Shahid M. Amin,195 Shamshad Ahmad,196 

Gohar Ayub Khan,197 and Sartaj Aziz.198 Books by reputed scholars like S.M. Burke,199 
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Lawrence Ziring,200 Aslam Siddiqui,201 and Moonis Ahmer,202 were useful in building 

Pakistan’s foreign policy perspective from an academic point of view. Benazir Bhutto’s 

personal take on foreign policy is given in a slim volume titled Foreign Policy in 

Perspective.203 A collection of Liaquat Ali Khan’s speeches to American audiences 

during his watershed tour of North America in May 1950 provides a fair indication of 

how the nascent foreign policy of Pakistan took shape.204  

Pakistan’s first military dictator Ayub Khan gave his rationale for joining the 

western alliance system in an article he wrote for the January 1964 issue of the 

Foreign Affairs.205 The genesis of Pakistan’s defence policy during the first ten years of 

its existence has been covered in Pervaiz I. Cheema’s seminal work Pakistan’s Defence 

Policy 1947-58.206 To determine the political history of Pakistan, books authored by Ian 

Talbot,207 and M.R. Kazimi were consulted.208 K.M Arif’s book Estranged Neighbours 

also provided an interesting commentary on the troubled Pakistan-India relationship.209 

The history of India-Pakistan negotiations has been succinctly documented in a pamphlet 
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authored by American diplomat Dennis Kux,210 and an article written by Douglas C. 

Making.211 

 

1.3.11 India-Pakistan Dispute over Kashmir 

 Considerable amount of time was spent in building up the case of Kashmir as a 

potential source of instability in the India-Pakistan relationship. Important statistics on 

Kashmir were gathered from the Imperial Gazetteer of India (1908),212 Selected Works of 

Jawaharlal Nehru,213 and The Constitution of Jammu & Kashmir: Its Development and 

Comments by Justice A.S. Anand. India’s initial stance on the Kashmir problem is given 

in Government of India’s White Paper on Jammu & Kashmir (1948).214 Renowned South 

Asian expert Stanley Wolpert’s book India and Pakistan: Continued Conflict or 

Cooperation is a handy reference in understanding the nature of conflict between India 

and Pakistan.215 Wolpert has also provided a logical explanation of how the abrupt flight 

of the British from the Subcontinent complicated the post independence relationship of 

these two countries in his book Shameful Flight.216 British author Alastair Lamb’s 

books,217 and articles,218 validates the point of view that partition of India was made with 

the mala fide intent of providing Indian military forces land access to the Muslim 
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majority area of Kashmir. Incontrovertible proof of Mountbatten’s complicity in unfairly 

influencing the Radcliffe Boundary Award in favour of India has been recorded in his 

official biography written by Philip Ziegler.219 Larry Collins & Dominique Lapierre’s 

Freedom at Midnight,220 and Sheikh Mohammad Abdullah’s book Atish-e-Chunar 

(Flame of the Maple) provides another version of Kashmir’s history.221  

The military operations during the first Kashmir war are given in considerable 

detail in books written by Major General M. Akbar Khan,222 Lieutenant General L.P. 

Sen,223 and Major William Alexander Brown.224 Josef Korbel’s excellent book Danger in 

Kashmir records the early efforts by the UN to resolve the Kashmir issue and India’s 

obduracy to stonewall these.225 Information on efforts at conflict resolution on Kashmir 

issue prior to 1965 war were taken from A.G. Noorani’s essay ‘The Dixon Plan,’226 and 

Tariq Ali’s ‘Bitter Chill of Winter.’227 Details about the armed insurgency in the 1990s 

Kashmir were taken from books written by Robert G. Wirsing,228 and Victoria 

Schofield.229 The youthful intifada in Kashmir, which began in the summer of 2010 was 

based on media reports.230   

The legal aspects of the border and water disputes in South Asia are given in 

International Boundary Consultants’ paper ‘India’s Boundary Disputes with China, 
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Nepal, and Pakistan,’231 Fazalur Rahman Siddiqui’s ‘Indus Basin Irrigation System of 

Pakistan,’232 Mojtaba Kazi’s Burden of Proof and Related Issues - A Study on Evidence 

before International Tribunals,233 and Mukund G. Unatewale’s ‘The Kutch Sind Dispute: 

A Case Study in International Arbitration.’234  

 

1.3.12 Pakistan’s Military 

The history of the Pakistan Army and the events shaping its strategic culture were 

pieced together from the works of ranking Pakistani officers like Generals Shaukat 

Riza,235 Fazal Muqeem Khan,236 and Gul Hassan Khan.237 Shuja Nawaz’s magnum opus 

Crossed Swords: Pakistan, its Army and the Wars Within provides a detailed history of 

evolution of the Pakistan Army and its internal dynamics.238 The biographies of Pakistani 

military rulers i.e. Aub Khan,239 Zia-ul-Haque, 240 and Pervez Musharraf241 helped one 

build an informed opinion about how their thoughts shaped the national strategies during 

peace and war. Books by non-Pakistani authors on the Pakistan military include works of 
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experts like Stephen P. Cohen,242 and Brian Cloughley.243 The involvement of Pakistani 

military in politics and business are given in the works of Hasan Askari Rizvi,244 and 

Ayesha Siddiqa,245 respectively. Hussain Haqqani’s thesis that the military is aligned 

with the mullahs is covered in great detail in his book Pakistan: Between Mosque and the 

Military.246  

A history of coups within the Pakistani armed forces is covered in Brian 

Cloughley books on Pakistan Army. Other works on the subject include Hasan Zaheer’s 

The Time and Trial of the Rawalpindi Conspiracy 1951: The First Coup Attempt in 

Pakistan,247 S. Sajad Haider’s Flight of the Falcon: Story of a Fighter Pilot,248 Tajammal 

Hussain Malik’s The Story of My Struggle,249 K.M. Arif, Khaki Shadows: Pakistan 1947-

1997,250 Humayun Mirza’s From Plassey to Pakistan,251 Z.A. Khan’s The Way it Was,252 

and A.O. Mitha’s Unlikely Beginnings: A Soldier’s Life.253 The history of the mutinies 

within the British Indian Army have been taken from William Dalrymple’s The Last 

Mughal: The Fall of a Dynasty: Delhi 1857,254 and Rudolf Hartog’s The Sign of the 

Tiger: Subhas Chandra Bose and his Indian Legion in Germany, 1941-45.255  
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1.3.13 India – Pakistan Wars 

 The analysis of India-Pakistan wars was helpful in understanding the strategies 

and tactics adopted by the high command performed during various stages of battle. The 

Pakistani version of the 1965 war was gathered from books written by Mahmood 

Ahmed,256 and Shaukat Riza.257 Although both generals were provided full access to 

official documents and archives, Ahmed’s magnum opus is by far a more detailed and 

authoritative narrative. Musa Khan, Pakistan army chief during the 1965 war, version 

was helpful in understanding the point of view of the Army as opposed to the foreign 

office.258 Lieutenant General Harbakhsh Singh, the General Officer Commanding-in-

Chief of Indian Army’s Western Command provided an authoritative account of the war 

from the Indian side.259 The air operations of the war from the Pakistani angle have been 

covered by Air Marshal Mohammed Asghar Khan in his book The First Round: Indo-

Pakistan War 1965,260 and by John Fricker in his book Battle for Pakistan.261 The 

operational history of the Pakistan Air Force (PAF) and its performance during the 

various wars and crises evolution were taken from its official histories and from Air 

Chief Marshal M. Anwar Shamim’s autobiographical account.262 My Years with the IAF 

by Air Chief Marshal PC Lal, the Indian air chief during the 1971 war provided useful 

details on the air operations of 1965 war.263  
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A number of books written by Indian and Pakistani soldiers and statesmen give a 

detailed account of the civil war and the separation of East Pakistan in 1971. These 

include the works of Lieutenant General Kamal Matinuddin,264 and Brigadier Siddiq 

Salik, Public Relations Officer of Eastern Command at the time of the surrender.265 On 

the Indian side Jaswant Singh and Major General S.P. Bhatia have used declassified US 

diplomatic dispatches to provide details of American diplomacy during the 1971 war in 

their book Conflict & Diplomacy: US and the Birth of Bangladesh Pakistan Divides.266 

Veteran journalist Khalid Hasan has written a revealing account of the alleged hijacking 

of the Indian plane Ganga, which gave Indians reason to block the direct air passage to 

East Pakistan before the war.267 The Indian naval blockade of the East Pakistan is based 

on accounts like ‘1971 War: Remembering a Liberation War, Part Four: Blockade from 

the Seas,’268 and ‘Cold War Games.’269 The Indian account of the campaign in the 

eastern sector has been taken from Lieutenant General J.F.R. Jacobs book Surrender at 

Dacca: Birth of a Nation,270 and that in the western sector has been taken from 

Lieutenant General KP Candeth’s book The Western Front: Indo-Pakistan War in 

1971.271 A third party view of Pakistan’s internal crises including the civil war in East 
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Pakistan has been covered by BBC correspondent Owen Bennett Jones in his book 

Pakistan: Eye of the Storm.272  

 

1.3.14 India-Pakistan Crises in the Nuclear Age 

 1.3.14.1 Air Raids          

 It was extremely important to understand how close India and Pakistan were to a 

nuclear war during various periods of high tension and military mobilisation. A number 

of sources were consulted in this regard. Ravi Rikhye’s fictional account The Fourth 

Round: lndo-Pak War in 1984, perhaps a little dated, built up the scenario of an Indian air 

strike on Kahuta uranium enrichment, which resulted in a retaliatory Pakistani counter 

strike against the Indian parliament.273 General K.M. Arif confirms such possibilities 

during the 1980s in his book Working with Zia: Pakistan’s Power Politics 1977-1988.274 

The official history of the PAF has chronicled actual threats to Pakistan’s nuclear 

facilities from the Soviets during the occupation of Afghanistan and the air defence 

measures adopted by the PAF to counter these.275 In another work of fiction Blind Men of 

Hindoostan: Indo-Pak Nuclear War, former Indian Army Chief General K. Sundarji 

advocated the case for designing Indian nuclear strategy at the highest policymaking level 

in New Delhi.276  

 

 1.3.14.2 Brasstacks and the 1990 Crisis      
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 Exercise Brasstacks and the so-called spring of 1990 are covered in elaborate 

detail in books written by Bajpai, Ganguly, Cohen, Chari and Cheema.277 Devin T 

Hagerty’s article ‘Nuclear Deterrence in South Asia: the 1990 Indo-Pakistani Crisis,’278 

and Seymour Hersh’s investigative report ‘On the Nuclear Edge,’279 have hinted 

towards the chances of an inadvertent nuclear war taking place during these crises.  

 

 1.3.14.3 Kargil War     

 To determine the possibility of a nuclear exchange during the Kargil war, I read 

accounts written by the Indian and the Pakistani military chiefs of that time General V.P. 

Malik,280 and General Pervez Musharraf.281 Shireen Mazari’s book on the Kargil war 

echoes Pakistan’s official account.282 Shaukat Qadir’s analysis of the Kargil Conflict 

published in the prestigoud RUSI magazine is an unbiased and neutral account by a 

knowledgeable former military person.283 The official Indian account is given in the 

Kargil Review Committee Report.284 General Anthony Zinni’s Battle Ready refers to the 

American efforts to deescalate the situation.285 Hagerty and Chari’s Fearful Symmetry,286 

Robert G. Wirsing’s Kashmir in the Shadow of War: Regional Rivalries in the Nuclear 
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Age, 287 and Raj Chengappa’s Weapons of Peace: Secret Story of India’s Quest to be a 

Nuclear Power allude to the possibility of a nuclear war during this conflict. 288  Peter 

Lavoy’s Asymmetric Warfare in South Asia: The Causes and Consequences of the Kargil 

Conflict, provides an all round objective account from scholars and observers from 

India, Pakistan and the US.289 A blow by blow account of Nawaz Sharif’s July 4, 1999 

meeting with American President Clinton has been recorded by Bruce Riedel in his 

monograph American Diplomacy and the 1999 Kargil Summit at Blair House.290 This 

meeting also finds mention in Clinton’s autobiography Bill Clinton–My Life.291 Suhail 

Warraich’s The Traitor Within: Nawaz Sharif’s Story in his own Words, is a story of 

betrayal of the political leadership by its military.292 

 

1.3.14.3 Military Standoff 2002       

Rahul Roy-Chaudhury’s article ‘Nuclear Doctrine, Declaratory Policy, and 

Escalation Control’ has discussed the issue of nuclear and signalling and communication 

during the 2001-2002 military standoff between India and Pakistan.293  The debate on 

strategic stability in the South Asian subcontinent has been debated by a number of 

western scholars like Peter Lavoy and Christopher Clary,294 Michael Krepon,295 and 
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Rodney Jones.296 Naturally their point of view is considerably different from that of their 

South Asian counterparts. 

 

1.3.15 Indian and Pakistani Nuclear Programmes 

Following books and articles were helpful in determining the underlying 

motivations regarding Pakistan’s nuclear programme and policy: Z. A. Bhutto’s If I am 

Assassinated,297 Lieutenant General Kamal Matinuddin’s The Nuclearization of South 

Asia,298 Shahid-ur-Rehman Khan’s Long Road to Chagai,299 and Naeem A. Salik’s The 

Genesis of South Asian Nuclear Deterrence: Pakistan’s Perspective.300 Z. I. Cheema 

authoritative account on the role of nuclear weapons in Pakistan’s Defence Strategy,301 

and Lieutenant General Agha Umer Farooq research article published in the USAWC 

Strategy Research Project, of March 19, 2004 provided me with Pakistani viewpoint on 

the issue of nuclear deterrence in South Asia.302 Savita Dutt’s book To Chaghi and 

Beyond...Nuclear Developments in Pakistan gave the Indian view of Pakistan’s nuclear 

programme.303 A collection of articles collated by Lowell Dittmer quite eloquently 

explained the nuclear security dilemma of South Asia.304 
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A path breaking report prepared by Italian physicists P. Cotta-Ramusino and M. 

Martellini, based on their interviews with ranking officials of the Pakistani nuclear 

community provided the earliest insights into Pakistan’s evolving nuclear strategy and 

doctrine.305 The Pakistani viewpoint on the safety of its nuclear weapons has been 

covered in articles authored by Naeem A. Salik,306 and Rizwan Zeb.307 A monograph on 

the nuclear operational safety by Jamshed Azim Hashmi, Chairman Emeritus PNRA 

provides evidence that Pakistani scientists and technicians have sufficient knowledge to 

safely run its nuclear reactors.308  

Carey Sublette’s article on the beginning of the Pakistani Nuclear Weapon 

Programme,309 and Hans M. Kristensen’s report on Pakistani Nuclear Forces (circa 2009) 

were useful in determining the western views about Pakistan’s nuclear programme and 

Pakistani nuclear forces.310 More western assessments about Pakistani nuclear weapons 

were taken from articles like ‘Pakistan Nuclear Stockpile,’311 ‘Pakistan Missile: Special 

Weapon Delivery System’312 ‘Pakistan Army Equipment,’313 and ‘Indian and Pakistani 

Nuclear Weapons.’314 Pakistani concerns about its vast asymmetry in airpower have been 
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acutely explained by Air Commodore Tariq Mahmud Ashraf in his article ‘Airpower 

Imbalance – Nuclear Pakistan’s Achilles’ heel.’315 Tanham and Agmon have provided 

details of the force development of the IAF in their book The Indian Air Force: Trends 

and Prospects.316 Rodney W. Jones has highlighted the growing conventional military 

asymmetries between India and Pakistan and their impact on nuclear deterrence and 

strategic stability.317  

Reshmi Kazi has given the Indian perception of the Pakistani nuclear doctrine in 

her article ‘Pakistan’s Nuclear Doctrine and Strategy.’318 Official US view on Pakistani 

nuclear programme and the perceived proliferation threats are given in a CRS reports 

authored by Paul K. Kerr and Marry Beth Nikitin,319 and Sharon Otterman and Jayshree 

Bajoria.320 Information about Pakistani nuclear weapons and production of fissile 

material are given in articles by David Albright and Kevin O’Neill,321 David Albright and 

Paul Brennan,322 and Mark Hibbs.323 The European assessment of the Pakistani nuclear 
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reports/category/ pakistan/.  

322  David Albright & Paul Brannan, ‘Pakistan Appears to be Building a Third Plutonium Production 
Reactor at Khushab Nuclear Site, ‘Arms Control Today, accessed September 1, 2007, 

       www.armscontrol.org/act/2010_04/Mian.   
323  Mark Hibbs, ‘US now believes Pakistan to use Khushab Plutonium in Bomb,’ Nucleonics Week 

(July16, 1998), accessed April 22, 2008, www.globalsecurity.org/wmd/world/pakistan/khushab.htm.   
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weapon programme is given in SIPRI Yearbook 2009. The chances of an inadvertent 

nuclear war in South Asia have been discussed in a number of articles and papers 

authored by western analysts like Peter R. Lavoy and Stephen A. Smith,324 Michael 

Kreppon,325 and Benjamin Friedman.326 A lot of negative literature has been churned out 

against Pakistan’s alleged proliferation activity. One gets a fair idea of these allegations 

in the works of Levy and Scott-Clark,327 Gordon Corera, 328 and Bruno Tertrais.329  

 The Draft Indian Nuclear Policy 1999 provides the official version of the Indian 

nuclear policy. Details about the Indian nuclear aspirations, policy and programme are 

given in the writings of Ashley Tellis,330 Bharat Karnad,331 Dinshaw Mistry,332 and 

Jaswant Singh.333 T.S. Gopi Rethniraj has discussed the possibility of the resumption in 

nuclear testing by India.334 The American analysis of the Indian nuclear programme and 

its impact on the non-proliferation regime has been covered in detail in George Perkovich 

                                                 
324   Peter R. Lavoy & Stephen A. Smith, ‘The Risk of Inadvertent Nuclear Use between India and 

Pakistan,’ Strategic Insights (February 2003), accessed February 14, 2008, 
http://www.nps.edu/Academics/centers/ccc/publications/OnlineJournal/2003/ feb03/southAsia2.html.  

325  Michael Kreppon, ‘Stability-Instability Paradox, Misperceptions, and Escalation Control in South 
Asia.’ Stimson Institute, accessed October 18, 2009, 
 www.stimson.org/southasia/pdf/ESCCONTROLCHAPTER1.pdf. 

326   Benjamin Friedman, ‘India and Pakistan: War in the Nuclear Shadows,’ CDI, (June 18, 2002), 
accessed June 8, 2008, www.cdi.org/nuclear/nuclearshadow.cfm.   

327  Adrian Levy & Catherine Scott-Clark, Deception: Pakistan, the United States and the Global Weapons 
Conspiracy (London: Atlantic Books, 2007).  

328   Gordon Corera, Shopping for Bombs: Nuclear Proliferation, Global Insecurity, and the Rise and Fall 
of  the A.Q. Khan Network (London: Hurst & Company, 2006). 

329  Bruno Tertrais, “Pakistan’s Nuclear Exports: Was there a State Strategy?” Paper prepared for the 
Nonproliferation Policy Education Center, 20 July 2006, accessed May 14, 2009, www.npec-
web.org/Essays/20060720-Tertrais-PakistanNuclearExports.pdf. 

330  Ashley Tellis, India’s Emerging Nuclear Posture: Between Recessed Deterrent and Ready Arsenal 
(Santa Monica, Cal.: Rand Corp, 2001).  

331  Bharat Karnad, Nuclear Weapons and Indian Nuclear Security: The Realist Foundations of Strategy, 
2nd Edition (New Delhi: Macmillan India Ltd, 2005).  

332 Dinshaw Mistry, ‘Military Technology, National Power and Regional Security: The Strategic 
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Dilemma: India, Pakistan and China (New York: M.E. Sharpe Inc, 2005),  49-72. 
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his landmark book India’s Nuclear Bomb: The Impact on Global Proliferation.335 The 

Pakistani perspective of the Indian nuclear programme has been taken from Z.I. 

Cheema’s magnum opus on the evolution and development of Indian nuclear 

deterrence.336 P.R. Chari’s The Indo-US Nuclear Deal: Seeking Synergy in Bilateralism 

provides an overview of the Indo-US nuclear deal from an Indian point of view.337 The 

articles collated in this book explain the role played by various agents at the state and 

individual level in either obstructing or facilitating its finalisation. Sumit Ganguly and 

Kent L. Biringer in their article ‘Nuclear Crisis Stability in South Asia,’ posit that nuclear 

weapons have created more instability in the South Asian subcontinent,338 while S. Paul 

Kapur’s Dangerous Deterrent: Nuclear Weapons Proliferation and Conflict in South 

Asia advocates the case of nuclear non-proliferation South Asia. Amit Gupta has 

discussed regional power structures in the nuclear environment.339  

 Information about Indian Cold Start doctrine, which envisions operations below 

Pakistani nuclear thresholds, was based on conversations with friends and acquaintances 

in the military and works of Naeem Salik,340 and Walter C. Ladwig.341 

 

1.3.16 The Chinese Factor in the South Asian Equation 

                                                 
335   George Perkovich, India’s Nuclear Bomb: The Impact on Global Proliferation (Berkley: University of 

California Press, 1999).  
336   Z. I. Cheema, Indian Nuclear Deterrence: Its Evolution, Development and Implications for South 

Asian Security (Karachi: Oxford University Press, 2010). 
337  P. R. Chari, The Indo-US Nuclear Deal: Seeking Synergy in Bilateralism (New Delhi: Routledge, 

Taylor & Francis Group). 
338   Sumit Ganguly & Kent L. Biringer, ‘Nuclear Crisis Stability in South Asia,’ reproduced in Peter Lavoy 

and Surinder Rana’s ‘Standoff between India and Pakistan,’ Strategic Insights (March 2002).  
339  Amit Gupta, Building an Arsenal: The Evolution of Regional Power Force Structures (London: 

Greenwood Publishing Group, 1997). 
340  Naeem A. Salik, The Genesis of South Asian Nuclear Deterrence: Pakistan’s Perspective (Karachi: 

Oxford University Press, 20009), 246.   
341  Walter C. Ladwig III, ‘A Cold Start for Hot War? The India Army’s New Limited War Doctrine,’ 

International Security (Winter 2007/08).  
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 India-China war of 1962 has been succinctly covered in Neville Maxwell’s 

India’s China War.342 Indo US collaboration in monitoring the Chinese nuclear 

programme from eavesdropping stations in high Himalayas is given in Kohli and 

Conboy’s Spies in the Himalayas: Secret Missions and Perilous Climbs.343 Chinese 

foreign relations with the two superpowers during the Cold War is given in Lorenz M. 

Lüthi’s Sino Soviet Split: Cold War in the Communist World,344 and Robert S. Ross and 

Jiang Changbin (eds.), Re-examining the Cold War: U.S.-China Diplomacy, 1954-

1973.345 

1.3.17 Nuclear Programmes of other Countries 

Books authored by Avner Cohen,346 Seymour M. Hersh,347 and Shai Feldman,348 

provided me with a detailed account of Israel’s covert nuclear programme. Information 

about nuclear programmes of countries like Iran, China, Britain and France were gathered 

from multiple sources including a number of CRS Reports,349 and Avery Goldstein’s 

book Deterrence and Security in the 21st Century.350  
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Princeton, 2008). 
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1973 (Harvard: Harvard University Asia Center, 2002). 
346   Avner Cohen, Israel and the Bomb (New York: Columbia University Press, 1999).  
347  Seymour M. Hersh, The Samson Option: Israel, America and the Bomb(New York: Random House, 
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348 Shai Feldman, Israeli Nuclear Deterrence: A Strategy for the 1980s (New York: Columbia University 

Press, 1982). 
349 S. Squassoni, “Iran’s Nuclear Program,” CRS Report, Order Code RS21592 (Updated September 6, 

2006) and “Iran’s Nuclear Program: Recent Developments,” CRS Report, Order Code RS21592 
(September 6, 2006), accessed September 19, 2007, www.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/RS21592.pdf;  and 
H.D. Hassan , ‘Iranian Nuclear Sites’ CRS Report, Order Code RS22531 (November 13, 2006), 
accessed January 12, 2007, www.investigativeproject.org/documents/testimony/31.pdf. 
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1.4 THE ORGANIZATION OF THE DISSERTATION 

During the course of my research, I examined the concept of stability and 

deterrence within the context of the East–West relations during the Cold War and India–

Pakistan relationship before and after achieving the nuclear status. I broadly divided my 

study into two portions. In the first segment I studied the phenomenon of strategic 

stability within the framework of the US – Soviet relationship and in the second part I 

tested its applicability in the India – Pakistan situation.  I organised the result of my 

investigations into eight chapters. 

 

1.4.1 Part I:  East-West Conflict during the Cold War 

The first part comprising three chapters is about nuclear stability during the Cold 

War. It is a detailed study of the evolution of the concepts and theories of strategic 

stability and nuclear deterrence during the East-West conflict. It also includes an expose 

on the employment of arms control as a means to maintaining strategic stability during 

the Cold War and nuclear deterrence in the Post Cold War era.  

 

1.4.2 Part II: India-Pakistan Conflict 

 The last four chapters deal with the conflict in South Asia, its genesis and its 

evolution during the pre nuclear- and nuclear age (post 1974). This part also includes a 

detailed examination of the strategic culture of South Asia, the existing state of strategic 

stability and the prospects for the future. 
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Chapter 2  

CONCEPT OF STRATEGIC STABILITY  

AND OTHER NOTIONS 

 

2.1 THE THEORIES OF INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS 

Political scientists have propounded a host of theories to explain international 

norms and attitudes, which impact upon peace and stability. The examination of 

international relations through idealistic, scientific, behavioural and post behavioural 

perspectives has helped shape the theories of idealism, liberalism, and realism. Since 

these have been devised for the Westphalian state system, these do not always apply 

neatly to the situation in South Asia,

1 nonetheless these provide relevant scholarly pointers. In my opinion realism is the most 

appropriate theory to study international relations. A brief analysis is in order.   

 

2.1.1 Idealism and Liberalism     

Idealists and liberalists shun anarchy and place their faith in international law and 

international organisations as guarantors of peace and stability. Idealism preceded 

liberalism and was personified in American history by President Woodrow Wilson’s 

belief in the institution of the League of Nations.2 The main task of this supranational 

body was to ensure international stability by preventing wars. The outbreak of the Second 

World War signified the failure of this Geneva based institution, as a underwriter of 

                                                 
1   E. Sridharan, ed., The India-Pakistan Nuclear Relationship: Theories of Deterrence and International 

Relations (New Delhi: Routledge, 2007), 35.  
2   John Milton Cooper, Breaking the Heart of the World: Woodrow Wilson and the Fight for the League of 

Nations (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001), 4. 
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world peace and stability.3 The moribund League of Nations was replaced by the UNO 

towards the end of World War II.4 Although both, the US and the USSR were party to the 

creation of the new international political system, the rules of the United Nations charter 

did not strictly apply to their Cold War rivalry. After the end of the Cold War and the 

demise of the Soviet Union, the US stated ignoring the UN by making unilateral 

interventions in places like Afghanistan and Iraq. Different arguments were used to 

justify these military operations. In case of Afghanistan, it was a war against terror and in 

case of Iraq it was launched to pre-empt and destroy Sadam Hussein WMD’s post haste.5 

Clearly this ruthless and aggressive use of war as an instrument of policy is not in line 

with Woodrow Wilson’s ideals of liberalism.6 

 The liberalists in the pre Cold War era tried to place their faith in an international 

system,7 where wars were not a constant factor.8 The theory of liberalism holds that state 

preferences, rather than state capabilities, are the primary determinant of state behaviour. 

State preferences depend upon factors such as culture, economic system or the type of 

government. Unlike realism, where the state is seen as a unitary actor, liberalism allows 

for plurality in state actions. Liberals also believe that interaction between states is not 

limited to the high politics of defence and security, but also to low politics of economics 

and culture. Thus, instead of an anarchic international system, there are plenty of 

                                                 
3   League of Nations: History (1919-1946), UN Office in Geneva – Archives/Library, accessed February 

14, 2009, http://www.unog.ch/80256ee60057d930/(httppages)/1247483e6fed755a80256ef8004fe8fd 
?opendocument. 

4   Gilbert Murray, From the League to UN (London: Oxford University Press, 1948), 155-157. 
5   Eric A. Heinze, ‘Humanitarian Intervention and the War in Iraq: Norms, Discourse and State Practice,’ 

Parameters (Spring 2006): 20-34, accessed February 14, 2009, www.carlisle.army.mil/usawc 
/Parameters/06spring/heinze.htm. 

6   Hans J. Morgenthau, Politics among Nations: The Struggle for Power and Peace, 5th Edition (New 
York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1978), 33.  

7   Definition of Principal Terms in International Relations, accessed February 14, 2009,  
  cf.linnbenton.edu/artcom/social_science/clarkd/upload/Principal%20Terms.pdf.    
8  Bruce Buchan, ‘Explaining War and Peace: Kant and Liberal IR Theory,’ Alternatives: Global, Local, 

Political, Vol. 27, No. 4 (Oct-Dec 2002): 407-428, accessed February 14, 2009,  
findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_hb3225/is_4_27/ai_n28967444/pg_1.   
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opportunities for cooperation and broader notions of power. Another assumption is that 

absolute gains can be made through cooperation and interdependence – thus peace can be 

achieved. Smaller states like Pakistan would like the liberalist approach to work but they 

have little choice in making other international actors to let it happen.     

 

2.1.2 Realism 

The realist approach is an ancient one and goes back to the times of Kautilya in 

the South Asian subcontinent,9 and Thucydides in Greece.10 The followers of realism 

believes in the dictum that end justifies the means. It emphasises the fact that nations will 

always use their power to achieve goals and sees the key to peace in a system of balance 

of power. This means that an approximate equilibrium of power should always be 

maintained among rival states, to prevent the hegemony of anyone state. Realism is based 

on the assumptions that nation states are geographic units operating within an anarchic 

and chaotic international system. They are involved in perpetual competition with each 

other and do not cooperate within the framework of moralistic, ethical, legal and religious 

canons. These autonomous states ruthlessly pursue their self interests, with the primary 

goal of maintaining and ensuring their own security, sovereignty, survival and 

maximization of their national interests.  

Realism holds that a state’s attempts to amass resources in pursuit of its national 

interests and its relations with other states are determined by its relative level of power. 

The principal factors determining a state’s power are its military and economic 

                                                 
9   Thomas R. Trautmann. Kauṭilya and the Arthaśāstra: A Statistical Investigation of the Authorship and 

Evolution of the Text (Leiden: Brill, 1971). 
10  Rajesh M. Basrur, “International Relations Theories and Minimum Deterrence,” in E. Sridharan, ed., 

The India- Pakistan Nuclear Relationship, 130.  
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capabilities.11 According to a RAND study, the most important variables in a state’s 

power are its “population, human capital, economic power, technological prowess, and 

military capabilities.”12 The same study also gives: “domestic socio-political, 

international political, population, economic, agriculture, energy, technology, 

environment resources and quality,”13 as essential components of national power. 

Morgenthau in his landmark book Politics among Nations lists the essential elements of 

national power in the following order: geography, natural resources, population, national 

character, national morale, quality of diplomacy, and the quality of the government.14  

Morgenthau’s choice of geography as the leading factor in a nation’s power 

potential was based on his argument that geography alone is “the most stable factor, upon 

which the power of a nation depends.”15  More than a century before him Napoleon 

Bonaparte wrote ‘geography is destiny.’16 Words like geo-politics and geo-strategy have 

been devised to explain the importance of geography with reference to nation’s strategy 

and politics.17 A state’s security and its national aims and ambitions stem from its 

geography. Planners take special note of the geography before launching military 

campaigns and developmental projects. Geographic factors include things like locations, 

usable natural resources, limiting environmental factors, communication infrastructure 

etc.  

                                                 
11  Jack Donelly, Realism and International Relations (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2000), 

pp. 7-8, accessed February 14, 2009, assets.cambridge.org/97805215/92291/sample 
/9780521592291wsc00.pdf. 

12  `Treverton & Seth G. Jones, Measuring National Power, Rand (2005): 5. 
13  Ibid, 4. 
14  Morgenthau, Politics among Nations, 103-148. 
15  Ibid, 113.  
16  Quotation from Correspondances de Napoleon 1. Paris, 1860, cited by D. K. Adams, A Note: 

Geopolitics and Political Geography in the United States Between the Wars, Australian Journal of 
Politics and History, Vol. 6, Issue 1 (May 1960): 77-82,  accessed February 14, 2009, 
onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1467-8497. 1960. tb00783. x/full. 

17  Colin S. Gray and Geofery Sloan, eds., Geoploitics, Strategy and Geography (London: Frank Cass 
Publishers, 1999), 1.  
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When geography and other natural variables are not to their advantage, nations 

seek to enhance their power potential and improve their security systems through a 

system of alliances. These alliances serve to maintain balance of power in the international 

multi-state system.18 These collective groups are held together by shared national interests. 

Their common interests may not necessarily be based on common ideology or faith. In 

the quest to dominate, strong nations invite even relatively weaker nations into their 

alliance systems.19 According to realists, the balance of power keeps shifting, as states 

attempt to tilt it in their own favour. According to the theory of realism the relationship 

between the two superpowers during the Cold War was kept in balance through an 

intricate mechanism of power politics.20 Both the United States and the Soviet Union 

aggressively pursued their aims of global domination by projecting their military, 

economic and technological might. This combination was bolstered through a system of 

military and economic alliances. These alignments reflected common national interests. 

Paradoxically the US had among its allies democratic as well as non-democratic states, 

while the Soviet Union had within its sphere of influence non-communist countries like 

India.  

       Both superpowers used their military might to achieve their political aims in the 

inter- and intra-alliance equations. Nuclear weapons gave them an edge over non-nuclear 

countries. They amassed huge stockpiles of nuclear warheads and delivery means, which 

could have theoretically destroyed large segments of the planet earth and its population. 

These weapons were not only used to project power but also to deter war and aggression. 

                                                 
18  Hans Morgenthau, ‘Alliances,’ in Julian R. Friedman (ed.) et al. Alliance in International Politics, 

(Boston: Allyn and Bacon, Inc., 1970), 80.   
19   Liska, Nations in Alliance, 13.  
20  Michael Cox, ‘Hans J. Morgenthau, Classical Realism and the Cold War,’ (Annual Meeting of the 

International Studies Association, Town & Country Resort and Convention Center, San Diego, Cal., 
March 22, 2006), accessed February 5, 2009, http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p100824_index.html.  
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They also invested heavily in their military industrial complex,21 and maintained their 

global influence through the burgeoning international arms market. Some argue that it 

was by design that the superpowers did not allow conflict resolution to take place, since 

such a state of affairs would be against their extensive commercial interests. Moral and 

ethical aspects notwithstanding, arms exports helped nations presiding over huge military 

industrial complexes to enhance their political influence among client states.  

 

2.2 THE CONCEPT OF STABILITY 

 

2.2.1 Definition of Stability 

 The New Collins Concise Dictionary of English Language (1986 edition) 

describes stability as the state or quality of being stable. Stability is variously defined as 

resistance to sudden change, dislodgement or overthrow; constancy of character or 

purpose; tenacity; steadfastness; reliability or dependability. Stable strategic interstate 

relationship is one in which each side has enough knowledge of each other’s strategies 

and policies so that a change cannot be abruptly caused in their existing status.22 The 

phenomenon of stability has been academically discussed within the ambit of such 

diverse disciplines as “physics, biology, economics, sociology and political science.”23 

Since the advent of nation states, soldiers, statesmen, scholars and diplomats have 

                                                 
21   The term military industrial complex was used by US President Eisenhower in his 1961 farewell 

speech,’ Public Papers of the President Dwight D. Eisenhower, 1960, 1035- 1040, accessed February 
19, 2010, www.militaryindustrialcomplex.com/.      

22    Robert L. Pflatzgraff Jr, China-US Strategic Stability, The Nuclear Order-Build or Break, Carnegie 
Endowment for International Peace, Washington DC, accessed March 8, 2010,  
www.carnegieendowmnet.org/file2009_prepared_pfaltz.  

23      Morgenthau, Politics among Nations, 167-168. 
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seriously grappled with the issues of stability, while devising foreign policies and waging 

wars as extension of peacetime policies.24  

 

2.2.2 Strategic Stability 

 The term strategic stability was used with increasing frequency by scholars and 

practitioners of strategic studies during in the post World War II period to describe a set 

of inter related concepts, theories, policies and treaties designed to stabilise the East–

West conflict. The overarching concept was based on doctrines and strategies of nuclear 

deterrence, like policies of massive retaliation, mutually assured destruction (MAD), 

flexible response, and a raft of bilateral and multilateral arms control treaties. The key to 

Cold War strategic stability was the ability of each side to survive a pre-emptive nuclear 

attack with a sufficiently large stockpile of nuclear warheads and delivery means to 

launch a retaliatory strike. The voluminous body of Cold War literature indicates that 

nuclear weapons created a ‘delicate balance of terror,’25 that kept the US and USSR at 

bay during the fifty years of their superpower rivalry. The advent of the nuclear age and 

the availability of WMD have made the wages of war in terms of human life and 

destruction to material and environment unthinkable. Immorality of the nuclear weapons 

notwithstanding, it gave the nation possessing these, a chance of survival by deterring 

aggression, merely by threatening total destruction.26 Nuclear deterrence became the 

fulcrum in the balance of power equation between the two nuclear superpowers and the 

                                                 
24  The famous dictum of Prussian military philosopher Clausewitz (1780-1831) that ‘war is the 

continuation of politics by other means’ has become the central tenet of war-making in modern times.  
Carl von Clausewitz, On War, (London: N. Trübner, 1873), trans. Col J.J. Graham. 

25  Albert Wohlstetter, ‘The Delicate Balance of Terror,’ Foreign Affairs, Vol. 37, No. 2 (January 1959):  
230. The term was first used by Lester Pearson, Canadian Prime Minister and  Nobel Peace Prize 
winner in June 1955 at the 10th anniversary of the signing of the UN Charter: “the balance of terror has 
replaced the balance of power.” John F. Kennedy used the phrase in his 1961 inaugural address, when 
he described the US and the Soviet Union, “both racing to alter that uncertain balance of terror that 
stays the hand of mankind’s final war.” 

26  Lawrence Freedman, Evolution of Nuclear Strategy (London: MacMillan Press, 1987), 203.  
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ubiquitous threat to use nuclear weapons to prevent the enemy from attacking a vital 

nation’s interests became a constant, which created a stabilising effect in interstate 

relations.27  

A whole range of definitions have been used to describe the notion of strategic 

stability. Most of these, irrespective of the nationality of the scholars, who authored 

these, have similar conclusions. According to Philip Windsor, a British scholar, stability 

is the state in, “In any armed confrontation between hostile power blocs, neither side 

should be tempted to seek an advantage by attacking the opponent first.” This holds good 

for both nuclear and conventional level of armament.28 Others have been more specific in 

defining the phenomenon. In the opinion of an American analyst, the definition of 

strategic stability basically revolves “around the development of a relation of mutual 

deterrence between the United States and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics.” As a 

concept he doesn’t see it as simple or static, but views it “broadly as the result of 

effective deterrence.”29 A monograph of the US Command & General Staff College 

described strategic stability as a situation in which war is deterred on a strategic level by 

threats of attacks against enemy’s industrial base, centres of population, or strategic 

military forces.30 The Russian concept of strategic stability is somewhat similar. Writing 

in a foreign policy magazine, a First Deputy Chief of the General Staff of the Russian 

Armed Forces stated that strategic stability implied a state of the Soviet-American 

                                                 
27  Sauer, Nuclear Inertia p. 7.  
28   Philip Windsor, Strategic Thinking: An Introduction and Farewell, Marts Berdel & Spyros 

Economides, eds., (New Delhi: Viva Books Private Limited, 2006), 117-118.  
29   Amoretta M. Hoeber, ‘Strategic Stability,’ Air University Review, (July-August 1968), accessed 

June15, 2008, www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/aureview/1968/jul-aug/hoeber.html.   
30   Alvin Washington, ‘In Pursuit of Strategic Stability in NATO,’ US Army Command and General Staff 

College, Fort Leavenworth, July 1, 1988, p. 50, accessed September 19, 2007, 
http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA201598.  
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relations, within which they possessed enough nuclear weapons to destroy each other and 

the rest of the world several times over.  

The nuclear arms race led to nuclear parity, or a nuclear stalemate. While seeking 

to surpass each other in numbers and quality of nuclear warheads and missile systems, 

each side was, equally wary of provoking the opponent into pre-emptive actions. In the 

backdrop of the ‘stability of global fear,’ the superpowers indulged in ideological 

confrontation and deep mutual distrust and were loath to either compromise or reach an 

agreement to reduce the threat. Huge military budget fuelled tensions and prevented both 

countries from resolving vital issues. In Colonel General Baluyevsky’s view, the process 

of rapprochement adopted by the superpowers, during the period of détente was 

motivated by the mutual desire to reduce the level of confrontation and cut expenses for 

the nuclear weapons. In other words, both sides wanted to achieve strategic stability 

without resorting to force. The system of bilateral and multilateral treaties, which were 

concluded during this time defined, “parameters for the limitation of strategic 

armaments,” and “their step-by-step reduction.” Thus self sufficiency in defence became 

a “key criterion in determining the requirements imposed on the strategic weapons 

systems.”31 Thérèse Delpech, a French security analyst feels that strategic stability is a 

much abused notion, which has been used arbitrarily and indiscriminately. She 

imperiously rejects the idea that this Cold War notion in any manner resembles the 

classic concept of balance of power among major European powers during the 

eighteenth, nineteenth and the early part of the twentieth century.32 Robert Ayson of the 

Australian National University has a much wider perspective of stability. He has 

categorised political equilibrium into four main arenas within the framework of interstate 
                                                 
31   Baluyevsky, ‘Strategic Stability in a Globalized World: A Common Agenda for Russia and the United 

States,’.  
32    Delpech, “BMD and Strategic Stability.” 



  

60 
 

relations, namely the governance equilibrium, the policy equilibrium, the power 

equilibrium and the institutional equilibrium. He defined these different forms of 

international equilibria as: Governance equilibrium is the way in which “states organise 

and arrange themselves including their regime type.” Policy equilibrium is the way in 

which states develop overall policy stances including on foreign relations and national 

security.” Power equilibrium is the way in which “states develop forms of order based on 

the distribution of power between them;” and institutional equilibrium is the way “these 

states coordinate to produce the regimes which help govern the relations between 

them.”33 Ayson’s description of power equilibrium is perhaps nearest to the concept of 

strategic stability.  

 

2.2.3 Dynamics of Strategic Stability during the Cold War 

 One of the central preoccupations of strategic studies is how strategic stability 

worked during the Cold War period. Most of the written material on the subject tends to 

agree to the fundamental assumption that superpower relations during the Cold War were 

kept in place because of nuclear deterrence. American scholar Kenneth Waltz echoed this 

sentiment by stating: “The world has enjoyed more years of peace since 1945 than had 

been known in modern history, if peace is defined as the absence of general war among 

the major states of the world.”34  

Peace and stability are the antithesis of war and conflict. This judgment is based 

on the fact that conflict produces human misery and peace creates conditions for human 

happiness. However, the creation of stability may not necessarily be motivated by noble 

sentiments. If history is any guide, it is an established fact that status quo powers are 
                                                 
33  Robert Ayson, The Complex Stability of Political Equilibria (Draft), September 20, 2006, accessed 

September 19, 2007, unjobs.org/authors/robert-ayson.   
34    Kenneth N. Waltz, ‘More may be Better’ in Sagan & Waltz, A Debate Renewed, 4.  
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opposed to change, irrespective of whether it is a state of peace or war. On the other 

hand, anti status quo forces seek change in the existing order, most often through 

revolutions and wars. Change is rarely through a process of evolution. It is axiomatic 

therefore, that change disturbs the existing balance and ultimately creates a new order or 

hierarchy among nations. Human history is a chronicle of conflict and peace. Instability 

and stability within societies, tribes, divergent groups and nations is epitomised in the 

outburst of wars and a return to peace. Clearly these two phenomena represent the reverse 

sides of the same coin. For someone, seeking to understand the triggers of conflict and 

the essential ingredients for peace and stability, it is important to study the myriad 

concepts relevant to war and peace. International relations are driven by a complex set of 

dynamics and are influenced by a variety of factors. Based on his experience of the 

European game of power politics, American political scientist Han J. Morgenthau 

declared that “International politics, like all politics, is a struggle for power.”35 This was 

clearly visible in the game of subterfuge, deceit and shrewd manoeuvring of the European 

principalities and kingdoms in the ruthless battle of survival and dominance during the 

nineteenth century. It is amazing how these relatively small European nation states, 

colonised Asia and Africa, while moving in and out of regional alliances to dominate 

Europe. These shifting alliances weren’t based on noble sentiments of friendship or 

siding with a just cause rather these were motivated by selfish national interests. This 

cutthroat competition to achieve pre-eminence among nations, however, did not quite 

demolish or suppress the basic human yearning for peace and security. The formation of 

international organizations to promote peace and stability for humankind was a 

phenomenon of the twentieth century. The basic human desire for international harmony 
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and reconciliation was enshrined in the charter of the United Nations Organisation after 

the culmination of the Second World War.36 To achieve a state of peace and security, an 

absence of war or stability is of salience. The main purpose of this chapter is to 

investigate the concept of strategic stability and associated notions.  

 

2.2.4 Balance of Power & Strategic Stability 

As mentioned earlier, some scholars believe that the Cold War system of strategic 

stability was a re-enactment of the European balance of power system. The military and 

political balance that existed in the nineteenth century and the early part of the twentieth 

century within the European nation state system had emerged as a result of the Treaty of 

Westphalia of 1648.37 Within this system, a nation or a group of nations would project 

their collective power in a manner so as to discourage or prevent the other from imposing 

its will or interfering with the interests of another. Such a balance was usually achieved 

by striking strategic alliances. The term gained wide currency at the end of the 

Napoleonic Wars. Until World War I, Britain played the role of a balancer, in a number 

of shifting alliances. After World War II, US and its NATO allies were pitted against the 

Soviet Union and its satellites within the Warsaw Pact in a bipolar balance of power 

equation held in check by the threat of nuclear war.38 In the European balance of power 

system, nations sought to maintain an approximate equilibrium of power among many 

rivals, thus preventing the hegemony of a single state. Crucial to this system was a 

willingness on the part of national governments to change alliances as the situation 

demands in order to maintain the balance. According to Encyclopaedia Britannica, 
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Eleventh edition, Thucydides’ description of Greece in the 5th century BC and 

Guicciardini’s description of 15th century Italy are early illustrations of the balance of 

power paradigm in Europe. Its modern development began in the mid-17th century, when 

it was directed against Louis XIV’s France. Balance of power characterised the European 

nation state system between 1815 and 1914 and was the stated British objective for much 

of the 18th and 19th century. The European balance of power system began to lose its 

gloss in the 20th century. After World War I, proponents of international cooperation 

suggested the establishment of a collective security system within the framework of the 

League of Nation. The European balance of power system re-emerged after of the 

collective security system collapsed before the Second World War. After the War, the 

European colonial powers receded from the international centre stage and their place was 

taken up by two predominant international superpowers, located outside central Europe. 

Hans J. Morgenthau, whose thoughts and writings influenced and shaped post World War 

II American foreign policy, believed that lessons from European balance of power theory 

could be applied to the US – USSR strategic equation.39 The multi polar system among 

nation states within Europe before the First World War was less rigid as compared to the 

current international bipolar system. The alliances within this system, like the double or 

triple entente, changed as the interests of the states altered. Despite these frequent 

changes, it is widely believed that the ordering principle of the international system has 

fundamentally remained the same from the time of Thucydides to the advent of nuclear 

weapons.40  According to this point of view, long lasting peace is not likely to be 

achieved in a system of competing poles. The bipolar world order in the aftermath of the 

Second World War signified the emergence of two hegemonic power blocs, who had 
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aggressive global agendas. In the pursuit of their national interests they ruthlessly vied 

for bigger chunks of global resources, and totally mistrusted the other. This lack of trust 

and uncertainty created an international security dilemma. The desire of each great power 

to maximize its relative power resulted in a precarious balance of power equation was 

held in place by internal, as well as external balancing. Internal balancing was done by 

increasing the country’s economic and military might, while external balancing was done 

through a system of military and economic alliances. This method of alliances was 

different from the one in vogue in nineteenth century Europe, when major allies were 

more or less equal and were closely interdependent for their security needs. Within this 

arrangement the defection of one made its erstwhile partners vulnerable to a competing 

alliance. In the post World War II bipolar world, the word alliance took a whole new 

meaning and the superpowers came to occupy positions of superiority within their 

respective power bloc or sphere of influence.41 

 

2.2.5 Stability-Instability Paradox 

Stability in interstate relationship is a fragile commodity and is forever threatened 

by instability. Sometimes it so happens that the level of conflict simmers without boiling 

over and upsetting the strategic stability. This idea of low intensity conflict was most 

evident in the nuclear age. Glen Snyder, a deterrence theorist has been credited with 

coining this term.42 He emphasised that the stability-instability paradox was embedded in 

the enormity of the stakes involved in crossing the nuclear threshold. As posited by a 

number of deterrence theorists, offsetting nuclear capabilities by securing second-strike 

capabilities could induce special caution, providing the basis for war prevention and 
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escalation control. Such a strategy channelled the superpower competition into safer 

pursuits below the nuclear threshold. One object of which was to impose penalties on an 

adversary without inducing direct conflict.43 Simply stated the stability-instability 

paradox rests on two tenets: One, that offsetting nuclear capabilities will increase 

tensions between adversaries. Two, despite increased tensions and severe crises, nuclear-

armed adversaries will avoid a major conflict or a nuclear exchange. 

 

2.2.6 Arms Control & Stability 

Arms control and disarmament has been used as a negotiating tool for high 

diplomacy. During the Cold War rivals, arms control negotiations were imaginatively 

managed to maintain strategic stability without creating an asymmetry in the holdings of 

strategic and conventional weapons and thereby compromising on national security. This 

was also considered a convenient method to keep the expensive arms race from 

escalating out of control. The most important factor that had contributed towards this 

shift was the realisation that so many nuclear weapons had been developed and deployed 

that the slightest of mistake or miscalculation could blow up the world many times over. 

The arms control measures adopted included a wide array of bilateral and multilateral 

treaties binding both nuclear and non-nuclear countries to desist, control and reduce both 

conventional and nuclear weapons. The success of arms control negotiations or for that 

matter any interstate talks is dependent on variables like national policies, aims and 

objectives, quality of diplomacy and leadership, history and geography, demography, 

military power and economic strength and internal stability had salience in strategic 

decision making. Leadership assumes a vital role in keeping the talks from collapsing. 
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Often the leaders have to indulge in an act of brinkmanship and skilful crisis management 

to hammer out a compromise without giving in on essential national interests.  

During the nuclear age bilateral arms control between the superpowers was 

accompanied by an international non-proliferation regime. The official line 

notwithstanding, this subject has been extensively debated within the academic circles. 

The advocates of non-proliferation, the so-called ‘pessimists’ stress that the sheer 

destructive force of the nuclear weapons and the death and destruction that these can 

wreak would increase if more countries came to possess these. The so-called ‘optimists’ 

argue that more countries possessing WMD’s would add to the number of nations 

exercising self restraint and maturity.44 The pessimists insist that the dangers of a nuclear 

confrontation will increase exponentially as the number of nuclear powers grows and that 

a future catastrophe is all but certain. Since little can be done to avert such a terrible 

outcome or mitigate its consequences, the argument goes that efforts to stop proliferation 

in the first place must be redoubled. The optimists, by contrast, assume that the stability 

that nuclear weapons brought to the superpowers could be extended to other nations as 

well. The optimists contend that far from being a sure disaster, they argue, the spread of 

nuclear weapons could be a relatively cheap and easy albeit nerve wracking solution to 

the age old problem of war. The optimists and pessimists disagree on the likelihood of 

use of these weapons, and the scale of their use, intentionally or accidentally, by either a 

state or non-state group. A post-proliferation future is likely to be far more complex than 

either the pessimists or the optimists believe. In a multi-polar nuclear world, international 

politics will continue but in an environment dominated by fear and uncertainty, with new 

dangers and new possibilities for miscommunication adding to and complicating familiar 
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ones. As a result, many military plans, defence policies, and national security doctrines 

are up for significant revisions.45 

 

2.2.7 Strategic Culture and Strategic Stability 

A nation’s historical narrative shapes its international behaviour. It is interesting 

to note how each actor on the world stage perceives a place for itself and how it behaves 

to fulfil this self image. Americans for instance are imbued by the concept of their 

‘manifest destiny.’ A political catchphrase of the nineteenth century, Manifest Destiny 

eventually became a standard historical term, to justify the expansion of the United States 

across the North American continent. An early proponent of this concept was their 

nineteenth century US President John Quincy Adam.46 The belief in America’s Manifest 

Destiny held the view that the US was destined to expand from the Atlantic seaboard to 

the Pacific Ocean. This concept was widely interpreted to include the eventual absorption 

of all North America: Canada, Mexico, Cuba and Central America, and was used to 

validate territorial acquisitions. Advocates of Manifest Destiny believed that expansion 

was not only good, but that it was obvious (manifest) and certain (destiny).47 The idea of 

basing a country’s way of thinking on its historical narrative led to the evolution of the 

concept of ‘strategic culture’ during the Cold War. This provided a framework to gauge a 

state’s behaviour in a nuclear environment.  

Colin S. Gray an influential scholar defined strategic culture as “modes of thought 

and action,” which influence the decision to use force. These thoughts are based on 
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“perception of the national historical experience, from aspirations for responsible 

behaviour in national terms.”48 Iain Johnston, another scholar defined a nation’s strategic 

culture as “an ideational milieu which limits behaviour choices.” Such choices emerge 

from a set of commonly held assumptions, prejudices and preferences. These influences 

shape the thought process of the policymakers within their social, organisational and 

political environment.49 The national aims and objectives, grand strategies and military 

doctrines are a product of a nation’s strategic culture. Strategic culture is a collection of 

symbols and expressions reflected in the strategic language used to enunciate a country’s 

military policies and foreign relation options. The notion of strategic culture explains 

why actions and ideas sometimes seem to be at odds with what would be considered as 

rational choice for a state. Iain Johnston is of the view that factor of rationality should not 

be rejected out of hand in perceiving a strategic choice because: 

 Strategic culture is compatible with notions of limited rationality (where strategic 

culture simplifies reality), with process rationality (where strategic culture defines 

ranked preferences or narrows options) and with adaptive rationality (where 

historical choices, analogies, metaphors, and precedents are invoked to guide 

choice).50  

There is no universal model of how one state can assess the rationality or 

irrationality of another state. The history and experiences of each state point to the 

rational/irrational political choices that they are likely to follow. Iain Johnston has 

explained at length the nexus between a state’s culture and its preferred strategy:  
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Different states have different predominant strategic preferences that are rooted in 

the early or formative experiences of the state, and are influenced to some degree, 

by the philosophical, political, cultural and cognitive characteristics of the state 

and its elites.51  

John Snyder trashed the theory of Soviet strategic culture as perceived by the US 

analysts because in his opinion they were predicting Soviet responses in the same way as 

the Americans would react to a given situation. He strongly felt that this kind of 

behavioural prediction based on rational actor paradigm and game theoretical modelling 

was wrong. In his opinion each country had its own way to interpret, analyse and react to 

international events. He defined strategic culture as ‘the sum of ideas, conditioned 

emotional responses, and patterns of habitual behaviour that members of a national 

strategic community share with regard to nuclear strategy.’52 Ken Booth echoed Snyder’s 

sentiments by using historical examples to demonstrate that culture can have certain 

distorting effects in the study and practise of strategy which consequently leads to 

mistakes when it comes to an analysis through the international relations prism.53 Snyder 

and Booth’s basic argument was that the strategic culture of a country or nation should 

not be based on archetypical images or clichés rather it should be reflective of its central 

ethos and value system.   

A dispassionate analysis of the idea of strategic culture reveals that geographic 

considerations impact on nation’s decision making process in a number of ways. At one 

level, territorial claims lead policymakers to perceive the increased propensities for 

interstate conflict in a given region. At the other level, geo-strategic conditions influence 
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assessments about the viability or imminence of military operations.54 The US strategic 

culture is a case in point. Continental US is insulated from the rest of the world by the 

Atlantic and the Pacific oceans. When this insularity is breached, the US reacts violently. 

In American history the December 7, 1941 Japanese carrier borne attack on the US naval 

base at Pearl Harbour became a day that ‘will live in infamy.’55 America joined the war 

and ended up using nuclear weapons against the Japanese cities of Hiroshima and 

Nagasaki. The 9/11 attacks of 2001 have often been compared with Pearl Harbour 

attacks.56 American vanity was badly hurt and Bush in a manner reminiscent of a sheriff 

in Wild West movies declared that he wanted Osama bin Laden (OBL) ‘dead or alive.’ 

The retribution against Al Qaeda based in Taliban Afghanistan was swift and furious. All 

manner of armaments were used to flush out OBL and his cohorts from the caves of Tora 

Bora. The inability of the Americans to apprehend Bin Laden and destroy Al Qaeda even 

a after a decade long military operations and its impact on their strategic culture and 

collective psyche is stuff for another research project. However, one thing is quite clear; 

notions like deterrence, strategic stability and strategic culture are based on the 

perceptions of different nations and defy common definitions. Each nation constructs 

these concepts according to its own requirements and draws its own conclusions.    

2.3 CONCEPT OF DETERRENCE 

 

2.3.1   Anatomy of Deterrence 
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As argued earlier stability is the direct consequence of deterrence. Deterrence at 

the policy level is understood to be the strategy of discouraging hostile action by a 

potential aggressor. “The essence of deterrence is that one state party prevents the other 

from doing something that the other party does not want by threatening to harm the other 

party if it does.”57 Although the term deterrence may mean more than one thing but its 

primary focus in statecraft, has become synonymous with “preventing an outright 

military attack.”58 The Collins English Dictionary and Thesaurus describes deterrence as 

the “prevention of something, especially war or crime, by having something such as 

weapons or punishment to use as a threat.” The English word ‘deterrence’ has its roots in 

the Latin word detrre (to frighten from or away). Deterrence implies “in almost any 

setting to attempt to induce caution by threat of pain.”59 The US DoD defines deterrence 

as “the prevention from action by fear of the consequences.” This fear can be induced by 

presenting a credible threat based on unacceptable counteraction.60 Deterrence is a 

difficult concept to prove, because it is based on causing something not to happen. This 

notion is used against traditional nation-state bound by all the responsibilities of 

statehood. Strategies of dissuasion and deterrence are interwoven with traditional 

mechanisms used to maintain international stability, such as negotiations, treaties, arms 

control agreements, and other diplomatic tools. Most states maintain suitable military 

forces for the purposes of deterrence and reinforce these with tools of diplomacy.  

During the early part of the twentieth century, German Grand Admiral Alfred von 

Tirpitz admirably used a small naval force to deter the much larger British Royal Navy 
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(RN). Tirpitz developed the theory of Kleinkrieg or small operations to degrade the 

combat worth of the RN through the use of mines, coastal batteries, and submarines until 

the German fleet could match it ship for ship.61 The inferior German Risikoflotte or ‘risk 

fleet,’ created an impression that it could actually inflict unacceptable losses on the much 

larger RN,62 equipped with huge ships like HMS Dreadnought.63 An ardent admirer of 

American naval strategist Alfred Thayer Mahan, Tirpitz had vigorously campaigned for a 

greatly enlarged German naval fleet. Thanks to the Tirpitz-Plan, by 1914 Germany had 

replaced France and Russia as the second largest naval power of the world, though  still 

roughly less than half the size of the RN.64 The expansion was part of Tirpitz’s risk 

theory (something similar to game theory), which aimed to build up the German Navy to 

a level, where the British would avoid confrontation with Germany, in order to maintain 

a fleet in being. Theoretically speaking in this new equation, the British fleet ran the risk 

of losing the naval dominance and by extension, the main instrument of controlling the 

vast British Empire. Tirpitz felt that by deterring the British at sea, he would improve the 

odds for the German Reich to emerge as a great power. 

Tirpitz was actually trying to achieve deterrence through ‘compellence.’  The 

terms deterrence and compellence need to be clearly distinguished. Deterrence implies 

the use of threat to manipulate the behaviour of others so that they are stopped from 

doing something unwanted or something that they have been doing earlier.65 The strategy 

of compellence, is actually meant to force the hand of a state on under threat to 

commence action against a growing risk, and thus become embroiled into an unwanted 
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battle that wears down its military capabilities.66 Although deterrence may occur 

unintentionally, it most commonly denotes deliberate efforts to prevent the initiation of 

aggression. Such an effect can be achieved either by convincing a would-be aggressor 

that an attack will fail because of ‘deterrence by denial,’67 or by giving the impression 

that success would be achieved at an exorbitant price through ‘deterrence by 

punishment.’68 Punishment is based on the threat of launching retaliatory attacks. 

Holding of nuclear weapons is part of the strategy of deterrence by punishment. 

However, deterrence can also be achieved by putting in place systems that make a 

successful first-strike very unlikely. This is deterrence by denial and the systems referred 

to may be anything from the Ballistic Missile Defence Shield (BMDS), to highly evolved 

intelligence and security programmes.  

 

2.3.2 Nuclear Deterrence 

Nuclear politics was at the heart of Cold War strategic stability. It was a 

widespread belief among the American policymakers that the stockpiling of nuclear 

weapons and their forward deployment in Europe would deter the Soviet Union from 

launching a conventional attack against their Western European allies.69 The Americans 

held a nuclear monopoly during the first four years (1945-49) and had a decisive 

superiority during the next seven years, (1950-57). The American Generals insisted that 

their nuclear policy was purely defensive in nature. The Soviets did not believe in the 

Americans’ ‘protestations of peaceful intentions’ and went full throttle to ‘neutralize’ the 
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nuclear advantage.70 The nuclear deterrence meant not only producing warheads of 

higher yields but also developing effective delivery means. In the beginning the primary 

means of delivering nuclear weapons were the long range bombers of the famous US 

Strategic Air Command (SAC). The most well known among the American bombers was 

the B 29 Superfortress, which had been used to drop the nuclear bombs on Japan. The 

comparable Soviet bomber of its time was the TU4.71 As the air defence capabilities 

improved, making it more difficult for the bombers to penetrate the protective cordons 

around the target areas, the emphasis shifted to ballistic missiles.72 In 1957 a ‘missile 

gap’ scare was created based on exaggerated estimates of the Soviet missile capability 

postulated by the United States Air Force (USAF) and the Gaither Committee Report.73 

The so-called missile gap closed during the 1960s, as both countries developed and 

deployed ICBM’s with extensive counter city capabilities.74  

 

2.3.3 Credibility of Deterrence 

 The use of nuclear weapons in the August 1945 raised deterrence to a new and 

inviolate level. Three reasons could be ascribed to nuclear weapons’ ascension to the 

status of ultimate instruments of deterrence. Firstly, effective defence against a massive 

nuclear attack is virtually impossible; therefore, safety lies only in averting such an 

attack. Secondly, the destructive power of nuclear weapons increases the threat of 

retaliation by nations, who possess such weapons; and thirdly, the scale of destruction in 

a nuclear retaliation can greatly exceed the value of any gains that can be achieved by the 

initial attack. The strategy of deterrence became the centrepiece of the Cold War. The US 
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made up their limited conventional military capability to defend Europe with forward 

deployment of nuclear weapons in the territories of its North Atlantic Treaty (NATO) 

allies. Nuclear retaliation was considered a sure shot means to deter conventional as well 

as nuclear aggression. These strategies were variously known as Massive Retaliation, 

Mutually Assured Destruction (MAD) and Flexible Response.75 With the passage of 

time, it was recognized that nuclear deterrence per se also presented difficulties of its 

own, like the issue of credibility. Nuclear deterrence could only be considered real, if the 

threat to retaliate was plausible. Credibility required both the physical capacity to 

retaliate and the perceived will to do so. This demanded that retaliatory forces should be 

able to survive the nuclear first strike. The favoured option was to place missiles either in 

hardened silos or submarines on sea patrols.  

To deter the enemy from attacking needs to be backed up by a guaranteed strong 

retaliatory capability. In Brodie’s opinion deterrence package includes target selection 

and allocation of weapons for each target. He feels that deterrent capabilities are 

influenced greatly by the ‘state of civil defence’ and arms ‘limitation and control.’76 On 

the negative side, if the threat of using nuclear weapons is not implemented a few times, 

after the breakdown of deterrence, its effect “will automatically fade away.”77 Nuclear 

deterrence has other drawbacks. First and foremost, nuclear command and control 

systems are vulnerable because these are dependent on an array of technologically 

sophisticated architectures. A set of conflicting technologies make the system extremely 

difficult to control i.e. In order to remove the possibility of failure through accident, 
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technical failure or sabotage, a ‘fail safe’ mechanism is embedded in the system. 78 It is 

the technical action taken or mechanism that ensures that a genuine nuclear order is 

executed without any glitch. It is based on among other things through dependable 

backup systems. This practice contrasts with an equally dependable system of ‘abort 

orders’ meant to prevent a last minute launch and thus avert a nuclear catastrophe.  

Paradoxically, while meaningful deterrence must always be credible, there are no 

practical measures to check this reliability.  

The nuclear command and control systems are also vulnerable to cyber attacks. 

The introduction of the Stuxnet computer worm into the Siemens machines controlling 

the Iranian centrifuges  is an example that the command and control systems can be made 

to go haywire through technical means, 79 and thereby erode the credibility of a country’s 

nuclear deterrence. 

 

2.3.4 Deterrence Psychology 

French General Beaufre succinctly described strategy of deterrence as ‘the art of 

the dialectic of wills using force to resolve their conflict’ in order to ‘convince’ the 

adversary ‘that to engage or pursue the battle is pointless.’80 Deterrence is basically a 

mind game and deterrence psychology can be illustrated with the help of the example of 

two hostile state parties A and B. In order for A to successfully deter B, it must 

understand in intricate detail how B thinks and behaves. Armed with this information, A 

can induce B, how not to act. In order to be deterred B must actually think and behave as 
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A would like it to believe. If B does not comprehend, how A wants it to behave, there 

could be unwanted retaliation, resulting in unacceptable consequences. B must, therefore 

understand the potential rewards for not acting against A’s game plan.81 Within the 

framework of deterrence, two hostile actors mutually discourage aggression, without 

resorting to military aggression. Successful deterrence depends on the interaction of 

capabilities and will, and upon perceptions of both. The issue of will, in particular, is a 

key variable in determining whether deterrence is successful and how the intent of one is 

perceived by the other? The importance of perceptions of will and intent explains the 

importance of clear cut nuclear policies. These policies must be clearly understood by the 

adversary. Successful nuclear deterrence is often backed up by the fearful possibility that 

seemingly irrational action may become rational during times of stress. Good 

communication is indispensable, but from time to time, a little craziness has its merits. 

The guiding question for those who practice foreign policy what does the other side value 

most in a state of uncertainty? Deterrence can occur in two senses: deterrence through 

denial and deterrence through punishment. The two can occur at the same time. 

“Deterrence by the threat of punishment requires identifiable targets and works best on 

organized groups that can be located and attacked.”82 The perception of deterrence is 

reinforced through ‘declaratory’ and ‘operational’ policies. To sharpen the enemy’s 

perception, a declaratory policy lays out the circumstances under which a nuclear 

retaliation can be expected. NWS usually declare their intention not to attack Non 

Nuclear Weapon States but do not hesitate to attach conditions to such a policy. The 

operational policy of a NWS covers the safety measures and targeting policy. To appear 
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rational, responsible and risk free, states possessing nuclear weapons take their nuclear 

operational policy very seriously. Nuclear safety includes measures like physical security 

of warheads, delivery means, fissile material and those handling these weapons. It 

includes technical means like the Permissive Action Links (PAL). While selecting 

nuclear targets counterforce measures are usually avoided because the purpose is not to 

eliminate the nuclear capabilities of the enemy but to punish it in case of the breakdown 

of deterrence.83   

 

2.3.5 Deterrence and Rationality 

For deterrence to be believable it should have a fair degree of rationality attached 

to it. If a state party adopts an unpredictable response, deterrence may not function in the 

classical sense. The rational choice or rational action choice theory assumes that human 

behaviour is guided by reason and that individuals always choose what they believe to be 

the best means to achieve their given ends.84 The basic idea of rational choice theory is to 

determine the choices made by individuals and societies based on their judgement of how 

to maximize their benefits and minimize their losses. In other words, independent and 

collective decisions are based on cost and benefit analyses of different courses of action. 

This kind of decision making is easy to see in economic terms. In general, people will 

choose the object that provides the greatest reward at the lowest cost. Rational choice 

theory is seen differently in the realm of nuclear strategy. In order for a nuclear 

deterrence to appear credible, national leaders have to at times display a streak of 

irrationality.85 Moralists have long debated whether nuclear deterrence based on 
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‘irrationality’ is morally or ethically correct?86 Joseph Nye has called this option between 

rational choice and nuclear deterrence a nuclear predicament, which does not have 

religious, societal or cultural sanction.87 Regardless of the morality aspect, the US retains 

the element of ‘irrationality’88 and maintains a No No-First-Use (NFU) clause in its 

nuclear doctrine.89 Pakistani leadership in times of crises have made it all too clear that 

they would use all means at their disposal to deter war. This threat has always implied the 

use of nuclear weapons.90 On the face of it, India claims that it would not make the 

nuclear first strike but has revised its draft nuclear doctrine to state that it will retaliate 

with nuclear weapons “in the event of a major attack against India or Indian forces 

anywhere” – an attack made not just with nuclear weapons, but also with biological and 

chemical weapons.91  

 

2.3.6 The Quality of Deterrence 

No scientific or accurate measure has been developed to gauge the deterrent 

balance. As illustrated by the Tirpitz Plan, even a small deterrent force can sometimes be 

effective against a larger force, provided the smaller deterrent can project the capability 

of inflicting unacceptable levels of damage. This depends not only on an assessment by 

each opponent of the other’s subjective evaluation of unacceptable damage but also on 

the offensive capabilities of the small deterrent relative to possible defensive capabilities 

of the opponent. The size of the deterrence can, therefore vary from minimum deterrence 
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to maximum deterrence. Minimum deterrence is closely linked to the concept of 

‘existential deterrence.’ That is to say that the existence of nuclear weapons, irrespective 

of the type and kind of force structures, declaratory and operational policy, should be able 

to effectively deter any kind of aggression. According to the theory of minimum 

deterrence, nuclear weapons should be used only as a weapon of last resort, when the 

very existence of a state is at stake. When a state party pursues a policy of minimum 

deterrence it sets the ceiling of its nuclear arsenal, which should not be very large but 

credible enough to deter an attack. Some arms control experts are of the view that the 

minimum number of warheads, when mounted on ICBM’s, carried by relatively secure 

platforms like the stealth submarines should not be more than a dozen. According to one 

estimate, in case the enemy has an effective BMDS, this number should not exceed 

hundred. It has been argued that there is no real need for strategic parity within the policy 

of minimum deterrence.92 Maximum deterrence favours a secure second strike capability. 

Those subscribing to this strategy advocate that sufficient forces should be built to 

survive a massive first strike, and to be able to launch a counter strike. The maximalists 

favour an ambiguous policy on a declaratory one. They suggest the response options 

should not be unveiled in advance. They underscore the credibility of nuclear response 

rather than their mere existence. They recommend massive retaliation, instead of a 

warning shot. Since the first strike by the enemy is not ruled out in the strategy of 

maximum deterrence, the nuclear weapons are prepared for pre-emption or kept on hair 

trigger alerts like Launch on Warning (LOW) or Launch under Attack (LUA).93   

Deterrence theory generally refers to a strategy in a field of potential conflict, 

where the threat of unacceptable damage is made clear to a potential aggressor, so that he 
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refrains from aggression. This entails the threat of use of a wide range of economic, 

diplomatic and military deterrents. Military deterrence includes both conventional and 

nuclear weapons. Modern security literature speaks of various concepts of deterrence 

strategy, namely by punishment, dissuasion, denial, and pre-emption.94 Throughout 

history, the dominant method of achieving deterrence has been by building credible and 

potent military forces capable of inflicting punishment, if vital interests are threatened. 

Deterrence by denial is achieved by putting in place robust defensive or Early Warning 

systems that make a successful first-strike very unlikely. These ‘systems’ could be 

anything from a BMDS system, to a highly-evolved intelligence and security programme. 

Aggressors are deterred, if they choose not to act, perceiving the cost of their action to be 

too high in relation to its likely success. Arguably the Cold War nuclear deterrence has 

been the most effective device to prevent wars. More specifically it was the posture of 

threatening the opponent’s vital interests at all times that prevented war. Nuclear 

deterrence is aimed, not only against the use of nuclear weapons but also against the use 

of threat of nuclear weapons in vital circumstances. The theory of nuclear deterrence calls 

upon possessing sufficient nuclear weapons “to destroy or severely decimate an enemy 

nation’s military and civilian population,” in order to “deter that enemy from 

attacking.”95 Cold War deterrence included frequent demonstrations of the credibility of 

nuclear threats. Both parties performed “elaborate rituals like nuclear testing, missile 

flight tests, command post exercises, deployment of nuclear weapons and nuclear 

brinkmanship. Concerns over the delicacy of deterrence meant that technological 

evolutions like ballistic missiles, MIRVing, improved accuracy, and missile defences 
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could trigger a series of destabilising reactions and counter reactions.”96 Had any of the 

nuclear signals been misinterpreted or ignored, it could have resulted in frightful 

consequences.  

 

2.3.7 The Policy of Containment through Nuclear Deterrence 

The US policy of containment during the Cold War was intrinsically linked to 

nuclear deterrence. At the end of the Second World War, the Soviet Union was seen as a 

great military power with large conventional forces and an immense potential to 

influence and control developing nations emerging out of the colonial era. This threat 

perception was based on documents like the Long Telegram sent by George F. Kennan, 

the US Chargé d' Affaires in Moscow in the mid-1940s.97 Kennan’s hypothesis of the 

growing communist threat and the need to contain it became an article of faith with US 

policymakers during the Cold War. The Policy of Containment called for aggressive 

measures to restrict the Soviet global influence. On a parallel track the theory of strategic 

stability theory emerged as a product of the arms control debate.98 According to this 

theory, deterrence could be used as a tool to achieve stability between potentially hostile 

nations. However, the risk of war cannot be ruled out, particularly if one side has the 

ability to make a surprise first strike.99 Its proponents believe that “the likelihood of war 

is determined by how great a reward is attached to jumping the gun.”100 It is inferred, 

therefore, that it is better to reduce or eliminate the possibility of a surprise attack. 
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Although war avoidance is at the core of deterrence, the possibility of an inadvertent war 

has never been ruled out.  

 

2.3.8 Nuclear Deterrence, Inadvertent/Accidental War and Pre-Emption 

The theory of inadvertent war was based on Thomas Schelling’s idea that a 

“modest temptation on each side to sneak in a first blow,” might lead to war, even if there 

was no fundamental basis for an attack.101 The incentive to pre-empt combined with the 

fear of being pre-empted could theoretically precipitate an avoidable war. Noted arms 

control scholar Robert Jervis feels that that historically wars have broken out even 

between countries, who believed in preserving the status quo.  Such mishaps occurred 

when the states’ security interests clashed with each other, rendering their relationship 

unstable.102 Bernard Brodie, however, strongly believed that nuclear war was an 

‘unthinkable’ notion and rejected the theory that an accidental war may somehow 

suddenly and unwittingly take place in a nuclear environment.103 The Cuban Missile 

Crisis is often cited as an example of the great risk of an accidental war, if statesmen lose 

control of the situation. Mark L. Haas has theorized that no accidental war took place in 

this Crisis because neither the Soviet nor the American political leadership were prepared 

to lose their gains in a nuclear conflict. Haas built up his case on declassified information 

on the Crisis released by the American and Soviet governments. He ascertained the 

anticipated benefits, costs, and probabilities of success associated with each of the major 

policy choices that the key leaders of both superpowers perceived before making each 

major decisions. Using this information and the logic of game-theory models, he 
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constructed a baseline that helps one understand when prospect or expected-utility theory 

provides the better explanation for a particular decision. Prospect Theory, developed by 

Kahneman and Tversky states that there is an irrational tendency to be less willing to 

gamble with profits than with losses. This theory predicts that when individuals perceive 

themselves to be experiencing losses at the time they make a decision, and when their 

probability estimates associated with their principal policy options are in the moderate to 

high range, they will tend to make excessively risky, non-value maximizing choices.104 

He claims that the evidence for the Cuban Missile Crisis supports this prediction that the 

most important decisions were made by Khrushchev and Kennedy.105 The Cuban Missile 

Crisis also proved how vital it was to keep communication channels open through 

traditional and non-traditional means to maintain crisis stability. Informal channels of 

communication involving journalists, military attachés, and intelligence officers helped 

link the Kennedy White House and the Khrushchev leadership in the Kremlin. At times 

these multiple means of passing information distorted the intent of communication 

through deceptive actions but at other times ensured that contact did not totally break 

down and provided a degree of control over events.106 Another unique feature of the East 

– West relationship during crises and détente was the maintenance of communication 

channels at various tiers. It included summit level meeting between the heads of the state, 

an extended series of expert level negotiations on arms limitation and reduction talks and 

hotlines between the military and civilian hierarchies and people to people contacts. This 

factor alone has prevented the breakdown of deterrence. In case of India and Pakistan, 

international diplomacy has played an important role in preventing the breakdown of 

                                                 
104   Kahneman & Tversky, ‘Prospect Theory: An Analysis of Decision under Risk,’ Econometrica. 
105   Mark L. Haas, ‘Prospect Theory and the Cuban Missile Crisis,’ International Studies Quarterly (2001), 

45: 241-270, accessed September 24, 2007, www.jstor.org/stable/3096110. 
106   Solomon, “The Information Revolution and International Conflict Management.” Virtual Diplomacy 

Conference, United States Institute of Peace. 



  

85 
 

deterrence. This phenomenon was experienced in all India – Pakistan crises, particularly 

after it became known that they possessed nuclear weapons.107 

 

2.4 ESCALATION CONTROL 

  To keep the Cold War in check, the policy planners learnt the art of escalation 

control. It was a finely calibrated exercise to keep the evolving crisis from getting out of 

hand. Theoretically, the ‘escalation spiral’ can be controlled through ‘escalation 

matching’ or ‘escalation dominance’. The policy of escalation matching depends on the 

ability of the forces to fight a war at whatever level the enemy chooses to escalate the 

crisis, while that of escalation dominance aims at having superiority at every possible 

level of combat. Such a capability is expected to keep the chances of war limited.108 

However, realistically speaking there are no guarantees that an escalation can be 

successfully controlled to avoid a nuclear catastrophe.  

US military strategy during the Cold War envisaged fighting a conventional war 

in Europe in the initial phases, and wanted its NATO allies to upgrade and strengthen 

their conventional forces against the Warsaw Pact, in order to raise the nuclear threshold 

and thereby reduce the possibility of a nuclear conflict. The European nations on the 

other hand preferred to shelter under the American nuclear umbrella and thus save the 

expenses involved. Consequently, American decided to employ the threat of nuclear 

weapons at all levels to derive a capacity for ‘escalation dominance.’ This was defined as 

“a capacity, other things being equal, to enable the side possessing it to enjoy marked 
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advantages in a given region of the escalation ladder.”109 It envisaged conventional and 

nuclear war fighting being conducted along defined rungs of violence as visualised by 

Herman Kahn.  Kahn had drawn up different scenarios for a nuclear conflict on the 

assumption that it would progress in an orderly fashion. Initially he had described 16 

rungs of escalation, which he later increased to 44. He, however, did concede that many 

of the rungs could be skipped and one could go directly from a ‘crisis’ to an ‘all-out’ 

war.110  

The uncertainty of planning for a logical escalation sequence led to alternative 

theories that envisaged shifting the onus of decision making on to the other side, by 

presenting it with a choice of either continuing with an action that could lead to initiation 

of the nuclear exchange or discontinuing such action to ensure that such an exchange did 

not take place. This concept drew on Schelling’s thesis that: “To share an increase in risk 

with an enemy may provide him an overpowering incentive to layoff.” This shared risk 

perception is created through “irreversible manoeuvres or commitments, so that only the 

enemy’s withdrawal can tranquilize the situation; otherwise it may turn out to be a 

contest of nerves.”111 The concepts of escalation control and stable nuclear deterrence 

were based on the assumption that rational actors wouldn’t abandon reason, even in the 

deepest crisis. Confident of their own rationality, the US and the USSR kept their nuclear 

arsenals on Launch on Warning (LOW) alert.112 Potentially these hair trigger alerts could 

have inadvertently caused a nuclear Apocalypse. After the end of the Cold War the 

concept of irrationally was extended to non state actors and the so-called rogue states. A 
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moral argument was forwarded by the international non-proliferation lobby that while 

countries like democratic India could be trusted with nuclear weapons, countries 

governed by unpredictable leaders like those in Iran and North Korea could not be 

allowed to have nuclear weapons.  
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Chapter 3  

STABILITY AND NUCLEAR DETERRENCE  

DURING THE COLD WAR  

 

3.1 THE GENESIS OF THE COLD WAR 

After the termination of the Second World War there was much hope and 

anticipation of a peaceful world. Unfortunately, the euphoria of the triumphant linkup of 

the Red Army and the US Army in April 1945, on the banks of the River Elbe, in the 

village of Torgau, in war ravaged Germany, did not translate into peacetime cooperation.1 

It was replaced by an intense superpower competition to dominate Europe and indeed the 

rest of the world. So instead of withdrawing forces at the end of the War, the Americans 

deployed both conventional and nuclear forces in Europe to counter what they perceived 

as the emerging Soviet threat. In due course of time nuclear weapons became the de 

riguer means of deterrence.2 It formed the kernel of the dominant military strategy to 

balance the strategic East-West relationship, in the post World War Europe.3  

The American aspiration to control Europe after the Second World War was 

inspired by Halford Mackinder’s 1904 theory of world domination, by controlling the 

‘pivot areas.’4 By 1919 Mackinder had refined his ideas into the ‘Heartland’ theory. The 

crux of this theory was summed up in the famous and succinct dictum: Who rules Eastern 

Europe commands the Heartland; Who rules the Heartland commands the World-Island, 

Who rules the World-Island commands the World. As it became abundantly clear that the 
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United States was set to replace the British Empire as the next great power, in the post-

war world order, Mackinder emphasised upon the Americans the vital strategic 

importance of controlling the ‘Heartland’ i.e. the northern part and the interior of Eurasia, 

essentially Russia-Ukraine-Byelorussia, or what was then the USSR. Mackinder pointed 

out to his American policy readers, that if the Soviet Union emerged from this war as the 

conqueror of Germany, it could eventually rank as the greatest power on the globe, since 

it was strategically occupying the strongest defensive position, the Heartland, which  is 

‘the greatest natural fortress on earth.’ He went on to suggest that Western Europe, above 

all the German industrial challenge to the Anglo-American hegemony, would best be 

contained by a hostile Heartland USSR power to the east and a militarily strong 

American power on the Atlantic. In a certain sense it did not matter whether the USSR 

was still friendly to Washington or it had become a Cold War foe. The effect was to 

contain Western Europe and make it a US sphere of influence after 1945.5 The American 

policymakers took Mackinder’s advice seriously. In the long run, however, it turned out 

that the Americans had to heavily rely on nuclear weapons to deter Soviet Union from 

militarily influencing Europe.6  

The Cold War conflict spanned the better part of the second half of the twentieth 

century and charted a sputtering trajectory, recording sharp spikes along the way. The US 

and the Soviet Union rapidly moved apart in the post Second World War period, as they 

visualised the post-war world through the lens of their peculiar ideologies. Initially they 

postured menacingly to control Europe but soon enough the effects of their conflict were 

felt in all parts of the world. Their rivalry was played out in multiple arenas: military 
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coalitions, ideological campaigns, psychological and espionage operations; military, 

industrial, and technological developments; costly defence spending; a massive 

conventional and nuclear arms race; and many proxy wars. It always stopped short of a 

direct military engagement. As post-Second World War period began to unfold, the 

Americans perceived that Soviet Union’s aggressive foreign policy backed by heavy 

forward military deployments in Europe as a threat to their international interests. These 

perceptions were hardened by diplomatic despatches like the Long Telegram sent by 

Moscow based diplomat George Kennan in February 1946.7 Kennan followed up his 

telegram with an article, which was published in the influential Foreign Affairs magazine. 

He warned that Soviet Union’s Marxist-Leninist ideology and its expansionist designs 

posed a major threat to the United States and its allies and hence the US must adopt a 

policy to contain this growing threat.8 The massive concentration of the Red Army in 

Europe was construed as part of the grand strategy to check American influence in the 

continent. A few weeks after Kennan’s telegram, Winston Churchill, addressing an 

American audience, called for an Anglo-American alliance against the Soviets, whom he 

accused of drawing an ‘iron curtain’ across “Stettin in the Baltic to Trieste in the 

Adriatic.”9 The doctrine of containment was first applied by the Truman administration to 

support the military backed Greek monarchist regime against the communist 

insurgency.10 Soviet Union responded by blockading West Berlin in 1948. The West had 

to pay dearly to sustain their enclave in the heart of East Germany through a tenuous air 
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bridge.11 The Truman Doctrine of Containment was complemented by the Marshall Plan 

to resuscitate the war ravaged economies of Western Europe so that it no longer remained 

susceptible to internal or external Communist threats.  The plan proposed by Secretary of 

State George C. Marshall for the rebuilding of Western Europe was passed by the US 

Congress as Economic Cooperation Act in March 1948 and would eventually rise to over 

$12 billion.12 The Marshall Plan was not driven by noble sentiments alone. It was based 

on the practical objectives of keeping the nations of Western Europe firmly within the 

American sphere of influence. This was followed in 1949 by a military alliance system, 

formally binding the US to Western European states, Turkey, and Canada within the 

framework of the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO).13  NATO was formally 

linked “other partners across the globe” or “Contact Countries,” which were 

geographically not in the same region but shared similar strategic concerns. Prime 

examples were Australia, Japan, the Republic of Korea and New Zealand.14 Out of 

international security concerns the Soviets clubbed together its Eastern European 

Communist states into a military grouping known as the Warsaw Pact Treaty 

Organization or Warsaw Pact in 1955.15 For economic security they linked the economies 

of the Eastern bloc into the Council for Mutual Economic Assistance (COMECON).16  
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3.2 THE EVOLUTION OF NUCLEAR DETERRENCE DURING THE COLD 

WAR 

The Second World War thrust the US in the limelight as a major global power. It 

was considered but natural that due to its economic might, huge industrial potential and 

its control over post War international affairs through organizations like the UNO and the 

Breton Woods based international financial institutions and above all its nuclear 

monopoly, it would be dominating the international scene in the foreseeable future. As 

the reality of a global competition with the Soviet Union began to sink in, the US policy 

makers began discussing ways of containing the new threat. It was in this spirit that 

Truman doctrine of global containment of Soviet power and communist ideology was 

invoked in 1947. Nuclear deterrence for the moment did not figure at the policy level. It 

became a part of the American foreign policy in 1954 on the basis of the 

recommendations of the policy paper presented before the US National Security Council 

(NSC) in 1950. The landmark NSC68 had vehemently advocated the threat of use of 

nuclear weapons to “deter communist aggression” anywhere in the world.17 After the 

Korean War, President Dwight Eisenhower decided to reduce conventional military 

spending by investing in his country’s nuclear potential. Being a former military man he 

agreed with the predominant notion within the US military that a surprise attack that 

could trigger a global war had to be responded with a massive nuclear attack.18 Secretary 

of State John Foster Dulles translated this thinking into the New Look for containment, 

calling for greater reliance on nuclear weapons. This became known as the doctrine of 

Massive Retaliation.19 This called for responding to even the most minimal communist 

                                                 
17  Windsor, Strategic Thinking, 50. 
18  Kissinger, Nuclear Weapons, 31-32.  
19  John F. Dulles, “The Evolution of Foreign Policy,” Department of State Bulletin, (No. 30, January 25, 

1962): 107-110. 



  

93 
 

inspired aggression with the threat of massive nuclear strikes against targets in the USSR 

and China. It was based on the theory that major conventional attacks could only be 

seriously deterred through a credible warning of massive retaliation with all available 

military forces. By relying on a large nuclear arsenal, Eisenhower believed that 

conventional forces could be reduced, while still projecting military power and the 

maintaining the capability to defend the Western bloc. For such a strategy to work, it was 

necessary that this doctrine was known to the potential aggressor. The adversary was 

supposed to believe that a second-strike in the event of an attack was a distinct possibility 

and that the deterrent threat would involve the use of nuclear weapons on a massive 

scale.20 The term massive retaliation was premised on the thesis that US would respond 

to a military provocation with the means and place of its own choosing. This was 

interpreted to mean that the US could respond to attack of any kind with nuclear 

weapons. This meant reducing expenditure on conventional weapons and building 

massive retaliatory power involving nuclear weapons.21 There were serious objections to 

the concept of Massive Retaliation. Morgenthau wrote that aside from raising tensions, in 

an already strained relationship with the Soviet bloc, such a strategy would have little 

practical effect. A threat of massive retaliation was hard to make credible, and was 

inflexible in responding to foreign policy issues. Its basic flaw was that it encouraged the 

opponent to perform a massive counterforce first strike, crippling the defending state’s 

retaliatory capacity and rendering a massive retaliation strategy useless. If both sides of a 

conflict adopted massive response strategy, it could result in unlimited escalation or a 

nuclear spasm, each believing that the other will back down after the first round of 

                                                 
20  Freedman, Evolution of Nuclear Strategy, 76-81. 
21  Scott Ritter, Dangerous Ground: America’s Failed Armed Controls Policy, From FDR to Obama 

(New York: Nation Books, 2010), 55-58. 



  

94 
 

retaliation. Such problems, it was argued were not unique to massive retaliation, but to 

nuclear deterrence as a whole.22  

The system of nuclear deterrence did not make the superpower equation stable 

from the outset. To begin with the US was the sole possessor of nuclear weapons. While, 

the Soviet Union was able to develop its own nuclear weapons in 1949, it took both 

countries a while to create a credible wherewithal to hurl these WMD’s into the interior 

of the opposing country through long range bombers, ICBM’s and Submarine Launched 

Nuclear Missiles (SLBM’s).23 During the 1950s, the US and the USSR feverishly 

developed and improved their nuclear weapons. The US exploded a powerful 15 megaton 

fusion or thermonuclear bomb in 1954. The Soviets developed their own hydrogen bomb 

in 1957. The same year they put the first sputnik satellite into orbit. The Americans took 

up the satellite challenge seriously and poured billions of dollars into US space agency 

NASA’s programme to eventually land a man on the moon.24 The satellite technology 

was also used to develop long range missiles. The Americans were the first to acquire 

assured second strike capability through hard to detect submarine launched Polaris 

missile. These second strike missiles revolutionised strategic thinking. By 1965 Soviet 

Russia was also deploying a land based version of ICBM’s.25 The availability of long 

range missiles on both sides made the spectre of destruction of megacities extremely 

plausible. This capability to destroy each other became the basis of what US Secretary of 

State McNamara classified as the strategy of ‘mutually assured destruction,’ and declared 
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as the principal means of deterrence against the Soviets.26 The concept was a form of 

Nash Equilibrium, in which both sides kept things in check by avoiding the worst 

possible outcome, namely nuclear annihilation.27 It was assumed that neither side would 

dare launch a first strike because the other side could retaliate either through Launch on 

Warning (LOW) or execute a second strike with secondary forces resulting in the 

destruction of both parties.28 The payoff was expected to be a tense but stable peace. The 

primary application of MAD during the Cold War was seen as helping to prevent an 

absolute war, as the two superpowers engaged in small scale proxy wars around the 

world. It also caused an arms race, as both nations struggled to attain the capability of 

devastating the enemy’s second strike capability on ground.29 As part of the strategic 

doctrine, the proponents of MAD believed that nuclear war could best be prevented if 

neither side had the capability to survive a full scale nuclear exchange. Since the 

credibility of the threat was critical to such assurance, each side had to invest substantial 

capital in their nuclear arsenals even if they developed an overkill capability. In addition, 

neither side could be expected or allowed to adequately defend itself against the other’s 

nuclear missiles. This resulted in the hardening of nuclear missile silos and 

diversification of nuclear delivery systems from nuclear bombers to ground based missile 

launchers and submarines carrying nuclear missiles and the conclusion of arms control 

treaties like the Anti Ballistic Missile Treaty (ABMT).30  
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Nuclear deterrence was designed to cover the nuclear power’s own homeland and 

that of its allies and friends. The first became known as ‘central deterrence’ and the other 

‘extended deterrence.’ Although both superpowers wanted their nuclear deterrence to 

sound credible neither wanted to jump the nuclear gun. McNamara in particular made it 

clear that his country wanted to stay clear of a hot conflict, even though it remained 

committed to the defence of its allies. The means to do so became known as Flexible 

Response. This wasn’t a strategy per se, rather a search for options to delay or avoid 

going to war. This included suggestions like substantial increases in conventional forces 

for a wider variety of employment including irregular warfare and withdrawal of some 

tactical nuclear forces deployed in Europe. McNamara wanted Flexible Response to be 

adopted as the official policy of NATO in 1962 but failed to bring the European partners 

on board. The financial costs of raising conventional forces at the expense of nuclear 

forces were considered too high and the Germans thought it could weaken the credibility 

of the nuclear threat. Meanwhile, nuclear deterrence remained pegged to a rational threat. 

It was now that Khrushchev resorted to what the West perceived as irrationality. He 

declared that he would not play the nuclear war by the capitalist rules and would respond 

to an attack on his country’s military installations by retaliating against their cities. Thus 

the spirit of irrationality was employed for the first time to create stability. Instead of 

overrunning Europe with conventional forces, Khrushchev now threatened them with 

nuclear strikes. Italy, Denmark and Britain were warned that they would be destroyed by 

nuclear weapons for an alleged folly of America.31 So at this moment in history, while 

the US struggled to adopt the Flexible Response, they were confronted by an irrational 

approach to the use of nuclear weapons. It continued in this manner till both sides started 
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to deescalate the nuclear hype by first engaging in nuclear CBM’s and subsequently in 

arms control talks in the late 1960s.   

 

3.3 THE NUCLEAR DEBATE AND THE STRATEGIC COMMUNITY 

An academic debate shaped the US nuclear policy in its formative stages. Many 

intellectuals, who lent content and substance to it, were either employed by well funded 

government think tanks or were directly hired by the government. Prominent among them 

were Bernard Brodie, McGeorge Bundy, Herman Kahn, Thomas Schelling, and Albert 

Wohlstetter. In the UK strategic thinkers like Basil Liddell Hart effectively contributed to 

the nuclear debate.32 The French nuclear thought was fleshed out by Generals Beaufre,33 

and Gallois.34 Bernard Brodie, a naval power theorist, became a leading votary of the 

concept of nuclear deterrence in the post World War II era. He is credited with 

establishing the role of nuclear weapons in US strategic planning and developing the 

concept of nuclear deterrence. His accent was not on the deployment of the atomic bomb 

but in the threat of its deployment. In a now famous passage he said, “Thus far the chief 

purpose of our military establishment has been to win wars. From now on its chief 

purpose must be to avert them. It can have almost no other useful purpose.”35 Bundy was 

a hawk, who had advised the US government to use the nuclear bomb against the 

Japanese during the dying stages of the Second World War. He also supported the 

American involvement in Vietnam and favoured the use of massive bombing against the 
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Viet Cong.36 Thomas Schelling used his skills as an economist and professor of foreign 

affairs to develop the study of bargaining and strategic behaviour. He introduced the 

concept of the ‘focal point,’ now commonly called the Schelling Point. In game theory, a 

focal or Schelling point is a solution that people are likely to use in the absence of 

communication. Schelling described focal point as what each person expects the person 

to expect of him.37 Albert Wohlstetter defined the nuclear equilibrium between the two 

superpower blocs, as the ‘delicate balance of terror.’38 He was convinced that the United 

States should be able to control its military forces in such a way, so as to permit a suitable 

response to foreign aggression according to the circumstances. The goal of such control, 

he felt, would insure that the United States should have a variety of options instead of 

being forced to mount a nuclear first strike on the Soviet Union.39 Wohlstetter proposed 

limited wars, using tactical nuclear arms, together with smart precision guided weapons 

capable of hitting the enemy’s military apparatus, instead of a full scale nuclear war. He 

called this ‘graduated deterrence.’ He criticized US politics of nuclear arms limitations 

with Moscow, since it amounted to constraining the technological creativity of the United 

States in order to maintain an artificial equilibrium with the USSR.40 Herman Kahn based 

his work on the system and game theories as applied to military strategy and economics. 

His major contributions were the development of several strategies to contemplate 

nuclear warfare. His book On Thermonuclear War brought him national and international 

                                                 
36   McGeorge Bundy, Danger & Survival: Choices about the Bomb in the First Fifty Years (Random 

House, 1988). 
37   Thomas C, Schelling, The Strategy of Conflict (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 1988), 57- 

59, 70, 90-91, 110-112. 
38    Albert Wohlstetter, “Balance of Terror,” Foreign Affairs, (January 1959):  211-234. 

39    Albert Wohlstetter, ‘Nuclear Sharing: NATO and N-1 Country,’ Foreign Affairs, Vol. 39, No. 3 (April 
1961): 355-387. 

40   Tom Barry, A History of Threat Escalation Remembering Team B, February 12, 2004, accessed June 
12, 2007, rightweb.irc-online.org/analysis/2004/0402teamb.php. 



  

99 
 

fame and renown.41 Kahn considered Massive Retaliation as potentially destabilizing. In 

his opinion this provided the Soviets with an incentive to precede any conventional, 

localized military action worldwide by a nuclear attack on US bomber bases outside 

continental USA, thereby eliminating immediate nuclear threat and forcing the US into a 

land war it sought to avoid. Kahn instead called for controlling an escalation of crises.42 

This suggestion found acceptance in the American nuclear strategy of Flexible Response. 

In 1960, as the American strategic community debated the widening Missile Gap 

indicating growing Soviet strategic superiority, giving John F. Kennedy a platform to 

build up on these fears, to run a successful presidential campaign,43 Kahn made the 

controversial premise that a nuclear war was not only feasible but also winnable.44 Kahn 

argued that for deterrence to succeed, the Soviets had to be convinced that the United 

States had a second strike capability that would leave them devastated. This logic became 

the raison d’être of the famous doctrine of Mutually Assured Destruction or MAD, which 

would dominate American Cold War thinking into the Reagan era. Strong conventional 

forces were also a key element in Kahn’s strategic thinking. He argued that tension 

generated by relatively minor flashpoints worldwide could be effectively dealt through 

‘escalation dominance’ or limited wars without resort to the nuclear option.45 Arguably, 

the person who translated the idea of using the bomb as an instrument of foreign policy 

was Henry Kissinger.46 His theories on balance of power and realism found favour with 

the government and he was appointed secretary of state during the Nixon administration. 
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Kissinger now an elder statesman is currently pushing the agenda of nuclear non-

proliferation.47 

 

3.4 NUCLEAR DETERRENCE AS PART OF THE SECURITY POLICY 

As discussed earlier nuclear deterrence was the central pillar of US security policy 

during the Cold War. It was developed to counter the overwhelming Soviet conventional 

capability and vulnerability of its NATO allies located close to Soviet territory. As a first 

line of defence US ground forces were deployed in Europe. Since American and NATO 

armies alone weren’t considered strong enough to halt a Soviet invasion, it was 

considered necessary to deter the Soviet Union with the possible use of nuclear weapons 

by the United States (and later by Great Britain and France), including escalation up to a 

massive strike on the Soviet homeland. For this kind of response, American nuclear 

forces had to be of sufficient size and character, to impose on the Soviet leadership the 

threat of unacceptable damage. American retaliation had to be assured, even in the face of 

a ‘bolt-out-of-the blue’ attack by the Soviet Union.48 For this reason the United States 

invested in the strategic triad of long ranger bombers, ICBM’s, and SLBM’s, along with 

early warning system based on command, control, communications and intelligence (C3I) 

tools that guarded against surprise attack. In addition, the United States developed and 

deployed an array of tactical and theatre nuclear weapons. The aim was to ensure that at 

any point in the conflict, the United States had a credible escalatory option.49 Operation 
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DROPSHOT, a US war plan, written in 1947 assumed a long period of conventional war 

between NATO and the Soviet Union before any nuclear weapons would be employed by 

both sides. The standard NATO war planning scenario assumed a Soviet attack on West 

Germany, in which TNW could be used only if their forces were losing. However, in 

most war games, NATO forces faced extreme difficulty in defending West Germany and 

planned to use nuclear weapons first.50 The deployment of American nuclear weapons in 

Europe was part of its nuclear strategy of extended deterrence.51  France did not to rely 

on the American nuclear umbrella and developed its own nuclear deterrent. Other NATO 

allies accepted the American nuclear guarantees. One of the main military rationales 

given for the deployment of TNW in Europe was to balance the inferiority in 

conventional weapons, with respect to the Warsaw Pact forces. The nuclear umbrella was 

also extended to allies outside Europe. This included South Korea,52 Japan53 and 

Australia.54 The purpose of these nuclear guarantees was twofold. Firstly it provided 

USA’s war ravaged western allies the much needed security, they could ill afford given 

the poor state of their economy. Secondly it prevented them from turning to the Soviet 

Union for their security needs. With the American nuclear umbrella in place, the US did 

not have to station relatively large numbers of troops in the European continent.55 The 

American troops are still deployed in Europe but their numbers have declined after the 

Second World War. 
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The US military presence in Europe during the Cold War evolved within the 

framework of the policies of containment, deterrence, and escalation control. It was 

implemented through visible deployment and strategic positioning of forces and 

weapons. This was supposed to promote stability, prevent conflict and ensure protection 

of US interests. The primary function of US conventional ground and tactical air forces 

as part of NATO was to defend West Germany against a Soviet attack. The 7th US Army 

in Germany, also known as the United States Army Europe (USAEUR), which now 

forms the part of the United States European Command (EUCOM), represented the 

largest American troop deployment in Europe. In June 1962, after the erection of the 

Berlin Wall, it had an all time high strength of 277,342 soldiers. For most part of the Cold 

War period, the Seventh Army comprising V and VII Corps was tasked to defend two out 

of the nine sectors of NATO’s Central Front in West Germany. The US ground and air 

forces were also mandated to assist their North Atlantic allies in other sectors of the front. 

US forces based outside Western Europe were on standby to reinforce the allied forces in 

Europe and respond to buy enough time until the completion of a full NATO mobilisation 

for war.56 The theme of a conventional war escalating into a nuclear war in Cold War 

Europe became the stuff of Cold War fiction.57 A former NATO Commander John 

Hackett began his fictional history of the Third World War with the Soviet invasion of 

Germany in 1985. The conventional war crossed the nuclear threshold, when the Soviets 

were left with no choice but to use nuclear bombs against the superior western forces 

defending Europe. The possibility of a nuclear Armageddon on the continent was far too 

daunting for the Europeans and they practically rebelled against the American policy of 
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making central Europe a playground for a nuclear showdown.58  The fears and worries of 

their European allies, among other things, kept the two superpowers engaged in serious 

negotiations to reduce the risk of war.  

The communication channels were never shut down and a serious initiative was 

launched in the 1960s to carryout nuclear and conventional arms control negotiations. 

The fear of doomsday scenarios materialising provided a great fillip to the Cold War era 

soldiers and statesmen to practice the dangerous art of nuclear deterrence with a great 

deal of restraint. Although the Americans did not officially subscribe to the policy of No 

First Use (NFU), there was an agreement in 1973 between President Richard Nixon and 

General Secretary of the Soviet Politburo Leonid Brezhnev to “voluntarily restrain 

themselves from being the first to strike with nuclear weapons on the battlefield, their 

governments.” They, however, retained the nuclear option in case “their vital interests 

[were] imperilled.” The parameters of their nuclear policies were dictated by their 

“national objectives, a willingness to employ force, a readiness to accept the possibility 

of a general war, and domestic political considerations.”59 One can conjecture that 

political considerations could be as petty or mundane as winning the next elections. 

However, there has been no evidence of a politician actually seeking to create a situation 

for to use a nuclear weapon, to actually advance his own political career.     

The deployment pattern of US conventional and nuclear forces in Europe were on 

different scales. While, the American conventional forces in Europe were primarily 

concentrated in West Germany; the nuclear weapons were widely dispersed and deployed 

in a number of countries, including the UK, Germany, Italy, Turkey, Netherlands, 
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Belgium, and Greece. The aim was to provide the NATO allies an overarching nuclear 

umbrella to deter a Soviet invasion. The American nuclear weapons deployed outside US 

were categorised as dual-key and single-key weapons. Dual-key weapons are those 

assigned to delivery systems owned and manned by the armed forces of the host nation, 

while single-key weapons use national delivery systems on being launched.60 In 1953, for 

the first time the US deployed 280 mm guns, capable of delivering nuclear munitions, in 

Europe.61 American TNW in Europe reached a peak of more than 7,000 weapons in the 

mid-sixties. The intermediate range Thor and Jupiter missiles were withdrawn from UK, 

Italy and Turkey before 1963, as part of the solution to the Cuban missiles crisis. Before 

the deployment of Cruise and Pershing II intermediate range missiles, the American 

nuclear forces in Europe comprised 5845 tactical weapons. Out of these 1950 were dual-

key weapons.62   

 

3.5 THE COLD WAR CRISES 

With the benefit of hindsight, it is fair to state that despite nuclear deterrence, the 

Cold War charted an erratic path and a number of crises threatened to escalate into ‘hot’ 

nuclear wars. The Korean War (1950-53), the Cuban Missile Crisis (1962), the Vietnam 

War (1964-75) and the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan (1979-89) were periods of visible 

tension in the superpower relationship. Although these critical periods of high anxiety 

were interspersed by relative peace, rapprochement and détente, a small inadvertent 
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miscalculation at any given time could have triggered a full scale war. That this did not 

happen is incontrovertible proof that nuclear deterrence prevented war. A short analysis 

of these crises is given as under: 

 

3.5.1 The Berlin Blockade (1948)    

Under the terms of the post Second World War power sharing arrangement, 

Germany was divided into four zones. Each zone was occupied by a victorious power, 

namely France, UK, USA and USSR. The victors also divided Berlin – the capital of 

Germany – among themselves. Soon the Western sectors became a small enclave within 

the Soviet zone (later East Germany). The Soviet blockade of the Western sectors of 

Berlin became a test of wills between the US and the USSR. It began in June 1948 and 

emerged as the first post-war crisis carrying high risk of war between the superpowers. 

According to Kissinger the Soviet actions were prompted by “the growing conviction of 

the non-Soviet world, assiduously fostered by Soviet propaganda, that a nuclear war 

would represent an unparalleled catastrophe.”63 Kissinger posits that “The Soviet 

leadership set about systematically to exploit,” this advantage.64 If this analysis is 

considered accurate, it was a brilliant demonstration of an early manifestation of the 

stability-instability paradox, when one of the protagonists i.e. the Soviet Union hadn’t 

even achieved the status of an NWS.  

The US-USSR relationship steadily declined after the War. The institution of the 

Marshall Plan and the Truman Doctrine meant that western powers wanted to turn the 

conquered German territories under their administration into a showcase for capitalism. 

The Soviets in turn wanted to transform Germany into their socialistic mould. An 
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environment of competition rather than cooperation was in the making. In February 1948 

after Soviet backed forces seized power in Czechoslovakia, the Western governments 

redoubled their efforts to form a West German government and to include the new state 

in the European Recovery Programme. In Berlin, Soviet authorities began demanding the 

right to board trains travelling from the Western zones to Berlin. On March 31, the Soviet 

government imposed a tighter regulation on traffic from the Western zones to Berlin and 

stopped trains not submitting to inspections under the orders of the US military governor 

General Lucius Clay. After the train service was suspended Clay mounted a small airlift 

operation to sustain Berlin. The operation was terminated after the Soviets lifted most 

restrictions on surface transport on April 12. As the US policymakers thought over the 

import of this ‘baby blockade,’ the Soviets once again suspended all rail passenger and 

freight traffic into Berlin on June 24. Clay and his political aide Murphy suggested that 

resumption of the airlift. Clay also recommended a more serious measure of sending out 

an armed convoy to break the siege. Truman endorsed the airlift but rejected the armed 

convoy option. To reinforce the evolving strategy of nuclear deterrence Truman ordered 

the transfer of two groups of nuclear capable B29 aircraft from North America to Britain. 

In the end the airlift sustained the Berliners, while the B29s based in Britain were able to 

deter the Soviets from using military means to stop the supply effort. The blockade was 

lifted on May 4, 1949 and the Americans went ahead with their plans to create the 

Federal Republic of Germany.65          
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3.5.2 The Korean War (1950-53)       

The second crisis – an extended one – occurred due to the outbreak of war in the 

Korean Peninsula in June 1950. Since the Americans were preoccupied with 

strengthening the defences of Europe after the end of the Second World War, they 

weren’t prepared for a war in Asia,66 and assumed that the war in Korea was a piecemeal 

attempt by the “Soviet leadership to upset strategic balance.”67 The Chinese soon joined 

the fray and the Americans assembled a multinational force under the UN umbrella to 

counter them. After a seesaw campaign, the war ended in a stalemate in July 1951. A 

ceasefire was brought into effect in July 1953, without a formal declaration to end 

hostilities.68 Technically the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK) and the 

United States are still at war and US troops remain stationed in the Republic of Korea 

(ROK) for its defence. As of 2008, the number of American troops in South Korea has 

been capped at 28,500.69 During the Korean War, a number of countries, including India 

provided troops to the UN forces in Korea. To maintain the façade of non-alignment, they 

sent an ambulance unit.70 Pakistan too was sympathetic towards the American stance,71 

and ordered a combat brigade to prepare for deployment to Korea. America offered to 

equip this brigade with modern weapons but failed to give security guarantees against an 

Indian attack. Resultantly Pakistani forces bound for Korea were ordered to stand down.72 

The chances of a nuclear exchange remained moderately high during the Korean War. In 

a press conference held in November 1950 President Truman had hinted that the atomic 
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weapon could be used to meet a military situation in Korea. This prompted the British 

prime minister to fly across the Atlantic to urge restraint.  It is, nonetheless, surmised that 

the US may have prepared a number of contingencies involving the use of nuclear 

weapons. One likely use of the atomic weapon could have been against large scale air 

attacks by communist aircraft based in China and the Soviet Far East.73 The possibility of 

an American nuclear response during the Korean War inspired eminent Cold War 

historian John Lewis Gaddis to construct a global nuclear war scenario. He described a 

situation in which presidential authorisation was granted to MacArthur to use nuclear 

weapons to stop the advancing Chinese forces. In this imaginary piece USAF bombers 

dropped five Hiroshima-sized bombs killing 150,000 Chinese troops and halting their 

advance. Expecting atomic retaliation, NATO allies protested MacArthur’s rashness in 

exposing them to the Soviet nuclear counter strike. At the diplomatic front, the US had a 

hard time preventing the UNSC from rescinding its decision authorising “military action 

in defence of South Korea.” In response, the Soviet Union, under intense pressure from 

the Chinese, gave “USA forty eight hours to halt.” The Americans retaliated by bombing 

Chinese forces and severing their logistic base. MacArthur next ordered the “American 

bombers based in Japan to drop atomic bombs on Vladivostok and the Chinese cities of 

Shenyang and Harbin.” These nuclear strikes sparked widespread anti American riots all 

over Japan. Great Britain, France and the Benelux countries withdrew from NATO but 

not before the West German cities of Frankfurt and Hamburg had been nuked.74  

Although such a scenario never developed during the Korean War, there were two 

occasions, when American forces came very close to using nuclear weapons. The first 

was the entry of China into the war, when MacArthur urged President Truman to use 
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nuclear weapons against “Red China, Eastern Russia, and everything else.” Truman later 

admitted that this rash suggestion played a part in his decision to sack MacArthur in 

1951. The second occasion arose in the run-up to the signing of the Armistice in 1953, 

when Eisenhower took the view that if the North Koreans failed to sign, the US had the 

option to use nuclear weapons against military targets in order to win the war.75 

MacArthur was not the only American general during the early days of the Cold War to 

press for the nuclear option to prevent a perceived Communist victory on the battlefield. 

In September 1950, before MacArthur’s high profile sacking, Truman had fired the 

commandant of the US Air War College Major General Orvil Anderson, “for advocating 

preventive nuclear war to the press.” Privately Generals George Keany, Curtis LeMay, 

Thomas Power, Nathan Twining, Thomas White, and Hoyt Vandenberg all subscribed to 

the concept of a preventive nuclear war, a notion that formed part of the official USAF 

doctrine.76 The sacking of MacArthur clearly indicated that American strategic thought 

was not yet ready to turn a military containment into a nuclear containment. Others argue 

that the Americans in any case wanted to preserve their limited nuclear arsenal for the 

defence of Europe.77 Suffice to say, the US political leadership did not retaliate against 

the Chinese airbase in Manchuria and the Soviets did not interfere with US aircraft 

carriers and their bases in Japan and the supply ports in Pusan and Inchon. The war 

remained confined to the Korean Peninsula and did not break out into a World War.  

The US government’s famous NSC68 of April 1950, despite favouring the use of 

nuclear weapons had listed three caveats. Firstly, according to intelligence estimates a 

nuclear attack would not force Kremlin to capitulate. Secondly, it would be morally 
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unjustifiable to the domestic audience and thirdly, such an action would not be supported 

by the European Allies, making it difficult for USA to create a favourable world order 

after the war.78  The Korean War was the first armed confrontation of the Cold War and 

set the standards for many later conflicts. It created the idea of a limited war, where two 

superpowers would fight in another country, avoiding direct clash, nuclear or otherwise. 

It also expanded the area of the Cold War, which till then had been limited to Europe. 

The Korean peninsula is still divided. The so-called Demilitarised Zone (DMZ) along the 

38th parallel is one of the most heavily militarised dividing-lines in the world. For a long 

time the Americans kept their nuclear missiles deployed in the South until these were 

withdrawn under the Agreed Framework in 1994.  

 

3.5.3 Dien Bien Phu (1954) 

          Asia remained in focus as the French fought a post-colonial war in Indo China in 

1954. The Cold War theorists considered the imminent French defeat as the fall of 

another domino against the surging tide of communism. Capitalising on American fears 

of an expansion of communism, the French sent a desperate SOS to the United States to 

help relieve their besieged garrison in the valley of Dien Bien Phu. The Americans 

considered a range of options “from dropping nuclear weapons to carpet bombing 

Vietminh positions with massive B29 airstrikes were considered.” 79  A Pentagon study 

group concluded that three TNW were all it needed to relieve the French forces.80 John 

Foster Dulles secretly offered three mark 21 tactical nuclear bombs to the French.81 The 

NSC5492/2 of August 20, 1954 gave the American President legal cover to attack 
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Communist China and the “freedom to use nuclear weapons.”82 However, Operation 

Vulture, a massive air attack plan made with the approval of Admiral Arthur W. Radford, 

the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JSC),83 failed to materialise. A June 7, 

Washington Post 1954 report divulged that the American commitment to a massive air 

strike to break the Vietminh siege of Dien Bien Phu was aborted since the British refused 

to be party to such an attack. French memoirists corroborate the story and regret the 

American betrayal, which sealed the fate of the trapped French forces.84 Kenneth Waltz is 

of the view that the American desisted from using nuclear weapons in those early days 

because it was too ‘monstrous’ a policy to carry through to ‘serve doubtful and distant 

interests.’85   

 

3.5.4 The Taiwan Straits Crises (1950s)   

The Taiwan straits crisis took place during the mid 1950s over a few tiny islands, 

which had been occupied by the forces of Chiang Kai-shek after he had withdrawn from 

mainland China in 1949. A series of garrisons had been developed on the islands just off 

the Chinese coast, including those of Quemoy and Matsu, with the aim of using these as a 

springboard for the re-conquest of China. In 1954 Chiang Kai-shek reinforced Quemoy 

with 54,000 and Matsu with 15,000 troops prompting the Chinese PLA to begin an 

artillery bombardment of the former island. The Eisenhower administration warned the 

                                                 
82    John F. Dulles & Richard M. Nixon, ‘Taking up the White Man’s Burden: Two American Views 

(1954) in Marvin E. Gettleman, Jane Franklin, Marilyn B. Young & H. Bruce Franklin (eds.) Vietnam 
and America: The Most Comprehensive Documented History of  the Vietnam War (New York: Grove 
Press, 1995), 50. 

83    Rebecca Grant, Dien Bien Phu, The Air Force Magazine, Vol. 87, No. 8 (August 2004), accessed 
March 24, 2010, http://www.airforce-magazine.com/MagazineArchive/Pages/2004/August %202004 
/0804dien.aspx.  

84    George C. Herring & Richard H. Immerman, ‘Dienbienphu: “The Day we didn’t go to War” revisited,’ 
The Journal of American History, Vol. 71, No. 2 (September 1984): 343, accessed March 24, 2010, 
www.jstor.org/stable/1901759.  

85    Kenneth N. Waltz, ‘More May be Better,’ in Waltz & Sagan, A Debate Renewed, 16-17. 



  

112 
 

Chinese against any attempts to liberate either Taiwan or any area controlled by the 

forces of Chiang Kai-shek. In a bid to stiffen the defences of nationalist China and in 

pursuance of the US strategy of building alliances to contain communism Eisenhower 

concluded a mutual defence treaty with Taiwan in late 1954.86    

The Pentagon, meanwhile, weighed its options to use nuclear weapons to disrupt 

the Chinese from attacking the islands and help Chiang Kai-shek to regain the Chinese 

mainland. On March 10, 1955 Secretary of State John Foster Dulles indicated that US 

was prepared to use the nuclear weapon to defend the Taiwanese islands. The next day 

Eisenhower added fuel to fire by saying that nuclear weapon could be used like any 

regular piece of ammunition. However, Eisenhower was aware of the implications of 

such usage and privately tried to reason with his Joint Chiefs of Staff, who was pressing 

him to go ahead, that such an action could lead to a third world war, involving the Soviet 

Union and China. In the end both China and USA decided to back down from the cusp of 

a potential nuclear war.87 It neither appealed to the Chinese cost-benefit analysis, nor that 

of the US calculus.88  

In 1958 tensions again mounted between PRC and the US over the islands of 

Quemoy and Matsu. The US 7th Fleet was ordered to move to the Straits to prevent an 

attack by the Chinese PLA. A nuclear showdown once again appeared imminent.89 

Trouble had brewed up on August 23, after Chinese batteries began pounding Quemoy. 

The Soviets did not want a major crisis on their hands. This was evident by the way; the 
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Russian press ignored Chinese threats of an imminent landing on Quemoy. It was only 

after the shelling had stopped and the crisis had subsided, that the Soviets issued a serious 

warning to the US. On September 7, Khrushchev wrote to the American President that an 

attack on China would be taken as an attack on USSR. On September 19, after the crisis 

was clearly over, Khrushchev issued a direct nuclear threat, warning the Americans that 

use of nuclear weapons on the mainland would be countered by a fitting rebuff of equal 

magnitude.90 The crisis remained under control and the nuclear threat was more of an 

afterthought rather than a serious warning.  

 

3.5.5 The Suez Canal Crisis (1956) 

  The first incident of nuclear posturing in the Middle East took place in 1956, upon 

the nationalisation of the Suez Canal. To punish the Egyptian nationalist government for 

its impunity Britain, France and Israel joined hands to militarily wrest the control of the 

Canal Zone. The plan involved a joint Anglo-French forces ‘police action,’ 91 after an 

Israeli airborne attack in the Sinai Peninsula. To save their Arab ally from being 

overwhelmed,92 the Soviet premier Nikolai Bulganin successfully raised the nuclear 

spectre to influence the Americans to force the tripartite forces to withdraw from the Suez 

Canal zone.93 The Americans accepted the bait and pressured its allies to back off, jolting 

the NATO alliance. A temporary rift was caused in the Anglo-US relations, leaving long 
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term effects on France’s relation with the US and Britain.94 This event among other 

things motivated France to pull out of NATO and follow an independent nuclear path.  

Things in Egypt began to go contrary to the great powers’ designs after a 

1952coup by a cabal of young officers, who styled themselves the Free Officers 

Association. The highly unpopular King Farooq was removed and General Muhammad 

Naguib was installed as the head of the Revolutionary Command Council. Naguib in turn 

was replaced by Gamal Abdel Nasser, a leading proponent of Arab nationalism. As a 

member of Non Aligned Movement (NAM), he vociferously opposed western sponsored 

regional alliances like the Baghdad Pact. The western countries thoroughly distrusted 

Nasser and to display their displeasure of his policies, the US government 

unceremoniously withdrew the offer to help finance the Aswan High Dam in July 1956.95 

Nasser retaliated by nationalising the Suez Canal.96 He rationalised his action by stating 

that the revenues from the nationalised Canal would be used to construct the dam. Much 

as they disliked Nasser, the Americans did not want to destabilise the Middle East at the 

cost of annoying the non-aligned countries and the Arabs, and thereby ceding more space 

to the Soviet Union. They were also not as heavily dependent on oil supplies through the 

Suez Canal as the British and the French.97 The nationalisation of the Suez Canal not only 

commercially hurt France and Britain; it was also an affront for their imperial egos.  

The French forces under General Napoleon Bonaparte had captured Egypt in 

1798, in order to disrupt the British trade to India.98 After the conquest Napoleon had 

constituted a team of archaeologists, scientists, cartographers and engineers to inter alia 

retrace the remnants of an ancient waterway passage connecting the Red Sea with the 
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Mediterranean.99 In 1854 the Viceroy of Egypt Said Pasha gave a concession to French 

diplomat Vicomte Ferdinand de Lesseps to develop the Suez Canal. The waterway was 

opened for shipping in 1869.100 The British became the virtual rulers of Egypt after their 

decisive victory at Tel el-Kabir in September 1882.101 In 1936, the Egyptian government 

allowed the British to base their troops and aircraft on their soil to protect the Suez 

Canal.102 After Nasser became the President in 1954, he asked Britain to withdraw its 

troops by June 1956.103 Despite the military evacuation Britain retained its commercial 

stranglehold of the Suez Canal, as ‘a part of the whole oil complex.’104 Britain was the 

largest single shareholder in the Suez Canal Company and one third of the ships passing 

through the Canal were British.105 To cut Egypt to size, Britain, France and Israel 

collaborated to undertake joint military operations.106 As per script Israel invaded the 

Sinai Peninsula on October 29. The following day the British and the French government 

sent ultimatums to Egypt and Israel to stop fighting within the next twelve hours and 

withdraw ten miles from the Canal Zone. As expected, Egypt refused to oblige.107 

Following the expected rejection of the ultimatum by Egypt, the Anglo French air assault 

of the Suez Canal zone began on October 31.108 The British and the French had not 

anticipated the reaction of their chief NATO ally. Expecting the worst from the Soviets, 

the US promptly and unequivocally condemned the attack and moved a resolution in the 
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UN calling for a ceasefire. This US initiative was vetoed by the French and British.109 

Concurrently committed in the invasion of Hungary, the Soviet Union reacted cautiously. 

On November 5, one week later, after the British and the French had neutralized the 

Egyptian air force and landed troops in Port Said, and Israel had occupied the entire 

Sinai, the Soviet Union launched its long expected riposte. Bulganin wrote to the leaders 

of Britain, France, Israel, and the United States and foreign minister Dmitri Shepilov to 

the UNSC warnings of severe consequences, if the invasion forces did not withdraw from 

Egypt. These Soviet proposals included the possibility of a global war; the threat of 

strategic rocket strikes on Britain and France; unilateral intervention by the Soviet Union 

or a joint US-USSR intervention under the auspices of the UN.110 The Soviet threats were 

taken seriously and the invading troops withdrew. A serious crisis had been averted 

through nuclear show of force. 

The Suez Canal Crisis reinforced the French view that they could not rely on the 

American alliance system, much less their nuclear umbrella. They were also circumspect 

about the willingness of the Americans to share the fruits of the nuclear knowledge with 

them. They were jealous of the special Anglo US nuclear relationship. The Americans 

had provided the Royal Navy with Polaris missiles and would replace these with Trident 

SLBMs.111  The French ambition to regain its pre-eminent position in post war Europe by 

achieving nuclear prestige motivated de Gaulle to set up a Commissariat d l’Energie 

Atomique (CEA) in October 1945. From the mid-1950s, the military’s pro nuclear view, 

coupled with the government’s hope that atomic weapons could give more strength per 

franc, formed a climate of opinion favouring the production of such weapons. The initial 
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period of research was followed by an industrial phase involving the construction of two 

plutonium producing reactors. The weapon development phase emerged in the mid 

1950s.112 A new CEA National Defence protocol directed the establishment of a five year 

military plan.113 The decision to prepare for the first French atomic test was taken in 

April 1958 after the return of de Gaulle to power. De Gaulle dismissed NATO’s concept 

of integrated forces and declared the formation of an independent force de frappe 

equipped with nuclear armament capable of deployment anywhere at any time.114 He 

wanted nuclear autonomy to as a basis of creating Frances’s position of eminence and 

unqualified leadership within a reunified Europe and ultimately an independent role for 

Europe in the world.115 In February 1960, France successfully tested its first atomic bomb 

and later that year, the French government introduced its first five year plan for the 

development of national defence, based on nuclear weapons research and procurement of 

both aircraft and missile delivery systems.116 Charles de Gaulle saw the nuclear force 

primarily as a diplomatic tool. His strategy is usually described as that of ‘proportional 

deterrence.’ He explained this in 1964: “Doubtless the megatons that we could launch 

would not equal in number those that the Americans and Russians are able to unleash. 

But once reaching a certain nuclear capability, and with regard to one’s own direct 

defence, the proportion of respective means has no absolute value. Indeed, since a man 

and a people can only die once, the deterrent exists provided that one has the means to 
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wound the possible aggressor mortally, that one is very determined to do it and that the 

aggressor is convinced of it.”117 

The French posture was one of immediate and massive retaliation, once its 

territory was threatened. The concept of flexible response was rejected on the grounds 

that Europe would be destroyed in case of a nuclear battle. Generals Gallois, the leading 

strategic thinkers in France in the 1960s strongly resisted the concept of TNW and their 

use for graduated deterrence. He highlighted the importance of the second nuclear 

decision centre in France, which improved the overall credibility of the NATO 

deterrent.118 From 1965 until the invasion of Czechoslovakia in 1968, the French 

cultivated a very independent foreign policy. A nuclear strategy of tous azimuths was 

propounded by General Ailleret in which France must be prepared for ‘attacks from any 

direction.’ He argued that to meet unknown alliances of the future, France would need to 

build a completely independent defence system, which would include a significant 

number of long range strategic missiles.119 The invasion of Czechoslovakia by the 

Soviets brought an improvement in the French-NATO relationships and a change in 

France’s declared nuclear strategy. The new Chief of Staff, General Fourquet, dropped all 

references to tous azimuths, and made it clear that the threat was from the Soviet side 

alone. It is likely that financial constraints also influenced the decision to drop the long 

range missile programme. Some reappraisal of the instant massive retaliation strategy 

also took place. This was necessary to assign a role to the newly developed TNW and 
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may have been a case of technology determining doctrine. Fourquet described the new 

strategy as one in which TNW would have the task of testing the enemy’s intention and 

demonstrating France’s will. “Deterrence must be equally manifested at all conceivable 

stages of combat so that our will to resist any aggression; appears quite clear, and marks 

our determination to have, if necessary, rapid and inevitable recourse to the ultimate 

weapon.”120 The French nuclear force was never large and its Mirage aircraft were 

vulnerable on ground. It was recognised in 1965 to raise an intermediate range ballistic 

missile (IRBM) force and a submarine-based force. Financial constraints and difficulties 

in development resulted in delays and cutbacks. It was not until 1971 that the first 

submarine, Le Redoutable, became operational, with 18 land-based missiles coming in 

the following year. By 1969 the Force de Frappe had become a credible deterrent.121 

France remained out of NATO’s integrated military structures during the Cold War and 

returned to its fold after more than 40 years of abstention in April 2009.122 In a surprising 

turnaround to their Cold War policy of nuclear independence, the French are currently 

toying with the idea of sharing the nuclear deterrent with Britain by carrying out joint 

nuclear submarine patrols to cut operational costs. “Both Britain and France follow a 

system of continuous at-sea deterrence, running at least one nuclear-armed submarine 

which is submerged and undetected at any given time.”123  
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3.5.7 The Cuban Missile Crisis (1962)      

 In the 1960s, the East-West tension continued to peak with the construction of the 

Berlin Wall in 1961 and came to a head during the Cuban Missile Crisis of October 1962. 

Contemporary historians regard this to be the moment when the Cold War came closest 

to escalating into a nuclear war. The Crisis was caused by the Soviet deployment of 

nuclear missiles in Cuba. The purpose of this provocative move was twofold. Soviets 

considered it defensive manoeuvre to protect their tiny Caribbean ally, from further CIA 

sponsored Bay of Pigs Invasions, and to counter US nuclear warheads placed in the 

United Kingdom, Italy, and most significantly, Turkey. America responded to the 

installation of nuclear missiles in Cuba with a naval blockade – a show of force that 

brought the world to the cusp of a nuclear war. The Missile Crisis showed that neither 

superpower was ready to use nuclear weapons for fear of retaliation and mutually assured 

destruction. The aftermath of the crisis led to the first efforts at nuclear disarmament and 

improving relations.124 During the Cuban Missile Crisis, the Americans had a clear 

advantage in terms of missiles. They had 300 land-based Intercontinental Ballistic 

Missiles (ICBMs) and a fleet of Polaris missile submarines. Against this the Soviet Union 

had four to six land based ICBMs and about 100 short-range, primitive V1 type cruise 

missiles that could only be launched from surfaced submarines. In terms of warheads 

United States had an advantage of 8:1 (27,297 US warheads as compared to USSR’s 

3,332). This numerical advantage coupled with the deployment of fifteen Jupiter nuclear 

capable Intermediate-Range Ballistic Missiles (IRBM) near Izmir in Turkey directly 

threatened cities in the western sections of the Soviet Union, including Moscow through 

its 1500 mile range and 16 minutes flight time. By deploying IRBM’s with a range of 
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2,000 kilometres and a flight time of less than twenty minutes the Soviet Union on Cuban 

soil, could threaten Washington, D.C. and around half of the US SAC bases housing 

nuclear armed bombers. The US radar warning systems oriented toward the USSR 

provided little warning of a launch from Cuba.125 The Cuban Missile Crisis was a study 

in the art of ‘brinkmanship.’ A term introduced into the Cold War lexicon by US 

Secretary of State John Foster Dulles, who advocated such a policy against the Soviet 

Union. In an article published in Life Magazine, Dulles defined brinkmanship as “the 

ability to get to the verge without getting into the war.”126 The threat of use of nuclear 

weapons is implicit in such a strategy. The Crisis was triggered by US intelligence 

reports that the Soviet Union was planning to deploy 42 medium range ballistic missiles 

(MRBM’s) and 24 to 32 IRBM’s in Cuba in late summer and early fall of 1962.127 To 

counter the developing situation the Executive Committee of the National Security 

Council (EXCOMM) offered six staff options including the use of nuclear weapons to 

President Kennedy. Kennedy’s generals were keen on a pre-emptive attack on Cuba.128 

One of the most vocal exponents of the military action was his Air Force Chief General 

Curtis LeMay. Kennedy wanted to avoid an escalation and settled for a naval quarantine 

around Cuba to prevent further deployment of Soviet military.129 Tension mounted as 

Khrushchev publicly declared the blockade illegal and ordered ships to bypass it. 

However, outside the glare of the media he sent letters to Kennedy claiming the deterrent 

nature of the missiles in Cuba and the peaceful intentions of the Soviet Union. On 

October 26, the Soviets offered to withdraw the missiles in return for a US guarantee not 
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to invade Cuba or support any invasion. One day later, they demanded the withdrawal of 

US missiles from Turkey. Meanwhile, a U2 was shot down over Cuba by an SA-2 SAM. 

Kennedy exercised restraint by not reacting to the U2 incident.130 As the Soviet merchant 

ships neared the quarantine zone, he publicly accepted the first offer and sent his brother 

Attorney General Robert Kennedy to the Soviet embassy to quietly accept the second part 

of the deal to remove the Jupiter missiles from Turkey in six months time. Kennedy 

asked Khrushchev to keep this part of the bargain out of public domain, so that he did not 

appear weak before the upcoming elections.131  

The rhetoric notwithstanding, the Crisis ended amicably. On October 28, 

Khrushchev announced that removal of Soviet missiles in Cuba. On November 20, US 

lifted the naval quarantine of Cuba. The Cuban missile crisis was an unwanted and 

unforeseen development. Neither side had expected it to build up into a warlike 

confrontation. The highest leadership of both were intimately involved in the crisis 

management and its eventual peaceful resolution. In a hastily arranged quid pro quo 

Khrushchev initially agreed to remove the missiles in return for Kennedy’s undertaking 

not to attack Cuba and in the future certain assurances regarding the removal of US 

Jupiter missiles from Turkey.132 Clearly rattled by the Crisis, the Americans and the 

Soviets agreed to establish an undersea ‘hotline’ between Moscow and Washington D.C. 

to provide their leaders, a direct communication channel during critical times.133  
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3.5.8 The Vietnam War     

Not having been able to bring themselves to use nuclear weapons to save the 

French in Vietnam, the Americans intervened militarily to stall the dreaded domino effect 

caused by the rising tide of communism in South East Asia. Overtime they got sucked 

into a long term military commitment and successive US Presidents, Kennedy, Johnson 

and Nixon sent soldiers, military hardware and money to support the war in Vietnam. The 

involvement began with the deployment of military advisors. The Gulf of Tonkin 

incident in 1964 involving dubious attacks on US ships provided Johnson, the excuse to 

begin the undeclared aerial bombing of the coast.134 In March 1965, a bombing campaign 

of the North and the deployment of 3,500 Marines to South Vietnam marked the 

beginning of the ground offensive. The strength of ground troops swelled up to 553,000 

in 1969.135 As draft quotas increased, war became unpopular at home. The first antiwar 

demonstration held in 1967 in the Ken State University resulted in the death of a 

student.136 On the military front, the Tet campaign became a major turning point in the 

war. The heavy costs incurred on the battlefield persuaded the Americans that they could 

not win in Vietnam through military means alone.137 As peace talks with North Vietnam 

picked up in 1968, the Americans continued with massive aerial bombardments. During 

one prolonged campaign along the Cambodian border in 1969, lasting over fourteen 

months, approximately 2,750,000 tons of bombs were dropped. According to Pentagon 

sources, the bombardment of Indochina from 1965 through 1969 reached 4.5 million 

                                                 
134  Edwin E. Moise, Tonkin Gulf and the Escalation of Vietnam War (USA: University of North Carolina 

Press, 1996), xv. 
135 Gabrielle M. Neufeld, ‘A Chronology of US Marine Corps 1965-69,’ Marine Corps Historical 

Reference Pamphlet, Vol. IV (Washington DC: Historical Division US Marine Corps, 1971), accessed 
June 18, 2007http://www.usmc.mil/directiv. 

136 Jeff Leen, ‘The Vietnam Protests: When Worlds Collided,’ Washington Post, September 27, 1999, A1, 
accessed June 18, 2007, www.washingtonpost.com/wp-srv/local/2000/vietnam092799.htm. 

137 Windsor, Strategic Thinking, 151.  



  

124 
 

tons, nine times the total tonnage of bombs dropped during the entire Pacific theatre in 

World War II.138  In 1972 Nixon ordered the bombing of Hanoi and Haiphong and in the 

process destroyed the remaining economic and industrial capacity of North Vietnam.139 

The bombings failed to achieve their objective and in January 1973, Nixon announced the 

suspension of offensive action against North Vietnam. The Paris Peace Accords were 

signed the same month.140 As the USAF ceased air operations, the North Vietnamese 

Army went on the offensive in late 1974. Saigon fell in April 1975.141 The war in South 

East Asia ended ignominiously for the US and clearly demonstrated that superiority in 

conventional and strategic weapons cannot win wars against a small but determined 

enemy.  

Declassified papers suggest that the use of TNW in Vietnam was considered 

during Nixon’s watch but was rejected by the physicists of the Jason Division, a think 

tank tasked with providing inputs for nuclear planning.142 Although the nuclear option 

was not exercised in Vietnam, chemical and biological agents were extensively used.143 

Beginning 1962, defoliants were sprayed in large quantities to denude jungles in a bid to 

flush out the Vietcong. Agent Orange was used as a defoliant and Agent Blue was used to 

destroy crops and starve the NLF. It was, however, the civilian population, who suffered 
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most from poor rice harvests.144Agent Orange also caused chromosomal damage in 

human beings by entering the water supply and the food chain. The soil in many parts of 

Vietnam is still toxic and is causing human and environmental damage. A high incidence 

of children have born limbless or with Down’s syndrome and other abnormalities. An 

estimated 500,000 people died in Vietnam as a result of the indiscriminate use of 

chemical weapons and an estimated one million people were disabled. Ironically 

unprotected US combatants also tasted some of their own bitter medicine. In 1984 US 

veterans complaining of serious health problems sued the Vietnam era defoliant 

manufacturers and won an out of court settlement for $180 million.145   

 

3.6 THE BEGINNING AND THE END OF DÉTENTE  

 

3.6.1 The Changing International Scenario           

Late 1960s was time of détente. Among a host of factors that created the need for 

engagement between US and USSR, one was the 1964 Chinese nuclear tests at Lop Nor. 

The Chinese nuclear programme like that of France had stemmed from the belief that an 

alliance with a superpower did not guarantee assured security in case of a crisis. The 

Chinese leadership was also increasingly convinced that a strategy of dissuasion by 

nuclear deterrence instead of conventional means would better serve their national 

interest.146 Things had begun to go bad between China and the Soviet Union, during the 

late 1950s, when the junior partners had repudiated the new Soviet leadership for 

denouncing Stalin, as a departure from communist orthodoxy. The Soviets responded by 
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pulling out their experts in the middle of unfinished projects and withdrawing military 

personnel, numbering over six thousand men.147 The Soviet leadership feared a potential 

of a Sino-American alliance. Their worries were exacerbated by an accident in March 

1969, when Chinese and Soviet clashed on an uninhabited island in the Ussuri River that 

separates Manchuria from Russia’s Far East. This small skirmish in a remote corner of 

the world threatened to spiral into a major military conflagration.148 As the Soviets 

contemplated the use of nuclear weapons against China, the US government expressed its 

deep concern.149 In the end things remained under control because China could also 

retaliate with nuclear weapons. In July 1969 Chairman Mao tasked four leading Chinese 

Marshals to reassess the strategic situation. The consensus was that at this time the 

Soviets could not dare open a second front against the Chinese and that China could take 

advantage of the situation,150 by switching partners. Fearing exactly the same thing, the 

Soviet Union embarked upon a series of initiatives to reduce tension with USA. Friendly 

overtures from both communist countries were picked up by the US. The obvious 

manifestation of détente was a series of summits held between the leaders of the two 

superpowers. The Helsinki summit meetings were the result of the 1969 proposal by the 

Warsaw Pact for an agreement on Security and Cooperation in Europe. On its part, China 

engaged in ‘ping pong diplomacy’ by inviting the US table tennis team to visit the 

mainland.151 As the two countries warmed up to each other, Secretary Kissinger made a 

secret visit to Beijing in July 1971. This covert mission, with the help and support of the 
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Government of Pakistan, was meant to prepare grounds for the Richard Nixon’s 

presidential visit to China. The visit materialised in February 1972, during which Nixon 

met with Chairman Mao and Prime Minister Zhou En Lai and announced a stunning 

rapprochement.152 Later, in June, Nixon and Kissinger also met with Soviet leaders in 

Moscow, and announced the first round of the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT), 

aimed at limiting the development of costly Anti Ballistic Missiles (ABM’s), and 

offensive nuclear missiles.153 

 

3.6.2 The Arab Israel War 1973 

           Detente was briefly jolted by the Arab Israel war of 1973. This proved to be the 

only time the US fully backed an ally with its nuclear weapons was during the Arab Israel 

war of 1973. Having made short shrift of the Arabs in the six day war of 1967, the 

Israelis were lulled into a false sense of invincibility. On October 6, they were caught off 

guard by the stunning and determined Egyptian attack across the seemingly impregnable 

Bar Lev line and lost military lost balance within six hours of the first shot having been 

fired.154 There were huge losses in men and materiel. After the first day of war, only 100 

out of 265 Israeli tanks in Sinai remained operational. Dayan, the gung ho Israeli defence 

minister suffered from a severe case of nerves. In a kneejerk reaction, the Israeli 

leadership decided to ready their secret nuclear missiles.155 The purpose was to send a 

signal to the Soviet Union to stay away from supporting the Arabs and to put pressure on 

the US to begin an immediate resupply of weapons, lest Israel was forced to resort to the 
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nuclear option.156 The Israeli military hardware wish list included items like advanced 

radar, electro-optical and laser guided air to ground missiles, Redeye shoulder launched 

air defence missiles, encrypted communications, Lance missiles, multiple launch rocket 

artillery system and nuclear capable, long range, surface to surface Pershing missiles.157 

The Americans fell for the Israeli ploy and on October 10 offered them a full-scale airlift 

of military equipment.158  The hectic American resupply effort and critical information 

helped Israel regain balance and some lost territories. As the Israelis recovered, crossed 

the Suez Canal and moved towards Cairo, the nuclear forces of the United States 

(supporting Israel) and that of Soviet Union (defending Egypt) were put on high alert.159 

Although, there was no longer the need to nuke the Arab forces, the possibility of a 

nuclear war between the US and the USSR increased, as the American troops were put on 

nuclear alert.160 The raising of the Defcon 3 alert on October 25 coincided with hostile 

manoeuvres by Soviet ships in the Mediterranean. This was perceived as nuclear 

targeting exercises against the aircraft carriers deployed as part of the US 6th Fleet.161 The 

cat and mouse game was played cautiously and remained below the nuclear threshold.  

The 1973 Arab Israel War was the reverse of the Suez Canal Crisis. In 1956 a 

nuclear superpower had come to the support of a smaller non-nuclear ally, which was 

reeling from foreign aggression. In 1973 a smaller nation with untested nuclear weapon 

capability forced its bigger partner to help get out of a tricky situation. Since the scare in 

1973, the US European Command (EUCOM) has prepositioned warlike stores in Israel. 

                                                 
156   Schoenbaum, The United States and the State of Israel, 201.  
157   Barbara Opall-Rome, ‘Develop it Yourself: Eilam Book Recounts Decades of US-Israeli R&D, 

Acquisition Deals,’ DefenseNews (January 11, 2010): 7.  
158  Arab-Israeli War 1973, US Department of State website, accessed June 19, 2007, 

www.state.gov/r/pa/ho/time/dr/97192.htm. 
159    Jimmy Carter, Palestine: Peace not Apartheid, 34-35. 
160  Arab Israeli War of 1973, accessed June 19, 2007, encarta.msn.com/encyclopedia.../arab-

israeli_war_of_1973.html. 
161   Yaacov Bar-Simon-Tav, ‘The Arab-Israeli War of October 1973’ in Alexander L. George, Avoiding 

War: Problems of Crisis Management (Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 1999), p. 362.  



  

129 
 

In January 2010, Israeli and EUCOM authorities agreed to place US war reserves worth 

$800 million in Israel.162 

 

3.6.3 Soviet Invasion of Afghanistan and the Revival of the Cold War 

Détente began to unravel in 1979, after Soviet Union moved troops into 

Afghanistan to shore up a struggling communist regime in Kabul.163 The US concerns 

about a resurgent Soviet Union were compounded by revolutions in former American 

strongholds like Iran and the Nicaragua in 1979 and the ouster of pro-US regimes.164 

Together these events dealt a mortal blow to détente. Reagan decided in favour of 

massive rearmament to contain the influence of the Soviet Union in Asia and Latin 

America. To counter the Soviet Union, the United States funded several proxy conflicts 

like Saddam Hussein’s war against Iran, the Afghan Mujahidin against the Soviet Union, 

and anti-communist movements to overthrow the Sandinista government in Nicaragua.165 

Reeling from the embarrassment of the Iranian Revolution, and the embassy hostage 

crisis, the United States found an ideal opportunity to get even with USSR in 

Afghanistan. A blistering propaganda campaign was launched criticising the Soviet 

Union. The 1980 Moscow Olympics was boycotted and money was fuelled through 

Pakistan to fuel the anti communist jihad in Afghanistan.166 
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The US arms build up continued during a two year hiatus in superpower 

negotiations, as did NATO’s plan for deployment of intermediate range nuclear weapons 

in Europe. The Europeans did not wholeheartedly accept the Alliance’s decision to place 

additional US tactical nuclear forces in the continent to counter Soviet SS-20s, SS-5s, and 

SS-4s. Street protests erupted in West Germany and the Netherlands, while parliaments 

and citizens across Europe reacted with alarm. Any Soviet attempt to turn these apparent 

fissures in NATO to negotiating advantage was foredoomed by quick deaths of their top 

leaders.167 Reagan’s aggressive policies led the Soviet leader Yuri Andropov to believe 

that the Americans were preparing for a nuclear first strike. He shared his apprehensions 

in a KGB conference held in Moscow in May 1981 to discuss Project RYAN, an 

intelligence gathering operation to monitor a surprise missile attack on the USSR.168 On 

June 18, 1982 a spectacular Soviet military exercise was held to simulate an all out first 

strike against the US and Western Europe. At this time the risk of war was very high in 

the Soviet calculus.169 In 1983 Reagan went overboard by declaring the Soviet Union, the 

Evil Empire.170 This vitriolic speech created a war scare. The Soviets placed their 

military forces on high alert and prepared for exercises. Meanwhile, the Americans also 

planned to carryout naval manoeuvres in the North Pacific to dominate high threat areas 

in the Soviet Union. As the American pressure mounted Reagan initiated the SDI, a 

fantastically expensive space based programme to counter Soviet missiles.171 At the 

tactical levels there were provocations both by the US Pacific fleet and the Soviet 
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warplanes. On September 1, 1983, a South Korean airliner, strayed off course over 

Kamchatka Peninsula and was summarily shot down by Soviet rockets. On October 23, a 

suicide car bomber blew up the US marine barracks in Beirut. The situation grew tenser 

with a nine day NATO drill, which ended in a command post exercise Able Archer 83 to 

practice nuclear strikes. As war hysteria mounted the Soviets made ready their Sukhoi-17 

long range strike aircraft based in East Germany to strike West Germany. Chances of a 

nuclear war were high in November 1983.172   

The planned deployment of the experimental Strategic Defence Initiative (SDI for 

short and Star Wars in popular lore) to shoot down incoming missiles in mid-flight,173 

was part of the arms build up hype.  This extremely ambitious programme aimed to erect 

a complete shield against a massive Soviet ICBM attack involving large sophisticated 

orbiting laser battle stations, space-based relay mirrors, and nuclear-pumped X-ray laser 

satellites. SDI remained on the drawing board and was never deployed. It was later 

adopted as the basis of the ABM technologies systems within the framework of the 

BMDS.174 Reagan also adopted a parallel diplomatic approach. In 1981 he offered the 

Soviet Union the zero sum option to remove all TNW and not to deploy any American 

cruise missiles in Europe, provided the Soviets removed the ballistic missiles aimed at 

Western Europe. The suggestion did not sit well with the Soviet leaders and they broke 

off the INF discussions in November 1983.175 By this time, however, the end of the 

Soviet Union was near. Its decade old campaign in Afghanistan took its toll and the 
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USSR collapsed from sheer fatigue and imperial overstretch. The prohibitively expensive 

SDI project was put on the backburner. 

 

3.6.4 The Attack on Osirak – The Israeli Pre-emptive Strike 

As the world’s attention was riveted towards Afghanistan, Israel undertook a 

decapitating pre-emptive aerial strike on June 7, 1981 to destroy Iraq’s Osirak nuclear 

research facility near Baghdad. This strike against another country’s nuclear installation 

was the first of its kind. A day after the air strike, amid international protests, Israeli 

premier Menachem Begin vowed to strike again, if necessary to prevent an enemy from 

developing the atomic bomb.176 Whether the Israelis had American sanction for the air 

raid is not known but President Reagan made no effort to hide his delight and satisfaction 

before his cabinet colleagues. He was against any sanctions against Israel. In deference, 

however, to international protests, the White House symbolically suspended the supply of 

four F16s, a sale contracted in 1975. Two months later the suspension was lifted 

quietly.177 Publically Americans supported the unanimous UN Security Council 

resolution “strongly” condemning Israel, but US officials made it known that their 

country would veto any article that called for sanctions against Israel. As a result, UN 

Security Council Resolution 487 stopped short of doing that. There was no retaliation 

from the Soviet Union, which was a backer of Iraq at that time.178 The official US support 

to the Israeli nuclear programme, while applying sanctions under Symington amendment 
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against Pakistan is considered duplicitous even in America.179 Israel’s policy of pre-

emption didn’t end with Osirak. The second time they undertook a pre-emptive raid was 

on September 6, 2007, when they destroyed the under construction Al Kibar nuclear 

reactor at the Dair Alzour site in Syria.180 While Israel believes in physically destroying 

hostile nuclear programmes in its neighbourhood, it is no secret that it has an undeclared 

nuclear programme of its own. Israel’s nuclear ambitions stem from its sense of 

insecurity in a large and hostile Arab world. Initially it sought the US nuclear umbrella 

during the time of the Eisenhower administration but then proceeded to develop 

independent nuclear weapons programme,181 based on the French model of a force du 

frappe.182 By 1981, when it destroyed the Osirak plant, it had been manufacturing nuclear 

bombs for thirteen years at its secret facility at the Dimona in the Negev desert.183 The 

first one to blow the whistle on its nuclear programme was Moredecai Vanunu. Vanunu, 

a technician who had worked inside the Dimona reactor in the late 1970s, gave his story 

to London’s Sunday Times in 1986.184 Like the Iraqi Osirak reactor, the Israeli nuclear 

facility at Dimona was established with French help in the late 1950s.185  Norway 

supplied the first instalment of heavy water for the Dimona reactor in 1959. In 1963, 

when the reactor started operation, the United States supplied four more tons of heavy 

water. The United States also helped finance and fuel, a small research reactor for Israel, 

which was located at Nahal Soreq, south of Tel Aviv. The American had inspection rights 
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to this reactor to monitor and verify Israeli guarantees to not divert nuclear materials for 

weapon research.186 The 5-megawatt (thermal) reactor started functioning in 1960 and 

provided an early training ground for Israeli nuclear technicians. After the 1967 war, 

Israel’s main source of fissile material dried up as France stopped uranium supplies from 

its former colonies in Africa. Israel resorted to smuggling. An undercover operation was 

launched to obtain uranium oxide or yellow cake, held in a stockpile in Antwerp.  200 

tons of yellow cake was transferred on the high seas from one ship to another in the 

Mediterranean.187  

Israel has an estimated arsenal of 100 to over 200 nuclear warheads and has the 

components and ability to construct atomic, neutron and hydrogen bombs. These nuclear 

weapons can be delivered by Jericho-II ballistic missiles with an operational range of 

over 1,500 kilometres. The Israeli Navy has a fleet of three German built 1900 ton diesel 

electric Dolphin submarines, equipped with ten 21 inch multipurpose tubes capable of 

launching torpedoes, mines, and cruise missiles. Popeye Submarine Launched Cruise 

Missiles (SLCM) have been test fired up to a range of around 1500 km, as against Air 

Launched Cruise Missile (ALCM) with a range of 250-300 km. US supplied Harpoon 

Anti Ship Cruise Missile (ASCMs) mounted on Dolphin submarines can deliver a nuclear 

warhead at a range of 90 km. In November 2005, Israel signed a contract worth $1.17 

billion with Germany for the construction of two more attack submarines, the first of 
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which is to be completed by 2012. Israel therefore has a complete nuclear triad with sea, 

land, and air launched options.188   

The Israelis developed the nuclear strategy known as the ‘Samson Option’ in 

1964/65. This Option recommends the use of nuclear weapon in case of an existential 

threat.189 For public consumption the Israeli Prime Minister Levi Eshkol had declared 

that Israel would not be “the first nation to introduce nuclear weapons to the Middle 

East.” Israeli leaders have since then maintained a studied nuclear ambiguity. This 

nuclear opacity has become an article of faith in Israel’s national security doctrine.190 The 

logic of keeping Israel’s nuclear programme under wraps is to deny the Arabs the moral 

justification to begin their independent nuclear programme and thereby threaten the 

Israeli nuclear hegemony in the Middle East.191 During the 1973 war Israelis were 

unprepared for the initial reverses and considered using the nuclear option. As the 

Egyptian forces crossed the Bar-Lev line in the opening phases of the War and the Syrian 

tanks threatened Haifa, Moshe Dayan, the minister Israeli defence lost his cool and 

declared the situation ‘desperate.’192 Dayan’s gloom proved infectious. On October 8, 

Prime Minister Golda Meir’s kitchen cabinet decided to invoke the Samson Option and 

ordered the arming of nuclear missile at the Hibrat Zachariah launch site and eight 

nuclear capable F4 phantom jets at the Tel Nof air force base. At the time Israel was 

supposed to be in possession of 24 nuclear warheads. The initial target list included 

Egyptian and Syrian military headquarters in Cairo and Damascus.193 The Israelis used 
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this nuclear preparedness to put pressure on two fronts. Firstly, they let the Egyptians 

indirectly know of the impending nuclear response through their sources in Soviet 

intelligence, if they crossed the pre-1967 border, and to extract more military aid from the 

US as a quid pro quo of non use of nuclear weapons.194 Since the 1973 War, Israel has 

resisted the urge to flaunt the so-called Samson Option. During both Gulf wars and also 

during the 2006 summer offensive in Lebanon, when missiles were actually fired into 

their territory from Iraq and Lebanon, there was no Israeli response. During the build up 

of the first Gulf War, Israeli Prime Minister Yitzhak Shamir and Defence Minister Moshe 

Dayan had warned Iraq of a counter strike but actually there was no response to scud 

attacks.195 Israel’s current worry is Iran. It has openly talked about the option to destroy 

its buried nuclear facilities with American supplied laser guided, deep penetration 

depleted uranium (DU) bunker busting bombs.196  In an interview to a German magazine 

in 2007, the Israeli Prime Minister Ehud Olmert ‘accidentally’ let slip that his country 

possessed atomic weapons.197 This was meant to be a veiled warning to Iran. Although 

Israel knows that it is not an easy task to target dispersed Iranian nuclear sites in one go, 

it hasn’t quite given up the idea of pre-emptive airstrikes. It knows that in case it executes 

such a plan, there will be no objections from the US, the EU and the Gulf Arab states.198  

Israel also collaborated with the US to develop Stuxnet computer worm, which was used 
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to infect the Iranian nuclear command and control systems in the fall of 2010 to cause a 

delay in their nuclear plans.199 

 

3.6.5 Nuclear Alarms during the Cold War 

While the nuclear non-proliferation remains the global arms control mantra of the 

nuclear powers, their own nuclear safety record has been far from spotless. Accidents 

have occurred within military as well as civilian nuclear programmes. Radiation leaks 

from Chernobyl in former USSR circa 1986 and the Three Mile Island nuclear plant in 

the US circa 1979 are well known examples.200 There have been a number of accidents 

involving Soviet/Russian, US, and French nuclear submarines.201 Nuclear submarines 

have sunk due to technical faults. They have also collided with other ships and vessels 

and have even run aground. Such accidents have often not been followed up by any 

rescue efforts. One terrible example is that of the Russian nuclear submarine, the Kursk 

was and its crew was left to its fate on the ocean floor because of radioactive leaks.    

A number of false alarms during the Cold War could have actually sparked a full-

fledged atomic war between the US and the USSR. These alarms resulted due to 

technical faults like malfunctioning nuclear warning systems. Since there was no political 

critical mass accompanying these incidents, a guarded restraint was observed and nuclear 

controls were not activated.202 Nonetheless, at least four recorded incidents of nuclear 

warnings briefly threatened world’s peace. In three of these, the decision not to respond 
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was made, when space-based early-warning sensors failed to show signs of massive 

nuclear attacks. The fourth incident was caused by an inadequate early-warning satellite 

system that was misled into thinking that reflected sunlight was the flames from a handful 

of ICBM’s. The first incident occurred in November 1979, when computers at three US 

command and control centres showed a massive Soviet nuclear strike aimed at destroying 

the US command system and nuclear forces. A threat assessment conference, involving 

senior officers of all three command posts, was convened and the subterranean launch 

control centres for Minuteman ICBM’s were given warning orders for a nuclear attack.203 

The continental air defence interceptor force was put on alert, and at least ten fighters 

took off. Furthermore, the US National Emergency Airborne Command Post (NEACP), 

the so-called presidential doomsday plane became airborne without the president on 

board. It was later determined that a realistic training tape had been inadvertently inserted 

into the computer running the early-warning programmes. Within minutes of the alarm, 

the officers had reviewed the raw data from the surveillance satellites and checked with 

the early warning radars ringing the country. Neither system showed any signs that the 

US was under attack, so the alert was cancelled.204 In June 1980, US command posts 

received another warning that the Soviet Union had launched a nuclear strike. As in the 

earlier episode, launch crews for Minuteman missiles were given preliminary launch 

warnings, and bomber crews manned their aircraft. This time, the displays did not present 

a recognizable or consistent attack pattern, as experienced during the training tape 

episode. Instead, the displays showed a random number of attacking missiles. Although 

this event was also not taken seriously, the threat assessment conference was still 
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convened to evaluate the authenticity of the attack warning. Again the committee 

reviewed the raw data from early warning systems and found that no missiles had been 

launched. Later investigations showed that a single computer chip failure had caused the 

display of random attacking missiles.205 The next incident occurred in September 1983, 

when the newly inaugurated Soviet early warning satellite system caused a nuclear alarm. 

Stanislav Petrov, the Lt Col in charge of the secret Serpukhov-15 bunker, saw to his 

horror, that the new system was indicating the launch of several missiles from the US 

continental missile fields. Petrov had been trained to expect a massive US nuclear strike 

designed to overwhelm Soviet forces in a single strike, refrained from alerting his 

superiors because he sincerely felt that five missiles alone could do little damage and 

were not meant to start a war.206 The fourth incident, perhaps the most serious one, 

occurred in January 1995. A very large civil sounding rocket was launched from Andoya 

Island off the coast of Norway by Norwegian and American scientists to study the 

Northern Lights. To the Russian radar technicians, the flight appeared similar to the one 

that a US Trident missile would take to blind Russian radars by detonating a nuclear 

warhead high in the atmosphere. This scientific experiment prompted Russian President 

Boris Yeltsin to activate his ‘nuclear football,’ a device meant to communicate with top 

military advisers to review the situation online. Luckily the Russians kept their cool and 

the moment passed without a retaliatory strike.207 Although after each incident 

appropriate steps were taken to obviate a repeat of these false alarms, the danger remains 

                                                 
205  Ibid. 
206  David Hoffman, ‘Shattered Shield – I had a funny feeling in my gut,’ Washington Post, February 10, 

1999; Page A19,  accessed June 21, 2007, www.washingtonpost.com/wp-srv/inatl/longterm/coldwar 
/shatter021099b.htm. 

207  Sauer, Nuclear Inertia, 19; Forden et.al, ‘Russian Strategic Nuclear Forces – False Alarms, Nuclear 
Danger.’ 



  

140 
 

that in future a benign event might still be misinterpreted and a nuclear button would be 

pressed.  

 In the post Cold War era a number of security lapses took place in handling US 

nuclear weapon systems. In 2007 USAF unwittingly flew nuclear armed cruise missiles 

across the continental United States and accidentally shipped ICBM fuses to Taiwan in 

2008. In October 2010 a technical glitch cut off, for close to an hour, a command 

facility’s contact with 50 Minuteman 3 ICBM’s at an air force base in Wyoming.208 In a 

recently published chronicle a former US Chairman JSC admitted that Bill Clinton’s 

White House once lost the ‘presidential authorisation codes’ for launching a nuclear 

strike. The codes remained ‘missing for months.’209 

 

3.6.6 The End of Cold War 

The Cold War was officially laid to rest at the Malta summit held in December 

1989.210 A number of reasons can be attributed to the demise of the Soviet Union and the 

unceremonious end of the Cold War. There is a widely held view that one major factor 

that led to the implosion of the former USSR was excessive military expenditure and 

stagnant economy had failed to keep pace with the market forces. The bleeding military 

campaign in Afghanistan hastened the inevitable collapse. Eduard Shevardnadze, foreign 

minister of the USSR from 1985 to 1991, reckons that as much as 50 percent of Soviet 

gross national product (GNP) was being spent on defence related expenditures.211 The 
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change of guard in Soviet leadership could not revive the country to its former glory, and 

in fact accelerated its collapse. The US, however, warmed to Mikhail Gorbachev, who 

became the new secretary general of the Communist Party in March 1985. Gorby, as he 

was popularly known in the West was relatively young and less inhibited as compared to 

his predecessors. He gladly responded to Western overtures and helped dismantle the 

Cold War rivalry. Internally he proceeded to liberalise Soviet Union’s closed political 

system and reform the economy through the processes of glasnost and perestroika. The 

Soviet Union could not survive the rapid changes taking place internally as well as 

externally. It ceased to exist in 1991 and was replaced by the Russian Federation and a 

number of autonomous countries came into being.  
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Chapter 4 

ARMS CONTROL & STRATEGIC STABILITY 

 

Arms Control has been used as an effective tool to reduce the chances of war and 

maintain strategic stability in the nuclear age. During the Cold War, arms control politics 

was conducted on two different planes. On the first level, the two superpowers 

maintained symmetry in weapon holdings through a series of bilateral arms control and 

disarmament negotiations. On the second level they set rules to control the rest of the 

world from acquiring nuclear weapons and in the process upsetting the existing order of 

things. It is important to understand, how this system worked at the international level 

and how it can be adapted at the bilateral level. 

 

4.1 THE COLD WAR STRATEGIC ARMS LIMITATION AND REDUCTION 

PROCESS 

 

4.1.1 SALT 

During the 1960s it became self evident that the nuclear arms race between the 

superpowers had become an option of diminishing returns. To control it, the process of 

SALT was initiated in 1968.1 The Treaty was signed and sealed in Moscow in 1972. 

Alongside SALT, the Biological Weapons Convention (BWC),2 and the ABM Treaty 

(ABMT) were also concluded.3 The ABMT provided an additional safety valve of mutual 

vulnerability to the East-West relationship. The possibility of a breakdown of nuclear 
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deterrence due to the development of ABM’s was detected as early as 1957 in the Gaither 

Report, commissioned by the US government.4 The ABM interceptors were considered a 

cost effective method to defeat many times expensive long range ICBM’s with heavier 

payloads. Such a development could potentially disturb the strategic balance. The 

ABMT, therefore, sought to limit the number of deployed ABM systems in each country 

to one. In 1966, the Soviet Union chose to deploy its ABM system around Moscow. In 

1967 the United States announced an ABM programme to protect a set of twelve ICBMs 

located at the Grand Forks, North Dakota Air Force. Each ABM system was allowed 100 

interceptors. The US deployed the Safeguard system, using Spartan/Sprint interceptors,5 

while the Soviets chose the A-35 system using Galosh interceptors. These were later 

replaced by an improved A-135s.6 The spirit of the ABMT was considerably weakened 

with the development of MIRVed missiles,7 carrying multiple warheads.8 More 

interceptors were needed to counter MIRVed warheads, as they re-entered the 

atmosphere over a wide area. The cost of ABM defence escalated, as it was much less 

expensive to add warheads, or even decoys, than build interceptors to shoot them down.9 

Nonetheless the ABMT remained in force until the US unilaterally withdrew from it, in 

June 2002.10   

SALT was a significant breakthrough in bilateral arms control. It froze the 

number of ICBM launchers at the existing levels, and allowed the addition of new SLBM 
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launchers only after the same number of older ICBM and SLBM launchers had been 

dismantled. As per the Agreement the US had to limit its deployed nuclear weapons to 

1,054 ICBM silos and 656 SLBM launch tubes, and the Soviet Union to 1,607 ICBM 

silos and 740 SLBM launch tubes.11 The Soviet Union and the USA claimed SALT as the 

fulfilment of their obligation under the nuclear disarmament clause (Article VI) of the 

NPT.12 Such claims have been disputed, since this was only an agreement to limit the 

number of deployed nuclear weapons and cannot be equated with disarmament.  

In November 1972, the SALT negotiations were reopened.  SALT II was signed 

in June 1979, limiting US and Soviet ICBM, SLBM, and bomber based nuclear forces to 

2,400 delivery vehicles (defined as an ICBM silo, a submarine missile-launch tube, or a 

bomber). It also placed a variety of restrictions on deployed strategic nuclear forces. 

Owing to the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, the US decided not to ratify the Treaty but 

both countries pledged to adhere to its terms of Agreement.13  

 

4.1.2 START 

SALT was upgraded to START (Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty) in the early 

1980s. START I and II negotiated during the early 1990s placed specific caps on the 

nuclear weapons stocks.14 START I required a reduction in deployed strategic arsenals to 

1,600 delivery vehicles, carrying no more than 6,000 warheads. The Agreement limited 

deployed warheads by imposing limits on delivery vehicles and required the destruction 

of excess delivery vehicles. The destruction was verified through an intrusive verification 
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regime, involving on-site inspections, regular exchanges of information, as well as 

national technical means like satellites. The Agreement’s entry into force was delayed for 

several years because of the collapse of the Soviet Union and efforts to denuclearize 

Ukraine, Kazakhstan, and Belarus and consolidating their nuclear weapons in Russia. 

START I reductions were completed in December 2001. The Treaty expired in December 

2009.15 START II was never ratified by either state party and was therefore never 

invoked. 

 

4.1.3 The INF Treaty 

During the dying days of the Cold War the arms control negotiations based on 

Reagan’s 1981 zero sum option were resumed and a number of summit level meetings 

were held between the heads of state. At the October 1986 meeting in Reykjavík, Iceland, 

the two countries came close to an agreement on sweeping reductions in nuclear 

armaments and withdrawal of all American IRBM’s from Europe but things came 

unstuck when Gorbachev insisted that Reagan first give up the SDI project.16 Despite 

qualms about the SDI, the Intermediate Range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty was signed in 

Washington, D.C. in December 1987. Under this Treaty all newly deployed Cruise and 

Pershing II missiles were removed from Europe.17 It also called for the elimination of 

nuclear and conventional ground launched ballistic and cruise missiles with ranges of 500 

to 5,500 kilometres. By June 1, 1991, a total of 2,692 such weapons were destroyed. This 

included 846 US weapons and 1846 Soviet weapons. The Treaty also allowed inspection 
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of each other’s military installations.18 Russian arms control experts recognised this as a 

big loophole and wanted a fresh approach in the subsequent treaties.19  

 

4.1.4 The CFE Treaty 

As the possibility of a continental war diminished in the late 1980s, force 

limitation within the ambit of the Conventional Armed Forces in Europe (CFE) Treaty in 

Europe was initiated between NATO and Warsaw Pact countries. This landmark arms 

control treaty, signed in Paris in November 19, 1990, fixed the number of conventional 

troops and equipment deployed in the Europe and established parity in major 

conventional forces/armaments between the rival military alliances from the Atlantic to 

the Urals. The ceiling for each group of states was limited to 20,000 tanks and artillery 

pieces each; 30,000 armoured combat vehicles; 6,800 combat aircraft and 2,000 attack 

helicopters. The group ceilings were translated into national limits for individual state 

parties. It also established several sub-regions within the Treaty area, where both groups 

would be allowed to keep equal numbers of weapon systems with further provisions on 

how many items could be kept in active units. The Treaty also limited the proportion of 

armaments to be held by a single country to one third of the total numbers, the so-called 

‘sufficiency rule.’20  

 

4.2 POST COLD WAR US-RUSSIA ARMS REDUCTION 

Non-proliferation has always been an article of faith with the makers of American 

foreign policy. The demise of the USSR threw open a host of new challenges to the 
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international non-proliferation regime. A number of former Soviet republics possessing 

stocks of nuclear weapons became autonomous and by default a potential source of 

proliferation. The Americans sponsored an extensive plan to disarm and divest these 

newly independent states off their nuclear weapons under the 1991 Nunn-Lugar 

programme. Through this programme the nuclear weapons of the former Soviet republics 

were dismantled, and fissile materials, technology, and expertise, secured or converted to 

other purposes.21  

Since the Soviet conventional military threat to Europe had practically vanished 

after the Cold War, the US started systematically reducing its military footprint in the 

Continent.22 It also initiated a process of restructuring and transforming its military forces 

in Europe and elsewhere for new missions.23 The main task of the US Army in Europe is 

now to prepare for contingencies, like providing an additional combat Army headquarters 

for expeditionary missions, instead of responding to the Soviet Union invasion.24 Since 

2001 USA has been gradually evacuating its TNW based in Europe.25 As of September 

2009, 180 of these weapons still remain in the continent. The Russian weapons in the 

same category are estimated to be between 3000-5000. All of these are all located inside 

Russian territory.26 The American B-61 gravity bombs are stored at six places in 

Belgium, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands and Turkey. In view of the disparity in TNW, 
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the US and its NATO partners do not contemplate complete evacuation of nuclear 

weapons from the Europe.27  

The first step in nuclear de-escalation between the US and the Russian Federation 

was the result of the agreement signed by George H.W. Bush and Boris Yeltsin. This 

called for de-targeting ballistic missiles, removing nuclear weapons from strategic 

bombers, and withdrawing almost all TNW from forward positions. It was also decided 

to reduce the number of nuclear weapons to 3,500 within the framework of a new 

START.28 In mid 1991, in response to unilateral cuts by the United States, Russia 

stopped the production of warheads for ground launched tactical missiles, artillery shells, 

and mines. The Russian TNW at that time were estimated to be 15,000 in number. 

Besides, the elimination of existing warheads, the Russian President also pledged to 

dispose off half of all airborne and surface-to-air warheads and one-third of all naval 

warheads. As a result of the American President’s unilateral initiatives most American 

TNW, including those mounted on naval platforms were withdrawn from Europe.29 In 

2004, the Russian Foreign Ministry declared that “more than 50 percent” of these 

warhead types had been “liquidated.” The Clinton administration pursued the 

implementation of these decisions as well as a variety of threat reduction measures to 

reduce risks with the Russian Federation. Yet both Bush and Clinton administrations 

found it difficult to radically part with the nuclear doctrines of the Cold War era. Both 

were concerned that Russia’s political transformation might not succeed, resulting in the 

emergence of a hostile and revanchist power. The 1994 Nuclear Posture Review (NPR) 
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and Clinton’s 1997 Presidential Decision Directive (PDD) retained the classic role of 

nuclear weapons to deter war, and a relatively large strategic nuclear force remained 

poised to attack a wide range of strategic targets, with the view of inflicting unacceptable 

damage.30 With the nature of nuclear deterrence unchanged, the Clinton administration 

did not deem it necessary to reject ABMT as the cornerstone of stability.31 Therefore, it 

alarmed the Russians when George W. Bush decided to withdraw from the Treaty and 

deploy the BMDS system in Europe.32 However, despite the ABMT setback, the 

Strategic Offensive Reductions Treaty (SORT) was signed in Moscow in May 2002 and 

entered into force in June 2003. This Treaty contained “no verification mechanism or 

agreed-on benchmarks for implementation.”33 It mandated cuts in deployed strategic 

nuclear warheads but did not recommend reduction in stockpiled warheads.34 The 

reduction was to be in the range of 1,700-2,200 nuclear warheads but there were 

disagreements over counting rules. The Americans declared that they would reduce only 

‘operationally deployed’ warheads, and will not count warheads removed from service 

and placed in storage or warheads on delivery vehicles undergoing overhaul or repair. 

Russia disagreed with this interpretation and wanted to negotiate stricter counting rules.35  

The START process was revived after Barack Obama assumed the office of the 

office of the US President. The New START was signed by the US and Russian heads of 
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state in April 2010 at a ceremony held in Prague. This Treaty aims to limit the number of 

“nuclear warheads to 1,550 per country over seven years,”36 and to reduce delivery 

vehicles to just 800 over the same time period.37 This progress in the field of arms control 

has been viewed as a major foreign policy success for President Obama. In December 

2010, the US senate in a rare display of bipartisan unity approved the New START.38 

Both houses of the Russian parliament ratified the Treaty in January 2011.39 Obama plans 

to hold talks with Russia on TNW within a year after the New START arms reduction 

treaty comes into force.40 Russia, which has 1500 more weapons in this category, is not 

very keen to open negotiations on the subject just yet.41  

 

4.3 GLOBAL ARMS CONTROL REGIME 

At the global level, an all encompassing regime of nuclear non-proliferation has 

been erected by the NWS to prevent the spread of nuclear weapon technology to non-

nuclear states. During the Cold War this system prevented the number of nuclear states 

from exceeding the original five. Within this system a number of international 

organisations set up to enforce the arms control treaties. 
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4.3.1 The Committee on Disarmament (CD) 

The need to establish an international body on disarmament was felt after the 

horrors of the First World War. This could not materialise due to the outbreak of the 

Second World War. After the end of the War, it was felt that a supranational authority 

capable of imposing nuclear disarmament was no longer possible;42 nonetheless, 

disarmament as a concept was not discarded. A number of international bodies involved 

in disarmament issues were created under the auspices of the UN. The Ten Nation 

Committee Disarmament (1960), the Eighteen Nation Committee on Disarmament (1962-

68) and the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament (1969-78) were upgraded to 

CD in 1979. The CD functions as a multilateral disarmament negotiating forum and 

operates from the Geneva office of the UN. Although it is not formally part of the UN, it 

is nonetheless linked to the personal representative of the Secretary General. Resolutions 

adopted by the UN General Assembly often request the conference to consider specific 

disarmament matters. In turn, the conference annually reports its activities to the 

Assembly. The CD is authorised to implement the following conventions: Anti Personnel 

Landmine Convention (APLC), Biological Weapons Convention (BWC), and 

Convention on Certain Conventional Weapons (CCW).43 The CD is also engaged in 

creating a Fissile Material Cut-off Treaty (FMCT). 

 

4.3.2 The International Atomic Energy Commission (IAEA) 

The IAEA came into existence in July 1957. This was the first step in creating an 

international system of nuclear oversights. As a regulatory body IAEA is mandated to 

promote peaceful use of nuclear energy and to inhibit its use for military purposes was 
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based on Eisenhower’s Atoms for Peace speech made in 1953 before the UN General 

Assembly.44 In this famous speech Eisenhower had recommended that the nuclear powers 

should contribute fissionable material to an atomic energy commission, which could 

distribute it to non-nuclear powers for peaceful purposes like medical use and power 

production.45 The IAEA is now a formidable body with the mandate to carryout intrusive 

inspections of nuclear projects. Its members now number 151 and has a Board of 

Governors (BoG) composed of 35 member states.46 On December 3, 2010, the IAEA 

board finally agreed to create an international low-enriched uranium (LEU) fuel bank, 

fulfilling the conditions of the $50 million pledge proposed by the US based Nuclear 

Threat Initiative (NTI) and US billionaire Warren Buffett.47  

 

4.3.3 The Nuclear Non Proliferation Regime             

The architecture of the international system of nuclear non-proliferation is built 

around a string of treaties. These include the 1963 Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests 

in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and Underwater (Partial Test Ban Treaty or PTBT), 

the 1967 Treaty on Principles Governing the Activities of States in the Exploration and 

Use of Outer Space, including the Moon and other Celestial Bodies (the Outer Space 

Treaty), the 1968 Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT), 1971 

Treaty on the Prohibition of the Emplacement of Nuclear Weapons and other Weapons of 

Mass Destruction on the Seabed and Ocean Floor and in the Subsoil thereof (the Seabed 

Treaty), the 1980 Convention on the Physical Protection of Nuclear Material and the 
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1996 Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty (CTBT).48 Although the CTBT has been 

signed by 182 states, it can only enter into force after being ratified by nine more i.e. 

China, Egypt, India, Iran, Israel, North Korea, Pakistan and the US.49  

 

4.3.3.1 The Early Treaties          

The PTBT and the Outer Space Treaty became the first building blocks of the 

East-West détente.50 However, these early treaties did little to curb the superpowers’ 

nuclear abilities and served primarily to limit the nuclear ambitions of third parties. The 

Treaty on the Limitation of Underground Nuclear Weapon Tests, also known as the 

Threshold Test Ban Treaty (or TTBT), was signed in July 1974 by the USA and the 

USSR, to establish a nuclear “threshold,” by prohibiting nuclear tests of devices having a 

yield exceeding 150 kilotons (equivalent to 150,000 tons of TNT). In the 1960s, many 

tests above this yield were conducted. The mutual restraint imposed by the Treaty 

reduced the explosive force of new nuclear warheads and bombs, which could otherwise 

be tested for the weapons systems. Of particular significance was the relationship 

between explosive power of the reliable, tested warheads and first-strike capability. A 

companion treaty to the TTBT was the Peaceful Nuclear Explosion (PNE) Treaty. This 

Treaty proscribed the use of underground nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes for 

developing nuclear weapons. It also recommended peaceful cooperation with regards the 

underground PNT.51  
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4.3.3.2 The NPT       

NPT is the main plank of the global non-proliferation effort. It covers three major 

areas i.e. non-proliferation, disarmament, and the right to peacefully use nuclear 

technology.52 The supporters of NPT cite at least three success stories in the field of non-

proliferation. The first one is that the number of NWS remains limited to five NPT 

recognized states and three outside the NPT i.e. Israel, India and Pakistan. The ninth one 

(North Korea) is no longer the member of the NPT. The second one is the voluntary 

abdication by Argentina,53 Brazil54 and South Africa55 from their nuclear programmes. 

The third one has been the voluntary abstinence by technically advanced countries like 

Germany56 and Japan57 not to divert the spent fuel from their nuclear power plants to 

fabricate atomic weapons. Non-proliferation as per the NPT is the responsibility of the 

NWS as well as the NNWS. Article I of the NPT forbids NWS to help NNWS in 

acquiring nuclear weapons. It expressly stops them from transferring nuclear weapons 

technology to NNWS and other parties. The NNWS, on their part are required to accept 

safeguards to detect diversions from peaceful activities, such as power generation to the 

production of nuclear weapons or nuclear explosive devices. This must be done as an 

individual agreement between each NNWS party and the IAEA.58 As a safety guarantee 

NWS have given undertakings not to use their nuclear weapons against a NNWS party, 
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except in response to a nuclear attack, or a conventional attack in alliance with a NWS. 

However, these undertakings have not been incorporated formally into the Treaty, and the 

exact details have varied.  

Critics of the NPT term it inherently discriminatory for allowing only five most 

powerful countries i.e. France, China, Russia, the UK and the US to keep nuclear 

weapons, while explicitly denying the acquisition of nuclear weapon technology to the 

rest of the world. The qualified nature of the NPT membership has several negative 

fallouts like preventing countries with genuine security concerns to acquire nuclear 

deterrence legitimately, and tempting them to run covert programmes. Those found in 

violation of the Treaty either proclaim their right to acquire nuclear technology for 

peaceful uses under Article IV or opt to withdraw from the Treaty.59 The safe exit clause, 

without any penalties is provided vide Article X, which states that a member country can 

withdraw, if it feels that “extraordinary events,” like a perceived threat, forces it to do 

so.60 Iran, often accused of exploiting the Article IV to enrich uranium, insists that its 

nuclear programme is merely “geared towards generating electricity and nuclear medical 

isotopes, not nuclear bombs.”61 So far no state is known to have successfully constructed 

a nuclear weapon in secret, while being subjected to NPT inspections. To pursue their 

nuclear programmes, North Korea had opted out of the NPT, while Iran has blocked 

inspections.62  
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Disarmament as conceived under the NPT hasn’t been much of a success. Article 

VI and the Preamble makes it mandatory for the NWS to reduce and liquidate their 

stockpiles. Article VI also calls for a treaty on general and complete disarmament. This 

formal obligation has never been adhered to and proposals for complete universal 

disarmament tabled at the CD have been rejected under one pretext or the other. The 

failure of the NWS to comply with their disarmament obligations, and the unconditional 

indefinite extension of the NPT, has caused simmering discontent among many signatory 

states, and a justification for the non-signatory states to develop their own nuclear 

weapons. In fact the elimination of nuclear weapons as enshrined in the Article VI of the 

NPT remains a distant dream.63 The entire rationale for NPT recognised NWS 

maintaining nuclear weapons has been lost64 but none of the NWS has opted to give up 

these weapons.  

 

4.3.4 The Nuclear Weapon Free Zones (NFWZ’s)                

The right of countries to establish NFWZ’s was recognised under Article VII of 

the NPT. Presently the world is covered by five such zones. With the signing of the 

African NFZW Treaty (Treaty of Pelindaba 2009) the entire southern hemisphere is now 

technically free of nuclear weapons. Other NFWZ’s exist in Latin America, the South 

Pacific and South East Asia.65 Antarctic Treaty of 1959 was the first one to establish an 

NFWZ. It prohibited nuclear explosions, stationing or testing of any type of weapons, 

radioactive waste disposal, military manoeuvres, and the establishment of military bases 
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on Antarctica. The 1967 Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America 

and the Caribbean (Treaty of Tlatelolco) banned the manufacture, acquisition, testing, 

deployment, or use of nuclear weapons in Latin America. The 1985 South Pacific NFWZ 

(Treaty of Rarotonga) prohibited the testing, manufacture, stationing of nuclear explosive 

devices, and the dumping of nuclear waste, within the zone.  

The 1995 Treaty of Bangkok created the Southeast Asia NWFZ Treaty. This 

Treaty disallowed the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons in the areas of the signatory 

countries i.e. Brunei, Cambodia, Indonesia, Laos, Malaysia, Myanmar, the Philippines, 

Singapore, Thailand, and Vietnam. In 1993, South East Asia was declared a NWFZ under 

the Bangkok Treaty.66 In December that year Pakistani Prime Minister Benazir Bhutto 

proposed a similar arrangement in South Asia.67 India did not agree to the proposal. The 

1996 Pelindaba Treaty obliged the signatory countries in Africa not to conduct research 

on, develop, test, or stockpile nuclear explosive devices. They also vowed not to station 

nuclear devices on their territories and to protect existing nuclear materials, facilities, and 

equipment. Five Central Asian states, namely Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Uzbekistan, 

Tajikistan and Turkmenistan signed the Central Asian Nuclear Weapons Free Zone 

(CANWFZ) treaty in September 2006. All signatories decided not to develop, 

manufacture, stockpile, or provide storage for nuclear weapons within their borders.68  

At times the proposals for NFWZ’s have not materialised because of conflicting 

national interests.69 Two such cases are the proposed NFWZ’s in South Asia and the 
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Middle East. After India’s nuclear explosion in 1974, Pakistan was very keen to organise 

a nuclear free environment in South Asia. Neither the Soviets nor the Americans 

wholeheartedly supported Pakistan’s idea. Nonetheless, Pakistan moved the proposal for 

a South Asian NFWZ before the UNGA session on October 28, 1974. Although it was 

accepted by 82 votes in favour and 2 against (India and Bhutan) and 36 abstentions, it 

never became a reality because of India’s obduracy.70  Similarly the Arabs have been 

pushing for a NFWZ in the Middle East without much success. The Middle East NFWZ 

includes nuclear Israel, which has a special status in the American regional security 

paradigm. The only consolation for the Arabs so far has been the acceptance by the NPT 

Review Conference held in New York in May 2010 to hold a meeting to discuss the 

Middle East NWFZ in 2012.71 

 

4.3.5 Nuclear Material Export Controls 

4.3.5.1 The Nuclear Suppliers Group (NSG)                

The NSG was established in 1975 after India surreptitiously diverted fissile 

material from its research reactor to conduct its first nuclear test in 1974. The purpose of 

establishing the Group was to reduce nuclear proliferation by controlling the export and 

re-transfer of materials that may be applicable to nuclear weapon development and by 

improving safeguards and protection on existing materials. As of today it has 46 

members.72 The NSG was preceded by the 1971 NPT Exporters Committee, also called 

the Zangger Committee. Members of the NPT Exporters Committee draft the export 
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control provisions for the NPT. A series of NSG meetings held in London from 1975 to 

1978, resulted in the Agreements on the Guidelines for Export (essentially the Zangger 

Trigger List).73 The latest steps in nuclear export controls include the 1996 Wassenaar 

Arrangement on Export Controls for Conventional Arms and Dual-Use Goods and 

Technologies, the 2003 Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI) and the Container Security 

Initiative (CSI). The Wassenaar Arrangement aims to promote the exchange of 

information on exports of dual-use goods and technologies. The PSI and CSI are US 

inspired voluntary arrangements designed to interdict and check suspected transfers and 

shipments of WMD-related materials.74 

The Indian nuclear test of 1974 had clearly demonstrated to the world that civil 

nuclear technology could be readily turned to weapons development. Although the NSG 

was created to ward off similar incidents in the future, India was easily let off the hook 

for violating international non-proliferation norms. Pakistan, on the other hand, has been 

repeatedly sanctioned for possessing nuclear materials under the Symington 

Amendment.75  

 

4.3.5.2 Fissile Material Cut-off Treaty (FMCT)               

The FMCT aims to cap the production of fissile material. Pakistan is opposed to 

this Treaty because it feels that the lack of controls over existing stocks would allow 

India not only to retain unaccounted fissile material, it would also help it add substantial 

amounts before this Treaty comes into vogue.76 It is felt that in the long run this could 

impact on Pakistan’s minimum nuclear deterrence. The Pakistani NCA in a meeting held 
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on December 14, 2010, reiterated its resolve not to “accept any compromise on its 

nuclear deterrence and ruled out signing the Fissile Material Cutoff Treaty (FMCT).”77 

Pakistan is the only country among the 65 member CD opposing the FMCT. The US is 

threatening to put economic pressure on Pakistan to coerce it to accept this Treaty in its 

current shape. Pakistan is already upset because President Obama in his visit to India in 

November 2010 had promised to support the membership of India in the NSG, the 

Missile Technology Control Regime, Australia Group and the Wassenaar Arrangement. 78    

Other proposals to push through the FMCT include the parallel process of taking the 

matter before the UN. Pakistan does not want the discussion on FMCT to go outside the 

CD.79  

 

4.3.6 Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR) 

The MTCR was established in April 1987 to control the development of long 

range nuclear capable ballistic missiles, space launch vehicles, and other rocket systems 

capable of delivering WMD’s. The 2002 International Code of Conduct against Ballistic 

Missile Proliferation is meant to supplement the MTCR.  This Code addresses the threat 

of ballistic missile proliferation, promotes transparency, confidence-building measures, 

and maximum possible restraint in missile and space launch vehicle development 

programmes.80  
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4.3.7 Anti Ballistic Missile Treaty (ABMT) and the Ballistic Missile Defence Shield 

(BMDS) 

A missile defence is meant to detect, track and destroy incoming missiles and 

therefore is against the spirit of mutual vulnerability as ensured by the ABMT. The 

Americans had been steadily hewing away at the foundations of the ABMT by investing 

in various anti ballistic missile projects. Ronald Reagan’s grandiose SDI in the final years 

of the Cold War wasn’t implemented because of prohibitive costs. In the post Cold War 

era, George H. W. Bush launched the Global Protection against Limited Strikes or 

GPALS on February 12, 1991.81  His son George W. Bush not only launched the BMDS, 

he also formally withdrew from the ABMT in December 14, 2001. Bush’s missile shield 

envisioned positioning interceptors and radars in Eastern Europe: ten PAC3 interceptors 

in Poland and a powerful early warning tracking radar in the Czech Republic.82 This was 

seen by Russia as another visible sign of NATO’s eastward expansion. The Russian 

President was petrified and declared the onset of another Cold War.83  Russian officials 

threatened pulling out of the INF treaty and actually pulled out of the CFE Treaty in 

2007.84  

Within his overall plan to push the “reset button” in the Russian-American 

relationship,85 Obama has scaled down the ambitious BMDS program.86 Plans to deploy 
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missile interceptors and radars in Poland and the Czech Republic have been scrapped.87 

While ship borne Aegis system is being considered a likely alternative,88 big ticket items 

like the Airborne Laser (ABL), Kinetic-Energy Interceptor (KEI) and Multiple-Kill 

Vehicle (MKV) have been reduced to the level of technology demonstrators.89 In the 

Lisbon conference held in November 2010, Obama was able to convince NATO allies to 

a Europe wide missile interception system and Russia was invited to become a part of 

it.90 

 

4.4 FROM NON PROLIFERATION TO PRE EMPTION AND COUNTER 

PROLIFERATION 

  The principal departure from the Cold War nuclear planning is that US no longer 

considers Russia the main threat. They are now faced with multiple threats requiring a 

nuclear response. A Los Angeles Times report dated March 9, 2002 stated that the 

classified version of the US NPR 2001 had identified a set of possible contingencies, 

including an Arab-Israel conflict and threats from seven states, namely China, Russia, 

Iraq, Iran, North Korea, Libya and Syria.91 In the current US security calculus the main 

threat emerges from states sponsoring terrorism and those planning to acquire nuclear 

weapons and the means to launch them. 92 Deposing before the US Senate select 
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committee George Tenet, the former Director of CIA, predicted that the next ‘domino 

theory’ might be in the spread of nuclear weapon technology to countries, which might 

be potentially hostile to the US and its interests.93 Based on these estimates George W. 

Bush upgraded the policy of non-proliferation to counter proliferation, and explicitly 

declared that non nuclear states intending to acquire minor nuclear capabilities would be 

deterred through the threat of “immense retaliation, or even pre-emptive action.”94  The 

overarching security policies in the Bush era thus revolved around the strategy of pre-

emption and counter proliferation.95  

 According to NPR 2001, the US reserved the right to use the nuclear option to 

counter a chemical or biological attack.96 It also reaffirmed the US intention to launch a 

pre-emptive nuclear strike and suggested that the combatant commander be authorised to 

launch such a strike.97 The US National Security Strategy 2002 proposed a proactive 

counter proliferation strategy and strengthening non-proliferation measures to prevent the 

so-called rogue states from acquiring WMD’s.98 To peremptorily destroy buried nuclear 

stocks and material US has designed bunker busting bombs.99 Although the NPR2001 

agreed that the US forces were now dealing with non state actors and alleged rogue states 

instead of traditional Cold War foes, it did not recommend reduced dependence on 
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nuclear weapons. In fact the leaked portions of the classified portions indicated that the 

US could develop new nuclear weapons and was lowering the threshold for their possible 

use.100 NSPD17 unequivocally stated that the United States reserved the right to respond 

with overwhelming force, including nuclear weapons, if WMD’s were used against the 

US, its forces abroad, and its friends and allies.101 The National Security Strategy of the 

United States (September 2002) elevated the theory of military pre emption against rogue 

states and terrorist groups to the status of an official doctrine.102 The Nuclear Weapons 

Employment Policy 2004 stated that the US nuclear forces must be seen as capable of 

destroying critical war making and war supporting assets and capabilities that a potential 

enemy leadership valued most.103 The NSPD35 (Nuclear Weapons Deployment 

Authorization) authorized continued deployment of TNW in Europe.104 The CJCS’s 

nuclear supplement to the JSCP2005 codified new global strike and theatre nuclear 

operations guidance and implementation of the Nuclear Weapons Employment Policy.105 

In January 2005, the STRATCOM was tasked to spearhead the efforts to combat 

weapons of WMD and the office of the CJCS issued Global Strike Joint Integrating 

Concept, Version 1, for conducting global strike operations during the initial phase of a 

conflict. Targets included WMD production, storage, and delivery capabilities, critical 

command and control facilities, anti-access capabilities (radars, surface-to-air missile 

sites, theater ballistic missile sites), and adversary leadership. In the fall of the same year, 
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the Doctrine for Joint Nuclear Operations was issued.106 This meant that the US 

policymakers were seriously considering the early use of weapons in a military 

campaign. The underlying theme in all these papers was that future threats including 

asymmetric ones, particularly those involving WMD’s came from countries or actors, 

whose identity could not be easily predicted.107  

  The invasion of Iraq in March 2003 became the first step towards the fulfilment 

of the counter proliferation policy. The pretext was to disarm Saddam Hussein of his 

WMD’s. George Bush in his radio address on the eve of the invasion of Iraq had declared 

that the mission was “to disarm Iraq of weapons of mass destruction, to end Saddam 

Hussein's support for terrorism, and to free the Iraqi people.”108 After Sadam Hussein had 

been removed from power and his Revolutionary Guards neutralised, UN inspectors were 

tasked to unearth the Baa’thist regime’s dreaded WMD’s, capable of targeting Israel in 

less than an hour. Despite their best efforts, they could not find any trace of these.109 

Ironically, while the US accused the Iraqi regime of possessing WMD’s; it 

indiscriminately used all kinds of weapons in Iraq and Afghanistan to pulverise the 

enemy through the so-called shock and awe technique. The use of 2000 tons of bombs 

containing DU during the invasion of Iraq,110 massive 15,000 pounds BLU-82 (daisy 

cutters),111 the asphyxiating air fuel bombs,112 and deadly two-and-a-half-ton GBU-28 

                                                 
106 JUO JIC - JROC Approved V1 0, accessed April 25, 2007, www.dtic.mil/futurejointwarfare 

/concepts/juo_jic_v1.pdf . 
107 QDR 2001, accessed April 25, 2007, www.ndu.edu/inss/press/QDR_2001/sdcasqdr.pdf and 

www.defenselink.mil/pubs/pdfs/ qdr2001.pdf. 
108   President’s Radio Address: President discusses Operation Iraqi Freedom, Press Release by the Office 

of the White House Press Secretary, March 22, 2003, accessed October 22, 2010, http:// georgewbush-
whitehouse.archives.gov/news/releases/ 2003/03/20030322.html.    

109  “Hans Blix’s Briefing to the Security Council,” Guardian, February 14, 2003, accessed October 21, 
2010, http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2003/feb/14/iraq.unitednations1. 

110  ‘Iraq to sue US, Britain over depleted uranium bombs,’ Press TV, accessed February 2, 2010, 
http://www.presstv.ir/detail.aspx?id=117557&sectionid=351020201. 

111    Carolyn Lauer, ‘The Daisy Cutter Bomb: The Largest Bomb in Existence,’ accessed October 3, 2008, 
www.nd.edu/~techrev/Archive/Spring2002/a8.html. 



  

166 
 

‘dense metal’ penetrators, containing tons of radioactive Uranium-238 in Afghanistan can 

theoretically cause genetic mutations for the next four billion years.113 Independent 

medical reports have revealed abnormally high levels of uranium in the urine samples of 

Afghan civilian population,114 and  European Parliament Report ECCR 2003 has reported 

contamination of water channels and pollution of air environment that can cause cancer, 

gene mutation, heart disease, autism, Parkinson’s disease, asthma, chronic fatigue 

syndrome, slow destruction of body’s system. Countries lying within 1000 mile radius of 

Kabul and Baghdad are being affected by radiation poisoning.115  

After militarily subduing Iraq and Afghanistan, the US is now concentrating on 

“reversing the nuclear ambitions of North Korea and Iran.”116 An aggressive form of 

diplomacy, combining the non-proliferation regime with diplomatic and economic 

sanctions, has been used to coerce Iran and North Korea to give up their nuclear 

ambitions. Stifling sanctions and aggressive censure notwithstanding, these nations are 

unlikely to cave in to international pressures anytime soon. China and Russia may not be 

openly supporting these two countries but they definitely have their reservations about 

how much pressure should be exerted. In late 1990s US officials considered a number of 

countries, like Libya, Iran, Iraq and North Korea, as rogues. Iraq relinquished this 

dubious honour, after the fall of Sadam Hussein in 2003 and Libya got a reprieve, when it 

gave up its nuclear  programme in exchange of Western aid. The Bush administration 
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replaced the term rogue states with that of the Axis of Evil, which was restricted to Iran 

and North Korea only.117 In order to express solidarity with the US, western allies like the 

UK and France had also indicated that they could use nuclear weapons against the so-

called rogue states. 

 

4.4.1 Iran 

The Western anxieties about Iranian nuclear programme are often attributed to 

President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad’s threat to wipe Israel off the map.118 Recent American 

intelligence estimates claim that Iran is relentlessly trying to get nuclear weapons.119 

Impartial observers, however, feel that these reports are exaggerated.120 Even Israelis feel 

that Iranian nuclear plans are on hold but have reasons to suspect, that given a chance, the 

Iranians have the capability to fabricate an atomic weapon with enriched uranium in two 

years time.121 Nuclear activity in Iran has allegedly been going on for at least two decades 

and Ahmadinejad merely inherited it upon becoming the President in 2005. He soon 

made the inalienable “right to acquire nuclear technology,” 122  the rallying cry of his 

presidency.  

The US has been instrumental in leading a number of nuclear related UNSC 

sanctions to isolate Iran. The US and the EU have separately passed similar resolutions. 
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UNSC resolution 1696 forbids Iran to enrich uranium or separate plutonium.123  UNSC 

resolution 1747 adopted in 2007 explicitly demands that Iran to halt its nuclear 

programme.124 This was followed by two more resolutions imposing sanctions on Iran 

and Iranian entities. US has followed up the diplomatic onslaught by building up military 

presence in the Gulf, in order to keep the Strait of Hormuz open at all costs for oil 

shipping. The US Navy’s 5th Fleet is headquartered in Bahrain and it has a major air base 

in Qatar, which is also used by coalition partners like Britain. The French have a 

permanent military base in Abu Dhabi,125 and multinational combined naval task forces 

regularly patrol the Persian Gulf.126 The Americans have provided PAC3 Patriot anti-

missile systems to Kuwait, the UAE, Qatar and Oman against an Iranian missile threat. It 

has also stationed Aegis-equipped US warships in the Gulf.127 Arms worth $60bn dollars 

are being sold to Saudi Arabia and the UAE has been promised THAAD missile defence 

systems.128 Accelerated arms sale to Persian Gulf emirates are meant to upgrade the 

defences of oil terminals and other key infrastructure against possible Iranian attacks.129 

The American plan to deploy a radar in Turkey to monitor incoming missiles from Iran 

has not found favour with the Turks so far.130 
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Iran has an extensive nuclear infrastructure. It has uranium conversion plant in 

Isfahan, enrichment plants in Natanz and Qom and a heavy water production facility in 

Arak.131 The US actually helped start the Iranian nuclear programme during the Shah’s 

time. The Shah was a close friend and ally and friend of the US. In 1953, the CIA had 

engineered a collapse of Prime Minister Mosadegh’s regime and helped the Shah to 

return home from a brief exile abroad.132 The Shah repaid the debt by becoming 

America’s policeman in the Persian Gulf region. Among the many rewards he reaped for 

his unflinching loyalty to America was cooperation in the nuclear field. Analysts point 

out six phases in the Iranian nuclear programme.133 In 1957, the US and Iran signed a 

civil nuclear cooperation agreement as part of the Atoms for Peace programme. The same 

year, the Institute of Nuclear Science, under the auspices of the Central Treaty 

Organization (CENTO), moved from Baghdad to Tehran, and the Shah began to take 

personal interest in nuclear energy. In 1959, he ordered the establishment of a nuclear 

research centre at Tehran University. The US supplied the research reactor and a number 

of hot cells for the 5MW research centre established in 1960. In February 1961 the US 

Joint Chiefs of Staff suggested placing nuclear weapons in Iran but this plan was never 

implemented. During his visit to the US in 1964, the Shah decided to start an ambitious 

plan for nuclear power. The US complied by supplying Iran with 5.545 kg of enriched 

uranium, of which 5.165 kg contained fissile isotopes, for fuel in a research reactor. It 

also supplied 112 kg of plutonium, of which 104 kg were fissile isotopes, for use as 

“start-up sources for research reactor.” In November 1967, the 5MWt pool-type, water-

moderated research reactor went critical. Iran signed the NPT in July 1968 and the Majles 
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(Iranian parliament) ratified it in March 1970.134  In March 1974, the Shah spoke of plans 

to produce 23000MWe from nuclear plants.135 Bushehr was to be the first nuclear power 

plant to supply energy to the city of Shiraz. In 1975, the German firm Kraftwerk Union 

AG, a joint venture of Siemens AG and AEG Telefunken, signed a contract worth $4-6 

billion to build the pressurized water reactor nuclear power plant. Construction of two 

1,196 MWe nuclear generating units was subcontracted to Thyssen Krupp, with the 

mandate to complete the project by 1981.136 In 1975, Secretary of State Henry Kissinger 

signed the National Security Decision Memorandum 292, titled ‘US–Iran Nuclear Co-

operation.’ The sale of nuclear energy equipment to Iran was expected to bring US 

corporations more than $6bn in revenue. In 1976 President Ford signed a directive 

offering Tehran the opportunity to buy and operate a US built reprocessing facility for 

extracting plutonium from nuclear reactor fuel. The deal was for a complete nuclear fuel 

cycle, with all the proliferation risks that it could entail. The Ford strategy paper reasoned 

that the “introduction of nuclear power will both provide for the growing needs of Iran’s 

economy and free remaining oil reserves for export or conversion to petrochemicals.”137  

Ford’s team then “endorsed Iranian plans to build a massive nuclear energy industry, and 

worked towards completing a multibillion dollar deal that would have given Tehran 

control of large quantities of plutonium and enriched uranium,” to make a nuclear 
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bomb.138 There were no scruples involved as “US companies, including Westinghouse 

and General Electric, scrambled to do business in Iran.”139  

After the Revolution, Iran explored new avenues for furthering its nuclear 

programme. Russia stepped in to complete the stalled Bushehr nuclear power plant.140 

Iran allegedly obtained the infamous P1 centrifuges from the A.Q. Khan network. 

Government of Pakistan firmly rejects any direct dealing with Iran on nuclear matters. 

Iran established a formal defence relationship with India, when Indira Gandhi visited 

Tehran in 1974.141 The joint communiqué at the end of her visit stated that contacts will 

be made “between the atomic energy organizations” of the “two countries in order to 

establish a basis for cooperation in this field.”142 In 1975, the Iranian-Indian nuclear 

cooperation treaty was signed.143 After the Shah was deposed and Iran became embroiled 

in its war with Iraq, the nuclear plans were put on the hold. After the war, relations 

between India and Iran were revived. The real breakthrough came during Prime Minister 

Atal Behari Vajpayee’s high profile visit to Tehran in April 2001, which resulted in the 

Tehran Declaration. The Declaration declared the two countries willingness to cooperate 

in areas like “energy, transit and transport, industry, agriculture and service” sectors. It 

was also agreed to “Actively promote scientific and technological cooperation, including 
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among others, joint research projects, short and long-term training courses and exchange 

of related information on regular basis.”  

Iranian President Syed Muhammad Khatami was the Chief Guest at 2003 Indian 

Republic Day parade. During this visit, the Iranian President signed the New Delhi 

Declaration and the Road Map to Strategic Cooperation. Seven agreements pertained to 

economic exchanges, science and technology, information technology, educational 

training, reconstruction of Afghanistan, and anti-terrorism. It was agreed to explore 

opportunities for cooperation in defence, including training and exchange of visits.144 

New Delhi and Tehran now have comprehensive relations based on energy and 

commercial cooperation, infrastructure development in Iran and defence and intelligence 

ties. India makes batteries for Iranian submarines, refits and maintains Iranian tanks, 

infantry fighting vehicles and artillery pieces and wants to sell Konkurs antitank missiles 

to the Iranians. India is also developing the Chahbahar port for possible use by Indian 

naval ships and is connecting it with rail to the new road it has developed from Dilaram 

to Zaranj in Afghanistan. India and Iran had found common ground in Afghanistan in the 

1990s. These two along with Russia supported the Northern Alliance against the Taliban. 

Illicit nuclear cooperation between India and Iran came to the fore in 2004, when two 

Indian scientists C. Surendar and Y.S.R. Prasad, both former directors of the state-run 

Nuclear Power Corp. of India, were sanctioned by the American authorities under the 

Iran Nonproliferation Act 2000.145 Despite clinching a civil nuclear deal with the US in 

May 2005, Indian foreign office found it difficult to quickly move out of its relationship 

with Iran. In October 2005 the Indian Foreign Minister Natwar Singh announced that his 

country would not support the US efforts to refer Iran’s case to the UN. In the end, 
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however, the Americans prevailed upon the Indians to support them in the IAEA vote.  In 

March 2006 India and Iran went ahead with a joint naval exercise. The timings of the 

exercise coincided with President Bush’s second visit to India.146 The American 

diplomats have since worked diligently to prise the Indians out of the Iranian embrace. 

Their major diplomatic success has been influencing India to abandon the Iran-Pakistan-

India (IPI) gas pipeline project.147 

 

4.4.2  North Korea 

  North Korea is another non-proliferation headache for the US. Unlike Iran, North 

Korea has never been a friend of the US. After the Korean War, the US stationed its 

combat forces in the Korean peninsula under the 1953 Mutual Defence Treaty with South 

Korea. The American troops in Korea include an Infantry Division, several tactical air 

squadrons and a Combined Forces Command (CFC) headed by a four star general.148 Due 

to the US involvement in Afghanistan and Iraq, 12,500 of the 37,500 US troops in Korea 

are being relocated.149 During a forty year period from 1951-91, the US also had nuclear 

missiles stationed in South Korea. The missiles were withdrawn under the 1992 Nuclear-

Free Declaration and the 1994 Agreed Framework. 150  Under the terms of this 

Framework Pact North Korea agreed to give up research on nuclear weapons in return for 

economic and political concessions, as well as a Western-designed nuclear power 
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generating plant. The Korean Peninsula Energy Development Organization (KEDO) was 

set up to carry out the terms of the pact, including an annual US shipment of 500,000 

metric tons of oil to the DPRK until the first nuclear reactor was completed. Oil 

shipments were suspended in 2002 amid reports that North Korea was enriching uranium, 

and construction of the nuclear plant ended the following year.151  

The first nuclear energy research complex in North Korea was established in 1964 

at Yŏngbyŏn-kun. The Soviet Union provided a small research reactor for this site in 

1965. This facility was expanded to include a large plutonium reprocessing plant. North 

Korea signed the NPT in 1985 but did not submit to IAEA inspections until May 1992.152  

Upon assuming office in 2001, George W. Bush ended diplomatic talks with North 

Korea, citing violations of the 1994 Agreement. By January 2002, Bush had declared 

North Korea part of the so-called Axis of Evil. North Korea withdrew from the NPT in 

2003, accusing the United States for failing to fulfil its part of the Agreed Framework, of 

normalising relations and providing North Korea with fuel.153  The withdrawal became 

effective in April 2003, making North Korea the first state to leave the Treaty. North 

Korea had earlier threatened withdrawal from NPT, in March 1993, but suspended the 

notice before it came into effect.154 This time there was no going back. In 2005 North 

Korea claimed it had nuclear weapons. This was followed by nuclear tests on October 9, 

2006. Despite their inimical relationship, the USA and North Korea have been meeting 

through the good offices of the Chinese, within the framework of the six-party talks to 

resolve issues like the latter’s nuclear programme. Besides North and South Korea and 
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China, other participating states in these talks include USA, the Russian Federation, and 

Japan. Five rounds of talks were held between 2003 and 2007. In the fifth round of talks, 

North Korea had agreed to shut down its nuclear facilities in exchange for 50,000 tons of 

High Fuel Oil (HFO) and gave an understanding to take appropriate steps towards 

normalising relations with the US and Japan. North Korea offered to rejoin the IAEA, 

soon after taking initial steps for a nuclear disarmament agreement. Under this 

agreement, North Korea was required to shut down its nuclear facilities at Yongbyon and 

have the closure verified by IAEA monitors within 60 days. As a pre-condition for the 

shutdown North Korea wanted its $25 million dollars in a Macau based bank unfrozen. 

Pyongyang’s demands were accepted four months later and the reactor was shut down.155 

The talks were suspended again after the nuclear test in October 2006.  On Beijing’s 

coaxing North Korea rejoined the talks in February 2007. In July 2007, the 

denuclearization programme gained momentum with Pyongyang shutting down its main 

plutonium-producing nuclear plant at Yongbyon. In October, North Korea agreed to end 

its nuclear programme in exchange for aid and diplomatic concessions and started 

disabling the Yongbyon plant by removing eight thousand fuel rods from the nuclear 

reactor under the guidance of US experts. In May 2008, North Korea handed over around 

eighteen thousand pages of documents to the United States detailing production records 

of its nuclear programs. This was followed by a declaration, a month later to stop its 

nuclear programme.  In June, it imploded the cooling tower of the Yongbyon nuclear 

plant and the Bush administration removed restrictions on North Korea from the Trading 

with the Enemy Act. Following Pyongyang’s agreement to some verification measures in 

October, Washington took North Korea off the sponsors of terrorism list. In April 2009, 
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North Korea withdrew from the negotiations and declared that it would reverse the 

ongoing disablement process and restart its Yongbyon nuclear facilities. In May 2009, it 

conducted another round of nuclear tests.156 American intelligence experts claim that the 

North Koreans have enough fissile material make six bombs but the American diplomats 

and statesmen find it difficult to negotiate with the eccentric and isolationist North 

Korean leadership.157  

In November 23, 2010, tensions again escalated after a brief North Korean 

artillery attack against the South Korean outpost of Yeonpyeong. This surprise act was 

interpreted as a dangerous act of brinkmanship.158 Combined with their aggressive 

military actions, Americans suspect that the North Koreans are building a number of 

uranium enrichment facilities to augment their plutonium based programme.159 The US 

government also feels that North Korea may actually be exporting centrifuge technology 

to Iran and Myanmar.160  

In the preface to the US National Security Strategy1999, President Clinton had 

identified a new security agenda that addressed contemporary threats like the 

“proliferation of nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons, terrorism, and international 

crime” and highlighted the need to build upon non-proliferation initiatives like the 

extension of the NPT, containment of nations seeking to acquire WMD’s and increased 
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antiterrorism cooperation.161 This policy became an integral component of the United 

States’ National Security Strategy in the post Cold War era.162 NPR2010 reiterates the US 

non-proliferation objectives albeit in a more nuanced manner. It calls for curtailing, 

delaying and possibly stopping nuclear programmes of these two countries, now being 

politely referred to as ‘outliers’ instead of ‘rogue states.’ 163 The case of Iran and North 

Korea clearly indicates that non-proliferation measures cannot be imposed without the 

voluntary participation of the subject states.  

                                                 
161 William J. Clinton, Preface, A National Security Strategy for a Global Age, December 2000, 

http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/library/policy/national/nss-0012.pdf  (accessed April 25, 2008). 
162   US National Security Council and White House Office of Homeland Security, National Strategy to 

Combat Weapons of Mass Destruction, December 2002, accessed September 24, 2008, 
http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2002/12/WMDStrategy.pdf. 

163   Christopher Preble, ‘The Bush Doctrine and “Rogue” States,’ Foreign Service Journal (October 2005): 
24-30, accessed February 14, 2010, www.afsa.org/fsj/2005.cfm. 
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Chapter 5 

THE NATURE OF INDO PAKISTAN CONFLICT 

IN THE PRE-NUCLEAR ERA 
 

5.1 THE GENESIS OF THE INDIA PAKISTAN CONFLICT 

The conclict in South Asia may appear regional in nature but it has global 

consequences. The seeds of conflict were sown, the day it was divided on religious lines. 

The divide took place because Muslims of India feared economic subjugation at the 

hands of the more numerous Hindus. A host of events on the eve of partition added to the 

atmosphere of mistrust between the new nations of Pakistan and India. Issues like the fair 

distribution of assets, the share of river waters and large scale communal violence still 

rankles the generation, which witnessed the partition. In due course of time most disputes 

were either resolved or were accepted as an unfortunate consequence of the partition but 

the issue, which continues to strain relations between the two countries is based on the 

unresolved irredentist claims on the disputed territory of the former princely state of 

Jammu & Kashmir and water resources emanating from these territories.1  The unresolved 

case of Kashmir is one of the oldest registered issues at the UN.2 A token international 

force, the United Nations Military Observers Group in India and Pakistan (UNMOGIP) is 

still deployed to monitor ceasefire violations but its presence is insufficient to forestall an 

eruption of hostilities.3 

The India-Pakistan conflict in the shadows of the Cold War became an adjunct of 

the superpower rivalry. During this period Pakistan considered Kashmir a ticking time 

                                                 
1  Robert Wirsing, India, Pakistan and the Kashmir Dispute: On Regional Conflict and its Resolution (New 

York: St Martin’s Press, 1998), 2-5.   
2   Kashmir, the oldest dispute at the UN Agenda, accessed December 14, 2009, www.pakun.org/kashmir.   
3  The Kashmir Dispute, Harry L. Stimson Center, accessed December 9, 2009, 
  www.stimson.org/southasia/?SN=SA2001112045.  
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bomb,4 while the Americans thought that it could cause the Third World War.5 In the post 

Cold War era, as the two countries came out of the nuclear closet, Kashmir became a 

nuclear flashpoint. The India – Pakistan conflict over Kashmir and other issues can be 

divided into two distinct phases: the pre- and the post-nuclear stage. In the first three 

decades India and Pakistan fought three conventional wars, while in the next three 

decades under the backdrop of nuclear deterrence they avoided all out wars. The solution 

to the Kashmir crisis has also become entangled in the unending debate about “the merits 

of bilateralism versus international mediation.” There is also a clear lack of Kashmiri 

participation in the ongoing problem solving mechanism.6 Some are of the view that this 

conflict is beyond redemption.7 Others argue that it can be solved, provided there is the 

involvement of the people of Kashmir.8 

 

5.2 THE KASHMIR PROBLEM 

 

5.2.1 The Flawed Partition            

The main cause of instability in South Asia emanates from the legacy of the 

flawed partition of the Indian Subcontinent. Enfeebled by the Second World War, the 

imperial powers were forced to dismantle their vast empires and grant independence to 

former colonies. Reluctantly Britain too braced itself to part with India – the jewel in its 

crown.9 As the British Raj prepared to wrap up, large scale communal violence broke 

                                                 
4 “Kashmir a time bomb: Ayub Khan,” Dawn, October 28, 1960.  
5  Strobe Talbott, Engaging India: Diplomacy, Democracy and the Bomb (Washington D.C.: Brookings 

Institute, 2004), 9.   
6  Owen B. Jones, Pakistan: Eye of the Storm, (New Delhi: Penguin Books, 2002), 112.  
7 Alexander Evans, ‘Why Peace Won’t Come to Kashmir,’ Current History, Vol. 100, No. 645 (April 

2001): 160-165. 
8  Eqbal Ahmed, ‘A Kashmiri Solution for Kashmiris,’ accessed 12 January 2008,  
 www.gcocities.com/CollegePark/Library/9803/ eqbal_ ahmad/kashmir.html. 
9   K.M. Arif, Estranged Neighbours: India-Pakistan 1947-2010 (Islamabad: Dost Publications, 2010), 40.  
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out.10 The resulting chaos and mayhem hastened the decision of the last British Viceroy 

to partition the South Asian subcontinent prematurely.11 This was an ill planned decision, 

which left the successor states – India and Pakistan – squabbling for spoils. One major 

casualty of this hasty retreat was Kashmir.  

Jammu & Kashmir covers an area of 78,900 square kilometres or 30,445 square 

miles. Prominent physical features include the Himalayan peak of Nanga Parbat (8,126 

meters/26,660 feet) and the K2 (8611 metres/28251 ft) in the Karakoram Range, the 

Karakoram Pass, Indus River, and Baltoro Glacier. From the mountain lakes of Kashmir 

flow the headwaters of the Indus, Jhelum, and Chenab rivers, important sources of 

irrigation for the plains of Pakistan. Geo-strategically Kashmir provides a springboard 

into Central Asia. In the north it borders on China and in the west it is contiguous to 

Pakistan. The Indians feel that if they can get the Pakistani controlled Kashmir, they can 

be neighbours to Afghanistan and other Central Asian states. India currently occupies the 

centrally located Valley of Kashmir, Ladakh in the north and Jammu in the south. In the 

west is Azad or free Kashmir. The Northern Areas of Gilgit-Baltistan were formally 

integrated into Pakistan in 2009.12  

Kashmiris have deep cultural and religious ties with Pakistan. It is predominantly 

Muslim. In the 1901 census, Muslims constituted 74.16 percent of the total population of 

the state, Hindus 23.72 percent, and Buddhists 1.21 percent. The Hindus were found 

mainly in Jammu, where they constituted a little less than 50 percent of the population. In 

the Kashmir Valley, Muslims constituted 93.6 percent of the population and Hindus 5.24 

                                                 
10  Ibid, 48.  
11 Stanley Wolpert, Shameful Flight: The Last Years of the British Empire in India (Karachi: Oxford 

University Press, 2006), 1. 
12  “Gilgit Baltistan,” Dawn, August 29, 2009, accessed October 21, 2009, 

  www.dawn.com/.../dawn-content-library/dawn/ news/pakistan/provinces/16-gilgit-baltistan-hs-02. 
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percent.13 Over the years, these percentages have remained fairly stable. In the 1941 

census, Muslims accounted for 93.6 percent of the population of the Valley and the 

Hindus for four percent. In 2003, the percentage of Muslims in the Valley was 95 percent 

and those of Hindus four percent. The same year, the percentage of Hindus was 66 

percent and those of Muslims 30 percent in Jammu.14 Despite being a Muslim majority 

area, currently two thirds of it is governed by an Indian backed administration, while one 

third is under Pakistani control. Religion has always played an important role in the lives 

of the Kashmiris. Islam became the dominant religion in Kashmir in the 13th century. The 

first Islamic dynasty established itself in Kashmir in the 14th century. In 1586 Mughal 

Emperor Akbar conquered Kashmir. As the Mughal Empire began to disintegrate, 

Kashmir passed into the hands of the Afghans in the 18th century. It was later occupied by 

Ranjit Singh, the Sikh ruler of the Punjab in 1815.15 After the defeat of the Sikhs in the 

First Sikh War, the Lahore Darbar ceded the territory of Jammu and Kashmir to the 

British under the provisions of Article IV of the Treaty of Lahore, dated 9th March, 

1846.16 Unable to administer such a large and difficult area, the British sold it to the local 

feudatory Gulab Singh Dogra, for the ridiculously low sum of 7 million Nanak Shahis, 

the ruling currency of Punjab (roughly equivalent to one million pound sterling). The 

annual tribute included the quixotic payment of one horse, one dozen goats and six 

shawls.17 Having paid off the British, Dogra ruler assumed the title of Maharaja. Hari 

Singh Dogra was the reigning monarch in 1947 at the conclusion of British rule of the 

                                                 
13  Imperial Gazetteer of India, Vol. 15 (London: Oxford University Press, 1908), 93-95. 
14 Census of India, 2001: Profile by Religion, accessed September 20, 2007, 

 http://www.censusindia.net/religiondata/index.html. 
15  Victoria Schofield, Kashmir in the Crossfire (New York: I. B. Taurius), 28-29.  
16  Text of Treaty of Amritsar, March 16, 1846, accessed October 21, 2007,  

http://www.kashmir-information.com/Legal Docs/Treaty of Amritsar.  
17 Lord Birdwood, Kashmir, International Affairs, Vol. 28, No. 3, Royal Institute of International Affairs 

1944 (July 1952): 299-309.  
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subcontinent. A ruthless person, Hari Singh had crushed a popular uprising on July 13, 

1931, by ordering his police to fire on a protesting mob outside the central jail.18  

As parties to the partition process, both countries had agreed that the rulers of the 

563 princely states would be given the right to opt for either Pakistan or India or in 

special cases, to remain independent. The Maharaja wanted to remain independent. 

Mountbatten used all his persuasion to coerce the Maharaja into opting for India. He even 

tempted him by offering an infantry division to defend his state but the Maharaja wasn’t 

swayed.19 In order to buy time for himself, he entered into a ‘stand still agreement’ with 

Pakistan.20 Logically if the Maharaja had opted for anyone of the dominions, it should 

have been Pakistan. When Hari Singh decided not to do so, there was consternation in 

Pakistan. Pakistan Army was not in a position to invade Kashmir and liberate it but an 

uprising in Kashmir could be supported with arms and money and the tribesmen were 

willing to join the jhad.21 The threatened maharaja sought the help of the Sikh ruler of 

Patiala, who had already announced his intent to join India.22 An infantry battalion and a 

mountain battery of the Patiala Army were sent to stiffen the Kashmir state forces.23 Ten 

days later, when the Indian troops landed in Srinagar, they found the Patiala gunners 

guarding the vital Srinagar airfield “since at least 17 October,”24  

5.2.2 The Controversial Issue of Accession 

The modalities of accession and its legal implications are subject of a great deal of 

controversy. Indians, Pakistanis and Kashmiris have their own distinct views on the 

                                                 
18  Schofield, Kashmir in the Crossfire, 101-102. 
19 Larry Collins & Dominque Lapierre, Freedom at Midnight (London: Grafton Books, 1975), 239-240.  
20 Ibid, 122-123. 
21 Ibid, 239. 
22 Ibid, 119. 
23 Alastair Lamb, Kashmir: A Disputed Legacy 1846-1990 (Karachi: Oxford University Press, 1991), 131. 
24 Ibid, 131. 



  

183 
 

subject. Even if the IOA is considered genuine, it was clearly ‘provisional’ in nature,25 

and did not necessarily mean a ‘merger’ with India.26 Under the UN resolutions the 

formal accession of Kashmir to any of the two states is contingent upon seeking the will 

of the people.27 A very strong sentiment within the Valley demands Azadi 

(independence) from India. Some want complete independence, even to the exclusion of 

Pakistan. Pakistanis consider the whole exercise of the rushed accession illegal, and hold 

the view that the Indians intervened militarily in Kashmir before the Maharaja could 

formally accede to India.28 The Government of India insists that the Maharaja had signed 

the Instrument of Accession (IOA), before Indian troops landed in Srinagar.29 Alistair 

Lamb, a leading expert on the Kashmir dispute, He rejects the legality of the IOA on four 

counts. Firstly, in his reckoning the Maharaja had been toppled two days before the 

alleged signing of the instrument, rendering the document illegal. Secondly, it was a 

violation of the Standstill Agreement. Thirdly, the matter was not referred to the people 

and fourthly, Viceroy Mountbatten was unfairly biased in favour of India.30 The IOA was 

never produced before any international forum like the UN, nor presented to Pakistan, a 

party to the conflict. The plot thickened in the summer of 1995, when the Indian 

authorities reported the original document lost or stolen.31 

                                                 
25 Veteran Kashmiri leader Sheikh Abdullah had declared the accession ‘provisional’ in an April 1964 press 

conference. Cited by Altaf Gauhar, Ayub Khan: Pakistan’s First Military Ruler (Lahore: Sang-e-Meel 
Publications, 1993), 256-257. 

26 Abdullah’s grandson Umar expressed similar sentiments in October 2010, Javed Naqvi, “Kashmir didn’t 
merge with India, says Abdullah,” Dawn, October 8, 2010, 1.  

27 Arif, Estranged Neighbours, 128-129.  
28 Jones, Eye of the Storm, 69. 
29 Collins & Lapierre, Freedom at Midnight, 411. Also read ‘A Comprehensive Note on Jammu &    

Kashmir - The Accession,’ Embassy of India, Washington D.C., official website, accessed October 
18, 2007, http://www.indianembassy.org/policylKashmir/Kashmir_MEA/accession.html. 

30  Lamb, Disputed Legacy, 150-151.   
31 Alastair Lamb, ‘The Myth to Indian Claim to Jammu & Kashmir: A Reappraisal,’ 
    http://indianterrorism.mybravenet.com/alistairlamb.htm cited in IPRI Fact Files, accessed February 14, 

2008, ipripak.org/factfiles/ff31.shtml. 
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5.2.3 The Role of Mountbatten 

Mountbatten played an odious role in deliberately influenced the partition plan.32 

India’s land link with Jammu & Kashmir could not have been possible, had the boundary 

commission under the British adjudicator Cyril Radcliffe not unfairly awarded the 

Muslim majority areas of Gurdaspur, Ferozpur and Zira to India.33 This was allegedly 

done on Mountbatten’s behest “to favour India over Pakistan.”34 The award of Gurdaspur 

provided “direct Indian land access to the state.”35 On August 4, 1947 Mountbatten he 

had admitted to the Nawab of Bhopal and the Maharaja of Indore that the state of Jammu 

and Kashmir was so geographically placed that “it could join either Dominion, provided 

part of Gurdaspur were put into east Punjab by the Boundary Commission.”36 In order to 

defer a reaction from Pakistan, the final award was not published till August l6.37 Philip 

Ziegler, Mountbatten’s official biographer cites incrovetible evidence to the effect that 

the Viceroy unfairly influenced Cyril Radcliffe in favouring India in his controversial 

partition plan.38 There could have been a number of motivations for Mountbatten’s biased 

approach. First and foremost, it was in the imperial interest of Great Britain that the 

strategically located Kashmir went to the more sustainable of the two successor States. 

There were personal reasons involved in Mountbatten’s prejudiced behaviour. The ever 

ambitious royal wanted to become the joint Governor General of the newly independent 

dominions of India and Pakistan. It hurt his vanity immensely, when Jinnah, whom he 

found cold and formal, kept that post for himself. Conversely Mountbatten and his wife 

got along famously with Nehru. Louis actually encouraged his wife Edwina to carry out a 

                                                 
32 Arif, Estranged Neighbours, 62-64.  
33 M.R. Kazimi, A Concise History of Pakistan (Karachi: Oxford University Press, 2009), 161-163.  
34 Lamb, Disputed Legacy, 103. 
35 Ibid, 7. 
36 Ibid, 111. 
37 Ibid, xiv. 
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romantic liaison with the latter.39 Nehru, a Kashmiri Pundit with familial links to the 

fabled land of Kashmir found Mountbatten’s sanction, heaven sent to fulfil his grand 

designs.  

 

5.3 THE FIRST WAR IN KASHMIR 

The first war in Kashmir needs to be analysed from at least two perspectives i.e. 

what caused the war and how did it become a source for future conflict?  

 

5.3.1 The Involvement of India and Pakistan          

No matter how grievously hurt or betrayed Pakistan felt about the happenings in 

Kashmir, its government, unlike the Indian government, which had occupied the princely 

states of Hyderabad Deccan, and Junagarh and Manawadar through force of arms, was in 

no position to violate the ‘standstill agreement’ with Kashmir. Pakistan Army was not 

combat ready to wage war against India. It was in the midst of a complex transition. 

There was not a single purely Muslim unit in the entire Indian Army. Muslim soldiers at 

the time of independence were practically scattered all over the world including Burma, 

Malaya and Ben Ghazi.40 Pakistan Army was not only ill equipped; it was practically 

starved off its share of arms and ammunition by the Indian Army. The only worthwhile 

military training institution it had inherited from the pre-partition days was the Command 

& Staff College at Quetta.41 The senior leadership was overwhelmingly British including 

the acting Commander-in-Chief General Douglas R. Gracey, who reported to his superior 

British officer Field Marshal Claude Auchinleck in New Delhi before taking instructions 

                                                 
39 Ibid, 473.  
40 General Gracey’s letter published in Arif, Estranged Neighbours, 149-150.  
41  Brian Cloughley, A History of the Pakistan Army: Wars and Insurrections, 3rd Edition (Karachi: Oxford 

University Press, 2000), 16. 
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of the Governor General of Pakistan to commit regular troops in Kashmir.42 In all 

fairness the cards were decked against the Government of Pakistan to open a new front in 

Kashmir. Their hands were full with domestic issues and needed troops for internal 

security duties like maintaining the fragile law and order situation, escorting the refugees 

and extending the writ of the government in far flung areas, like Balochistan. Actually at 

that moment in history, Jinnah desperately wanted normal and peaceful relations with 

India, possibly “encompassing regional cooperation,”43 to establish his state on sound 

footings.  

Having wrangled out a doubtful IOA from the Maharaja, the Indians air dashed a 

battalion to Srinagar.   Thereafter, they quickly built upon their forces in Kashmir, which 

as of 12 November 1947 “amounted to eleven infantry battalions (each of 1,000 soldiers), 

a light armoured regiment equipped with armoured cars, an artillery mountain regiment 

with twenty four light guns, and an eight-gun field battery.”44 By May of 1948, the 

Indians had an infantry division with supporting elements totalling 14,000 men and the 

Indian commander Major General Thimaya wanted three additional brigades. Around the 

same time Pakistan Army had just three brigades in Kashmir.45 The new Pakistan Army 

was hardly a cohesive military force and could barely fulfil the assigned tasks of 

preventing “aggression by a minor power” and “to plan for defence……in the event of an 

attack by a major power,” as mandated by the Pakistan Defence Council in September 

1947.46 Mountbatten had insisted that “for administrative purposes the two Dominion 

armies would continue to be controlled by the present C-in-C until the partition of the 

                                                 
42 Ibid, 1-5.  
43  Stephen P. Cohen, The Idea of Pakistan (Brookings Institution Press, 2004), 38. 
44 Cloughley, Pakistan Army, 16-17. 
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46 Shaukat Riza, The History of Pakistan Army: 1947-49 (Lahore: Wajidalis Pvt Ltd, 1989), 150.  
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two armies had become an established fact.”47 This arrangement under the supreme HQ 

in New Delhi continued till 30 November 1947, giving India blanket cover to move 

troops to quash the uprising of the Muslim soldiers of the Kashmir state forces and to 

stop the tribal invasion. 1st Battalion of the Sikh Regiment secured Srinagar on the 27th 

October and Indian troops captured Baramula on the 8th November.48 When, Governor 

General Muhammad Ali Jinnah ordered the acting C-in-C, General Gracey to send troops 

to restore order in Kashmir, he demurred. He thought he was answerable to Auchinleck, 

the supreme commander in Delhi, who in turn took orders from Mountbatten.49 

Mountbatten was directing the operations in Kashmir himself and had no intention of 

permitting Pakistani troops to move into the Valley.50 Auchinleck flew from Delhi on 28 

October to tell Jinnah that if Pakistani troops were deployed to Kashmir, the British 

officers would be withdrawn. Jinnah had no choice but to rescind his orders to defend his 

territory with military force.51 A makeshift solution was found to this catch 22 situation. 

A handful of Pakistani officers took leave from service and joined the ranks of the Azad 

(free) forces to supervise the operations of these irregular troops. Many former 

servicemen also joined in.52 It was only in May 1948, that the British C-in-C relented and 

let regular Pakistani troops move into Kashmir to stop the Indian counter offensive and 

stabilise the situation.53 There was hardly any scope of a counter offensive as there were 

genuine fears within the Pakistani officialdom that an attack on Jammu, which served as 

the road head for the supply line for Indian military operations in the Valley, could result 

                                                 
47 Ibid, 126. 
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in an all out war.54 Eventually the guerrilla incursion in Kashmir expanded into a war 

involving regular troops from both sides but the conflict remained confined to the 

disputed territories. Akbar Khan, the ranking Pakistani soldier in the Kashmir war 

strongly feels that Indian Army was deterred from extending the military effort in the 

plains of the Punjab because it was ill prepared to handle a full scale war involving the 

combined effort of the new Pakistan Army and the tribesmen.55  

 

5.3.2 Uprising in Poonch   

Trouble had been brewing in Poonch, months before war broke out in late 

October1947.56 This north western district of Jammu had been an autonomous 

principality until World War II. When the Dogras deposed the local ruler and levied 

punitive taxes on the Muslim peasantry, they rose in revolt, only to be brutally crushed. 

The agitation was renewed in the aftermath of partition in August, with a definite pro-

Pakistan character. Sudhans, the dominant group in Poonch,57 had served the British 

Indian Army during World War II in very large numbers. 60,000 of these ex servicemen 

were now in the vanguard of resistance against the Maharaja’s rule. August 14, 1947 

coincided with Kashmir Day (celebrated since 1931). Public rallies were held and 

Pakistani flags were on display. Maharaja proclaimed martial law. Communal situation 

worsened. Extremist Hindu and Sikhs began attacking Muslim villages. 500,000 Muslims 

were displaced from Jammu. 200,000 disappeared. Many fled to the Pakistani Punjab. By 

the end of September bands of Poonchis armed with weapons obtained from the Frontier 

province in Pakistan were clashing with the Kashmir state forces. They ranks were 
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swelled by volunteers and deserters from the state forces. The uprising acquired a formal 

command structure under Mohammad Ibrahim Khan.58 By early October 1947, the rebels 

had gained control of entire Poonch district, except the town of Poonch itself. During the 

same month the pro-Pakistan chieftains of western Jammu districts of Muzaffarabad, 

Poonch and Mirpur proclaimed the formation of a provisional Azad (Free) Jammu and 

Kashmir government in Rawalpindi. Simultaneously concerned Kashmiris in Pakistan 

like Khurshid Anwar and Khan Abdul Qayyum Khan raised tribal lashkars to support the 

uprising.59  

 

5.3.3 The Tribal Invasion 

             The ‘tribal invasion’which began on October 23 precipitated the Maharaja of 

Kashmir’s decision to seek Indian help.60 The tribesmen were a ragtag band. They could 

have numbered a few thousand men but one can assume that not more than a few hundred 

could, at any given time, have been at the frontline. They belonged to all age groups, and 

were neither trained nor equipped to fight a conventional war and were led by men, who 

had fought during the Second World War. One of the chief organisers, a Kashmiri by the 

name of Khurshid Anwar had been an emergency commissioned major during the War.61  

He had the backing of Khan Abdul Qayum Khan, the chief minister of NWFP. Another 

leader of the irregulars was M. Zaman Kiani – a divisional commander in the Japanese 

sponsored Indian National Army (INA). The irregular forces were supported by a 
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sprinkling of Pakistani soldiers ‘on leave.’ Colonel Akbar Khan, a Pathan regular officer 

had “more or less appointed himself” as their military commander.62  

The ‘raiders’ moved swiftly through Jhelum Valley, to capture Srinagar. The first 

wave of six lashkars travelled up the Rawalpindi-Srinagar road via Muzaffarabad, 

Domel, Uri and Baramulla. Subsequently two lashkars moved via Hajipur to Gulmarg 

and to Bandipore. Muslim soldiers of the state forces stationed at Domel, near 

Muzaffarabad rebelled and joined up with the Azad forces. On October 25, the tribesmen 

entered Baramula. The Kashmir State Forces were in full retreat and the Valley literally 

lay at the mercy of the raiders. The Maharaja panicked and fled to Jammu,63 leaving the 

job of defending Srinagar to the Indian troops, which began arriving on October 26.64 The 

tribesmen lacked military discipline and a formal direction of the war and couldn’t carry 

the momentum of the offensive upon reaching the outskirts of Srinagar. As the attack 

petered out, the Indian forces moved south to relieve the state forces besieged in the town 

of Poonch. It took the Indians a year to lift the siege.65  The Azad forces were able to 

capture Mirpur and then Jhangar but failed to take Noshera and Uri. In the south, a minor 

Indian attack secured Chamb. The Indian forces counterattacked and recaptured Jhangar 

and Rajauri. In the Kashmir Valley the Azad forces continued attacking the Uri garrison. 

The Indians held onto Jhangar and recaptured Tithwal. They were also able to capture 

Keran and Gurais.   
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5.3.4 The Revolt in Gilgit Baltistan 

         Simultaneously in Gilgit the predominantly Muslim troops of the Gilgit Scouts rose 

in rebellion. They arrested the newly appointed Dogra Viceroy Brigadier Ghansara Singh 

and drove out Dogra troops from most of Gilgit and Baltistan. The forces of Mehtar of 

Chitral, who had acceded to Pakistan joined forces with the Gilgitis. Further north Skardu 

was besieged. For the moment, the Dogras held on to Skardu and prevented Gilgit Scouts 

from proceeding down the Indus valley towards Leh. In August the Chitral State Forces 

with the help of artillery captured Skardu. This freed the Gilgit Scouts to push further into 

Ladakh. The Azad forces made good progress, brought Leh under siege, captured Kargil 

and defeated an Indian relief column heading for Skardu.66  

 

5.3.5 Junagarh & Hyderabad 

Simultaneously with the war in Kashmir, Pakistan was required to address 

military situations developing elsewhere. In September 1947, the princely state of 

Junagarh, which had acceded to Pakistan, sought help against the impending invasion by 

the Indian Army. A reconnaissance party under Lieutenant Colonel K.M. Sheikh was sent 

by sea to assess the situation. Dropped a mile offshore of Virawal, Sheikh reached 

Junagarh by train to get first hand information from the Dewan, Sir Shahnawaz Bhutto. 

His worst fears were confirmed; when he saw for himself 4 Indian Division lined up on 

the border to move into Junagarh. The fate of the princely state was sealed. Pakistan 

Army could be of little help to defend what was legally its national territory. On 5 

November Junagarh state was occupied by Indian troops.67 In March 1948, Pakistan 

Army was called upon to suppress the revolt by Prince Abdul Karim, against the decision 
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of his brother Nawab Ahmed Yar to accede the state of Kalat to Pakistan.68 On 

September 11, 1948, on the eve of Jinnah’s death, the Indian launched a military 

operation, which it brazenly called police action to forcibly occupy another princely 

state.69 Hyderabad, unlike Junagarh had not acceded to Pakistan. Its ruler, the Nizam a 

Muslim wanted to remain independent. The phenomenally rich state of Hyderabad had 

financially supported a cash starved Pakistan but the Pakistani state and its Army was in 

no position to help their benefactor preserve his independence. 

 
5.4 INTERNATIONAL ARBITRATION 

 

5.4.1  The UN Commission on India and Pakistan (UNCIP) 

As the frontlines began to stabilise in Kashmir, Pundit Jawaharlal Nehru 

approached the UN Security Council to arrange a ceasefire and to play a role in settling 

the conflict. This was the beginning of the conflict resolution phase through international 

diplomacy. On January 20, 1948, the UNSCR 39 established the UNCIP.70 The five 

members of the Commission included Argentina, Belgium, Colombia, Czechoslovakia 

and USA. The ceasefire came into effect on December 31, 1948, under the terms of 

resolution of August 13, 1948. As per UNSCR 47 of April 21, 1948 a plebiscite was to be 

held under the supervision of the UN after the withdrawal of the belligerent forces from 

Jammu & Kashmir.71 The UN resolution adopted on January 5, 1949, required Pakistan 

to withdraw its regular and irregular forces from the disputed territory, while allowing 
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India to maintain a minimum force to preserve law and order. On compliance of these 

conditions a plebiscite was to be held to determine the future of the territory.72  

The nearest that the international community came to resolving the Kashmir issue 

was the Owen Dixon Plan of 1950. Dixon, an Australian judge became the UN 

Representative for India and Pakistan on March 14, 1950. After visiting the subcontinent 

and holding extensive meetings, he assigned Ladakh to India, Gilgit, Baltistan and Azad 

Kashmir to Pakistan, split Jammu between the two, and envisaged a plebiscite in the 

Kashmir Valley. Dixon Plan fell through because Nehru did not accept the conditions in 

which the plebiscite could be held.73 Exasperated by Indian obduracy, Dixon gave up his 

mission as a bad job.74 His successor Gen A.G.L. McNaughton of Canada couldn’t make 

any headway either. The six reports of mediator Frank Graham (1951-1953 and 1956) 

and one by Gunnar Jarring (1958) were also not accepted by the parties to the conflict.75  

 

5.4.2 The Elusive Plebiscite 

            There has always been a strong case for a fair and impartial plebiscite in Jammu 

& Kashmir. Arguably a reference to the people of Kashmir could have provided a clear 

cut verdict to resolve the conflict, which is now in its seventh decade. There is substantial 

documentary proof that the Indian leadership had made a number of pledges to take the 

will of the Kashmiri people into account before formalising the act of accession. In a 

letter to the Maharaja of Kashmir, dated October 27, 1947, Mountbatten had 

provisionally accepted the accession of his state to India, provided it was formally settled 
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by a reference to the people.76 As the newly anointed Director General Administration in 

the State government, Nehru’s friend in Kashmir Sheikh Abdullah emphatically told high 

government officials, that “the future of Kashmir would be decided only by the 

Kashmiris.” He declared that the accession was ad hoc in nature, and “would ultimately 

be decided by a plebiscite.”77 Not only did the Government of India officially accept was 

the accession ‘provisional’ and subject to the will of the people, it accepted the ‘disputed’ 

status of Kashmir by taking the issue before the UN in 1948, under article 35 of Chapter 

VI, which refers to a peaceful settlement of disputes. India is still party to all the UN 

resolutions on Kashmir, including those calling for a plebiscite. The reason that India 

hasn’t made good on its promises lies in the inherent fear that a fair referendum may go 

against it.  

From 1947 to 1952 Nehru made at least seven statements repeating his promise to 

hold a plebiscite in Kashmir. These promises were never fulfilled and relations between 

India and Pakistan soured; leading to more wars and tension.78 Besides Jawaharlal Nehru, 

leaders like Dr N. B. Khare, Shyama Prasad Mukherjee and Mahatma Gandhi had all 

confirmed the Muslim majority status of Kashmir and the need for Kashmiris to decide 

their own fate.79 In order to gain time and let the issue die down, Jammu & Kashmir was 

granted special status under article 370 of the Indian constitution, pending the decision on 

its final position.80 Thereafter India went about systematically integrating the disputed 

territory into the Union. The first step was to hold elections in Kashmir. This brought 
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Nehru’s friend and confidante Sheikh Abdullah and his National Conference into power. 

The new Constituent Assembly met for the first time in Srinagar on October 31, 1951 and 

ratified the accession of the State to the Union of India on February 6, 1954. The 

President of India subsequently issued the Constitution (Application to J&K) Order 

extending the Union Constitution to the State with some exceptions and modifications. 

The State’s own Constitution came into force on January 26, 1957 under which the 

elections to the State Legislative Assembly were held for the first time on the basis of 

adult franchise the same year. This Constitution ratified the State’s accession to Union of 

India.81 During the 1950s a number of resolutions were passed in the UN demanding a 

lasting resolution of the Kashmir issue but India refused to accommodate the world 

body’s demand and went about unilaterally absorbing Kashmir into the Indian federation. 

Articles 356 and 357 were specifically introduced in the Indian Constitution allowed the 

President of India to declare President’s Rule in the disputed state. Nehru backtracked 

from his promises and subsequently refused to submit to international arbitration82 

because he belatedly realized that this could undermine the sovereignty of his country.83 

Pakistan’s military alliances with the West provided him a convenient excuse to renege 

on the promise to hold a free and fair plebiscite in Kashmir.84  
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5.5 BILATERAL PARLEYS 
Kashmir was just the beginning of the stormy relationship between Pakistan and 

India. In April 1948, India stopped Pakistan’s share of river waters.85 This was 

tantamount to economically ruining an essentially agrarian country. Pakistan had to pay 

India to get the much needed water. In 1950-1951 India moved forces to the Pakistani 

borders in a blatant act of coercion.86 It was a difficult beginning for Pakistan, at a time 

when a new world order was taking shape and new challenges and opportunities were 

emerging on the horizon. Nonetheless Pakistan engaged with India sporadically and made 

some progress in matters other than Kashmir. Two accords made to resolve the wide 

range of contentious issues hampering the interstate relations are the ‘Liaquat – Nehru 

accord of 1950 for protection of the minority communities in India and Pakistan’ and the 

‘Indus Basin Treaty of 1962.’87 The first agreement was aimed at safeguarding the 

interests of the minorities in India and Pakistan and the second was to resolve the more 

complex and pressing issue of sharing resources. The Indus Basin Treaty wasn’t an ideal 

treaty. It did not safeguard the rights of the lower riparian of getting a certain percentage 

of water under international laws. It was nonetheless provided a workable arrangement 

and a roadmap for future conflict resolution. Under this World Bank brokered agreement; 

Pakistan agreed to sell three eastern rivers in exchange for propriety rights over the three 

western rivers. Through the monies provided under the deal, the rivers entering into 
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Pakistan were extended to the areas, whose waters had been diverted to India through a 

network of link canals.88  

At a lesser level a number of military, political, and socio-economic confidence 

building measures (CBM’s) and confidence and security building measures (CSBM’s) 

have also been established to reduce the risk of war between the two countries. These are 

based on a system of assured communications, prior and pre-notifications of military 

exercises and ballistic missile tests, transparency measures, border security measures, 

consultation and declaratory measures.89 The most widely used means to avoid conflict or 

misunderstanding is a set of hotlines between the Director Generals Military Operations 

(DGMO’s), the foreign offices, and the Commanders of Indian Coast Guards (ICG) and 

Pakistan’s Maritime Security Agency (MSA).90  

Notwithstanding the fact that Pakistan-India bilateral efforts at conflict resolution 

have failed to move past a certain point, the world at large would still like these two 

heavily populated, nuclear armed countries to settle their outstanding issues reasonably 

and amicably. No influential country is willing to offer its good offices to act as an honest 

broker because of India’s inflexible and rigid attitude on Kashmir, and its insistence that 

this Muslim majority area is its integral part. The inability of the two countries to resolve 

their conflict is not lost to the international community, but they would still prefer a home 

grown solution rather than an international formula that might be rejected by either party. 
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Despite a summer of violence in 2010, the UN is reluctant to reopen the process of 

arbitration because India refuses to discuss the issue.91  

5.6 COLD WAR ALLIANCES 

Prima facie India under the leadership of Nehru rejected the policy of alliances to 

fulfil its foreign policy objectives; however, actually it was during his time that India 

moved into a strong relationship with the Soviet Union. This arrangement was meant to 

balance out Pakistan’s western alliances and its strategic consensus with China.92 The 

USSR clearly showed its preference for India by supporting the Indian position on 

Kashmir. In 1955 during a visit to Srinagar, Nikolai Bulganin and Nikita Khrushchev 

expressed the opinion that the people of Kashmir had clearly decided in favour of India. 

To express his solidarity with India Khrushchev declared “We are so near that if ever you 

call us from your mountaintops we will appear at your side.”93 Initially the Americans 

tried to play the role of an honest broker and offered Admiral Chester Nimitz as the 

plebiscite administrator. Indians rejected the offer because in their view the American 

motives had become suspect after they had taken Pakistan into their alliance system.94  

The Central Treaty Organisation (CENTO) and South East Asian Treaty Organisation 

(SEATO) were primarily meant to ‘contain’ communism in Asia and not to threaten India 

but India always remained wary of these military pacts.95 After the Cold War US has 

moved closer to India and now favours a resolution of the Kashmir conflict through 

bilateral negotiations.96 

5.6.1 The Suez Crisis        
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The first test case for Pakistan within the US led alliance system was the 1956 

Suez Canal Crisis. Pakistan chose to support its western allies, annoying Gamal Abdel 

Nasser in the bargain. This initial faux pas proved to be detrimental in Pakistan’s future 

relations with Egypt. At that time Pakistan justified its stance on the basis that despite 

their non aligned credentials both Egypt, as well as India, had a “distinct pro-Moscow 

slant.”97 Pakistan was also making a place for itself in the American camp. It had entered 

into a Mutual Defence Pact with USA in 1954,98 and had joined the Baghdad Pact in 

1956.99 At this juncture it did not suit its interest to support Egypt.100 Pakistan was not 

alone. Egypt did not enjoy across the board support from a number of Islamic countries. 

Nasser believed in the socialist creed and had developed firm bonds of friendship with 

Nehru of India.  Pakistan was clearly uncomfortable with this Indo-Egyptian nexus. 

Whatever ts short term merits, Prime Minister H. S. Suharwardy’s decision was 

supported by his fellow parliamentarians, who endorsed his pro-western foreign policy 

initiative with a 40-2 parliamentary vote.101  

 

5.6.2 The U2 Crisis 

The only time the Soviets threatened Pakistan with rocket strikes was four years 

after the Suez Crisis. The Soviets blew their cool on May 1, 1960 after they shot down an 

American U2 spy plane deep in their airspace. The Americans denied complicity and the 

US President’s refused to apologise. The Soviets provided incontrovertible proof like 
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aircraft debris and paraded the pilot before the media. As a result the East-West Summit 

conference scheduled to be held in Paris collapsed.102 Interestingly, forty one years later, 

when an American surveillance plane was forced to land at the island of Hainan, after a 

midair collision, with a Chinese fighter plane, Americans thought it prudent to say sorry 

to the Chinese, to get their crews released.103 In 1960 the CIA high altitude U2 

surveillance plane piloted by Francis Gary Powers had taken off from Peshawar airbase 

in Pakistan.104 The plane’s destination was Norway. After the plane was shot down, both 

Pakistani and Norwegian governments denied having any knowledge that the plane was 

on a spying mission. Khrushchev informed the Supreme Soviet, that it was possible that 

countries where American aircraft were based did not know about American intentions. 

Nonetheless, the Soviet Premier warned these countries “to know for their own good 

because they may be sufferers of the Americans’ playing with fire.”105 The Pakistanis 

realised to their horror that in case of a nuclear war, their ally was 9000 kilometres away 

and would be of little help.106  In his May 5 address the Secretary General Khrushchev 

informed the Supreme Soviet of shooting down a US spy plane and blamed the United 

States for “aggressive provocation aimed at wrecking the summit conference.” He 

suspected that the plane had either taken off from an airbase in Turkey, Iran or Pakistan. 

He declared that he would not only protest to the United States but would also take the 

matter before the United Nations Security Council. He added that he would extend 

‘serious warnings’ to countries that permit the American planes to be based on their 
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territory.107 The Pakistani authorities were quick to deny the presence of any American 

military base in their country, apart from a communication facility that did not have an 

airstrip of its own. They feigned ignorance about the route or mission of the U2 plane and 

duly lodged a protest with the Americans and demanded an assurance “that there would 

be no repetition of the incident.”108 This, however, did not prevent Nikita Khrushchev 

from publicly berating the Pakistani chargé d’affaires on the occasion of the Czech 

national day on May 9, and threatening “that if any other spy plane flew from Peshawar 

into the Soviet Union that city would be struck with rockets.”109 The more popular 

version is that he had warned the Pakistani envoy that Peshawar had been circled in red 

on his map and Pakistan would suffer dire consequences if it allowed such activities to 

continue.110 In another account he allegedly threatened to wipe of the city of Peshawar 

from “the face of the earth.”111 Ayub Khan, who was visiting London at that time, put up 

a bold front by saying that neither the Russian threats were not new nor was he afraid 

them. He admitted that his country had friendly relations with America and their planes 

did visit Pakistan but he did not know where they went thereafter. He claimed that lately 

Soviet aircraft had also been over flying Pakistan. Back home, he informed the US 

ambassador that in case the Cold War turned hot; Pakistan would be receiving “one of the 

first waves of atomic missiles, and that the Russians had made it clear that if he permitted 

Peshawar to continue his country would be in grave danger.”112 Ayub Khan also decided 

to raise the issue during the visit of the US Secretary of State George Ball in September 
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1963, about the risks Pakistan ran in providing “a major satellite and rocket launching 

centre in Badaber,” exposing itself in the bargain to “the wrath of the Russians.”113 The 

communication facility at Badaber had been leased to the US National Security Agency 

(NSA) for ten years in 1959, for the purposes of monitoring Soviet missile test sites in 

Central Asia and to pick up other sensitive information. Pakistan had also allowed the 

CIA the use of the PAF airbase in Peshawar for landing and taking off U2 planes. This 

had been a key concession for receiving military aid from the US.114 The negotiations 

with Ball didn’t prove fruitful and marked a ‘break’ in Pakistan’s relationship with the 

US.115 In April 1965 Ayub Khan visited the USSR and in a belated bid to mend fences 

informed his hosts that he would not allow any offensive weapon to be placed at 

Badaber.116 As the Pak-American relations nosedived after the 1965 War, the contract for 

the electronic eavesdropping post near Peshawar was not renewed beyond July 1, 

1968.117 After the Sino-Indian War the Americans had started militarily investing in India 

and had given up on Ayub Khan as a crucial partner.118 Pakistan had failed to draw 

dividends from the unflinching support it had rendered to the US during a crucial phase 

of the Cold War. The tide was already turning in favour of India, which not only had the 

support of the USSR but now also that of the US. 

 

5.7 THE 1962 SINO INDIAN WAR AND THE US NUCLEAR UMBRELLA 

In the 1960s, the international community began to lose interest in the Kashmir 

case. Their worries in the region now focussed on the rise of communist China as a major 
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threat to India. The 1962 Sino Indian war confirmed their worst fears and brought about a 

paradigm shift in their security calculus for the region. Even before the high altitude clash 

in the North Eastern Frontier Agency (NEFA) took place, the UK and USA had started 

making plans for the defence of India against a communist invasion. It included 

allocating expeditionary forces for defending India against China, placing atomic 

demolition devices in strategic Himalayan passes to cause landslides in the invasion 

routes and moving an aircraft carrier taskforce headed by USS Enterprise to the Bay of 

Bengal to ward off the Chinese. The US had even drafted plans to ‘rescue’ India from a 

communist takeover from within.119 After the 1962 clash both the Soviet Union and USA 

joined hands to militarily shore up India against China. India became an enormous 

recipient of military aid not only from the US and the UK but also from the Soviet 

Union.120 The US aid to India based on NSC subcommittee proposal in December 1962, 

aimed at a target of $120 million to be shared with the UK and the Commonwealth.121 

Their concerns were no doubt heightened by Nehru’s panic.122 He had sent a series of 

omnibus letters to friendly countries desperately seeking military help. Separately Nehru 

addressed two letters to US President Jon F. Kennedy on November 19, 1962, less than 

48 hours before the Chinese declared a unilateral ceasefire. In these letters he begged for 

air protection and a squadron of modern bombers. The American President interpreted 

this as a demand to directly bomb the Chinese. He responded by sending an aircraft 

carrier to the Bay of Bengal and American jets started transporting military hardware to 

India on daily basis. British, French and Israeli military aid also started pouring in.123 In 
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December 1963 the military advisor to the US President General Maxwell Taylor 

informed President Ayub Khan that the Americans were planning to station a nuclear 

Task Force in the Indian Ocean.124 Pakistan feared that the US military aid would 

ultimately be used against it.125 During his visit to the USSR in April 1965 President 

Ayub Khan bitterly complained to his hosts that despite the ideological differences their 

country had combined with USA in providing arms to the Indians, although the Indians 

had sought nuclear umbrella from the Americans.126 Indian scholars confirm that their 

country was “given protection under the American nuclear umbrella after the Sino-Indian 

war of 1962.”127 The American help had a downside to it. As a quid pro quo India 

allowed the Americans to “place instruments in Indian territory in the Himalayas to 

record ‘Chinese atomic tests and missile firings’.”128 This included the placement of a 

miniature nuclear powered device on Nanda Devi, one of their highest Himalayan peak to 

monitor the Chinese nuclear testing site at Lop Nor.129 The nuclear security guarantees 

(sometimes referred to as NSG but not to be confused with the Nuclear Suppliers Group) 

were also contingent upon India not building its own nuclear bomb.130 This was not 

acceptable to the Indians.131 So while the US and USSR built up Indian forces after the 

1962 Sino-Indian war, the Indians went ahead with their nuclear plans. The alleged 
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Chinese threat was later used to justify India’s covert nuclear programme.132 The Indian 

prime minister in a letter to the American President actually cited the Chinese threat as 

reason for going nuclear.133 After the tests, George Fernandes, the Defence Minister had 

brashly declared China as “potential threat No1.”134 A decade later, in May 2009, an 

Indian air force chief declared China to be a far greater threat than Pakistan.135  Although 

India has been obtaining military aid against the Chinese, it has been deploying the bulk 

of it has been arrayed against Pakistan and not China. Pakistan has little option but to 

spend scarce resources on national defence, to counter the growing Indian threat.  

 

5.8 THE 1965 WAR 

Pakistan, long accustomed to being the centrepiece of the US strategy of 

containment of communism in the region, felt ignored and neglected. There were genuine 

apprehensions that Kashmir issue needed to ‘unfrozen’ before the Pakistani armed forces 

lost the qualitative edge they held against the numerically superior Indians. Bhutto among 

the Pakistani leadership was particularly keen to resuscitate the issue. Unrest in Kashmir 

Valley because of the theft of a strand of the holy Prophet’s hair from the shrine of 

Hazrat Bal in Srinagar in December 1963 sharpened the motivation to stage manage an 

uprising. Although the holy relic was recovered and pronounced genuine, the public 

outburst was enough to rattle Nehru. He set free his former protégé Sheikh Abdullah, to 

visit Pakistan and meet President Ayub Khan, to seek a way out of the Kashmir impasse. 

Nehru’s message purportedly was that if Pakistan was ready to accept a solution 
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proposed by Abdullah, then Nehru would, too. Abdullah mission to Pakistan began on an 

optimistic note but was cut short due to the death of Nehru on May 27, 1964.136  

In March and April of 1965 Pakistani and Indian troops engaged in border 

skirmishes in the marshlands of Rann of Kutch, in the Gujarat peninsula. The dispute had 

arisen because of different interpretations of the boundary demarcation.137 Initially 

involving the border police of both nations, the regular forces soon joined the fray. In 

June the same year, British Prime Minister Harold Wilson successfully persuaded both 

countries to end hostilities and set up a tribunal to resolve the dispute. 138  This ad hoc 

Tribunal was able to fix 255 miles of international border.139 After the minor military 

success in the Rann of Kutch, hawks within Ayub Khan’s cabinet led by Zulfiqar Ali 

Bhutto and some ranking army officers prepared a plan to launch a popular armed 

movement to liberate Kashmir.140 The action was based on the premise that an Indian 

Army, already demoralized by its disastrous defeat at the hands of the Chinese in 1962 

and the poor performance in the Kutch would be unable to quell a popular armed uprising 

in Kashmir. Although Ayub Khan had a poor opinion about the India Army he 

nonetheless wanted to avoid a military engagement, which could result in suspension of 

US military aid and lead to a larger war. Bhutto and Aziz Ahmed impressed upon him 

that after the death Nehru there was serious leadership crisis in India and the time was 

ripe to exploit it. The FO and the MI fed him reports that following the Hazrat Bal 
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incident and the arrest of Sheikh Abdullah after his visit to China had prepared the 

grounds for an armed insurrection in Kashmir.141 

A Gibraltar Force of 5-6000 men comprising men of Azad Kashmir irregular 

forces and volunteers from the regular army infiltrated the CFL in six groups in the first 

week of August 1965. Since the local population had not been sensitized, a Kashmiri 

herdsman unwittingly tipped off the Indian forces, about strangers lurking in the forests. 

From this inauspicious beginning the infiltrators kept fighting running battles with the 

Indian troops and could not raise lashkars to wage a guerrilla war.142 In retaliation the 

Indians attacked across the CFL with regular forces and captured Haji Pir Pass in Azad 

Kashmir. To revive the flagging Operation Gibraltar, Pakistani regular forces were 

launched across the working boundary in Sialkot on September 1, to capture Akhnur in 

an operation codenamed Operation Grand Slam.143  Indians expanded the conflict by 

attacking across the international border on September 6, forcing the Pakistani forces to 

disengage from Akhnur to save Lahore.144 Although unprepared for this turn of events, 

the Pakistanis managed to halt the Indian advances on the Lahore and Sialkot fronts.145 

As the war headed towards a stalemate both sides agreed to a UN mandated ceasefire by 

September 22. There were multiple fallouts of the 1965 war, with which Pakistan had to 

contend with. First and foremost, the US refused to come to Pakistan’s help despite the 

Mutual Defence Cooperation agreement. Instead it declared its neutrality in the war by 

cutting off military supplies to both sides. Pakistan considered the US actions tantamount 

to the betrayal by an ally. The end of the war brought about a paradigm shift in the Pak-
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US security relationship.146 This would not be the first case for the Pakistanis being left in 

the lurch after having served American interests most notably after the Soviet withdrawal 

of Afghanistan in 1989.147 Another break in Pak US relations appear on the horizon, as 

the American operations in Afghanistan head for a drawdown beginning July 2011.  

The rearmament of Indian forces after India’s China war was clearly visible on 

the eve of the September 1965 war, when Pakistan despite its modern tanks, artillery guns 

and aircraft was outnumbered and outgunned. Pakistan had six infantry divisions (one 

was deployed in the Rann of Kutch area) and two armoured divisions (one was an ad hoc 

division comprising only two tank regiments). The Indian Army had two divisions as 

reserves in the Central Command and eight divisions in the east. On its western borer it 

had eleven divisions (including an armoured division) and three independent brigades 

distributed within the three corps of the Western Command (WC). In the air and at sea 

Pakistan had, only 60 fighter/ground attack aircraft as against 340, and 7 main surface 

combatants against 12.148 After the war there was more misery in store for the Pakistani 

forces. The US withdrew its Military Assistance Advisory Group (MAAG) in July 1967 

and Pakistan allowed the lease on the Peshawar military facility to lapse. Pakistan soon 

withdrew from CENTO and SEATO as wel1.149 Shorn off US military support, Pakistan 

looked for new sources of military hardware. In the changed scenario, it found a new 

defence partner in China and also discovered that the Soviet Union was prepared to treat 

it equitably.150 Support from other developing nations was also welcome. None of these 

new relationships carried the weight of previous ties with the United States, but together 

they at least provided Pakistan with a political counterbalance against India. Pakistan had 
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also found welcome resonance in the Islamic world for its war effort. Iran, Turkey, 

Indonesia, Saudi Arabia and Jordan offered material and military help. India’s Non 

Aligned friends offered little help. It had already spoilt its relations with China, from the 

NAM forum because of its 1962 border war. China would become Pakistan’s new source 

of military supplies after the 1965 war. Under the patronage of Z.A. Bhutto, Pakistan’s 

relations with China had begun to warm up before 1965. PIA was the first commercial 

airlines from a non-communist country to fly to Beijing and in 1970 Pakistan helped 

China diplomatically open up to USA.   

After the war, the post-Khrushchev Soviet leadership, adopted an apparently 

neutral position and offered its good offices for peace talks.151 This led to the January 

1966 Tashkent Declaration that restored the status quo ante. According to the Agreement 

the troops were to withdraw to pre-August lines, no later than February 25, 1966.152 Any 

plans to make the Tashkent declaration the basis for a lasting resolution of the Kashmir 

issue faded, when the Indian Prime Minister Shastri died of a massive heart attack at the 

end of the summit meeting. Bhutto made a political capital out of ‘Tashkent’ by 

insinuating that Ayub Khan had forfeited the military gains of the war by signing some 

secret protocol.153 This led to popular agitation and the ouster of Ayub Khan in 1968. In 

his diaries published posthumously, Ayub denied that there were secret clauses to the 

Agreement. His objectives for going to Tashkent and signing the declaration were firstly, 

not to rebuff the Soviets and thus push them even closer to India; secondly, in the wake 

of the American stoppage of military supplies and China’s limited capacity to fill the 

void, he wanted to seek out the Soviet Union as a new source of weapons; thirdly, a quick 

disengagement of troops, and fourthly, to work out a new arrangement with India to 
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resolve the outstanding problems.154 To prove that Bhutto was on board during the 

Tashkent process, Ayub Khan’s son and one time foreign minister Gohar Ayub Khan in 

his recollections has included a picture of Bhutto clapping, as Ayub Khan puts his 

signatures on the Tashkent Agreement.155  

During the 1965 war both India and Pakistan avoided hitting civilian population 

and high value economic, industrial and infrastructure targets like dams and electricity 

production units. Interestingly during the Rann of Kutch encounter, the Pakistani and the 

Indian air chiefs decided against involving their air forces in close air support role to 

prevent the battle from expanding into an all out war.156  This is a fair indicator of the 

urge on both sides to keep the war limited and spare the civilian populations, the horrors 

of armed conflict.  These skirmishes, nonetheless enhanced security concerns and both 

countries hastily improved their defence preparations. The Indian military, which was 

already undergoing rapid expansions, made improvements in command and control 

systems and addressed shortcomings in information gathering by creating Research and 

Analysis Wing (RAW) for external espionage and intelligence. Sensing that the days of 

abundant American military aid were over, Bhutto exhorted his nation to acquire the 

atom bomb, at all costs.157 Bhutto’s suggestion was ignored at the official level, since he 

had fallen out of favour. 

 

5.9 THE 1971 WAR 

  The stoppage of military aid after the 1965 adversely affected the deterrent 

capability of the Pakistan Army. The military capabilities of India and Pakistan in 1970-
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71 were marked by disparities in almost every aspect, from strength of forces to 

quantities, sources, and quality of equipment, as illustrated in the table below: 158 

 

Table 5.1: Comparison of India-Pakistan Military Capabilities in 1971 

 
 India Pakistan 

 Army strength 860,000 365,000 

Main Battle Tanks 200 Centurions (UK) 200 M47/48s (US) 

 200 Shermans (US)  

 450 T54/55s (USSR) 150 T54/55s (PRC) 

Medium & Light Tanks        300 Vijyantas 225 T59s (PRC) 

 150 PT76s (USSR) 200 MO24s (US) 

 100 AMX13s (France) 75 M41s (US) 

Field Artillery Guns 2500 800 

Medium Artillery Guns          400 300 

 

 The erosion in military capabilities was compounded by the fact that Pakistan had 

failed to revise and overhaul its strategies and policies in the afterglow of its perceived 

victory in 1965. While those in West Pakistan rejoiced in their finest hour for heroically 

blunting the Indian attack across the international border, the people in East Pakistan had 

felt abandoned. They had been left to fend for themselves under the so-called military 

strategy of ‘defence of the East lay in the West.’ Bengali leaders accused the government 

for ignoring East Pakistan and not providing adequate security during the conflict. This 
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and other grievances led to the formulation of ‘six points’ in 1966 by Awami League’s 

chief Sheikh Mujib-ur-Rahman, demanding greater autonomy in a number of areas. 

Although it accepted defence and foreign relations as federal subjects, point number six 

expressly called for the right of the federating units to raise militias and paramilitary 

forces in the exercise of self defence.159 The Six Points were rejected as a call for 

separation by the West Pakistani leadership. The Awami League’s stance was vindicated, 

when it emerged as the majority party, by nearly winning all the seats in the eastern wing 

in the national elections held in 1970. Unfortunately the West Pakistani politicians led by 

Bhutto didn’t let the newly elected assembly to come into session. This was seen as a 

deliberate ploy to deny the Awami League it’s just desserts. East Pakistan was in 

ferment.160 After several days of strikes and non-cooperation movements, Pakistani 

military cracked down in Dhaka during the night of March 25. The Awami League was 

banished, and many members fled into exile in India. Mujib was arrested and taken to 

West Pakistan. The East Pakistan Rifles, a paramilitary force, and elements of the regular 

army defected to join the resistance against the Pakistani forces. On March 27, Major 

Zia-ur-Rahman (later President of independent Bangladesh) declared the independence of 

his country in a radio broadcast.161  

In April, a government in exile was formed in a border village inside Indian 

Territory. It was time for India to capitalise on the East-West rift. The Bangladeshi 

independence movement was fully endorsed by Prime Minister Indira Gandhi. The 

border was opened to allow the refugees into camps ostensibly set up for humanitarian 

                                                 
159 “The historic 6-point Program: The ‘Megna (sic) Carta’ of the Bangalees’ national struggle,” 

Bangladesh Awami League website, accessed December 9, 2010,  
 http://www.albd.org/autoalbd/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=1081& Itemid=1. 
160   Gauhar, Ayub Khan, 460-464. 
161  Kamal Matinuddin, Tragedy of Errors: East Pakistan Crisis, 1968-1971 (Lahore: WajidAlis Pvt Ltd, 

1994), 495. 



  

213 
 

aid but actually used to train Mukti Bahini cadres to wage a guerrilla war against 

Pakistani forces. The civil war lasted six months; time enough to degrade the beleaguered 

Pakistan Army before the Indian Army could roll into East Pakistan.162 In their eagerness 

to separate the disaffected Eastern province from West Pakistan, on December 6 India 

bestowed official recognition on the Bangladeshi government in exile.163 

 Combined with her strategy of fuelling an insurgency, Indira Gandhi launched a 

vigorous diplomatic offensive. In the autumn of 1971, she toured Europe and convinced 

the United Kingdom and France to break with the United States, and block any pro-

Pakistan directives in the UN Security Council. In a masterful strategic move before 

invading East Pakistan, India made its defence impregnable by concluding a twenty year 

peace and friendship treaty with the USSR.164 Articles 8 and 11 of the Treaty provided 

for defence cooperation and mutual defence assistance in case of either party was 

subjected to threats to their territorial integrity and security.165 Observers within India 

were quick to point out that the Treaty was meant to target Pakistan. On October 28, 

Swaran Singh, the Indian foreign minister declared that “India could count on upon the 

Soviet Union for ‘total support’ in the event of conflict with Pakistan.” In order to ensure 

that such support was forthcoming, Indira Gandhi invoked Clause 11 of the covenant on 

the eve of her military offensive in East Pakistan.166 This was a clear cut signal to the 

United States, and China, that India had a powerful ally on its side. By November, a 

massive build up of Indian forces on the border with East Pakistan was complete. The 

Indian military had waited for the winter, when drier ground would make for easier 
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operations and Himalayan passes would be closed by snow, preventing any Chinese 

intervention. On November 21, India launched a multi pronged air, sea, and land assault 

on East Pakistan. By December 15, they “were knocking at the doors of Dacca.”167 The 

contest in the East was unequal from the outset. India had been able to isolate the 

Pakistani troops in East by banning over flights after the dubious Ganga hijacking in 

1970.168 This was followed up by a naval blockade.169 The Pakistani Army in East 

Pakistan was in a no-win situation. They were encircled by a hostile country and harassed 

by an angry population. Last ditch effort to provide a face saving exit to Pakistani troops 

from East Pakistan foundered, when the Polish resolution was rejected.170 Since no help 

was forthcoming, the stranded Pakistani military in the eastern theatre surrendered on 

December 16. Thus came to an end the saddest episode in Pakistan’s history. Pakistani 

leaders had banked heavily on American and Chinese political and military support. They 

had played a leading role in the US-China rapprochement by facilitating of the US 

secretary of state Henry Kissinger’s covert path breaking trip to Beijing, ahead of 

President Nixon’s maiden visit to China. A high level delegation headed by Bhutto had 

visited China to seek help and despite any firm commitments Pakistanis had felt 

optimistic that in case of the worst case scenario they could bank on the Chinese.171  

  No American aid was forthcoming either. The much trumpeted movement of 

USS Enterprise to the Bay of Bengal was too late to prevent the debacle in East Pakistan. 

Some Indian authors suggest that the American naval manoeuvre was tantamount to 
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showing India the nuclear flag.172 This indeed was not the case. The Americans did not 

want turmoil in the region. At this moment they were experiencing a rare détente with the 

Soviet Union and were reaching out to the Chinese. Direct confrontation in the Indian 

Ocean did not suit their interests. They expected Yahya Khan to find some kind of 

accommodation with the Bengalis to avert the calamity. A home grown political solution 

was unfortunately not forthcoming. The military crackdown in March, the nine month 

long civil war, and the invasion of East Pakistan by India added up to make the worst of a 

bad situation. As a last ditch measure, the Pakistani President personally sought the 

American intervention. Late during the night of December 13, Nixon talked to Yahya on 

telephone and reassured him that he was concerned about the safety of Pakistan.173 The 

Pakistani leadership was briefly elated as they received the news of the Far East based 7th 

Fleet being ordered to ‘rush’ a task force to the Bay of Bengal.174 Task Force 74 

comprising aircraft carrier USS Enterprise, four destroyers, an oiler and amphibious force 

reportedly crossed the Straits of Malacca on December 12,175 but never arrived in the Bay 

of Bengal.176 To downplay a negative international reaction, the flotilla was assigned the 

humanitarian task of evacuating US citizens trapped in the war zone. Implicit in this late 

manoeuvre may have been a hint that India not persist with military operations against 

West Pakistan.177 In any case the evacuation of 300 foreign nationals including 100 

Americans by four British C130s bearing UN markings had already been completed on 
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the morning of December 12,178 and active military operations in East Pakistan had ended 

by December 16. The US fleet instead of entering the Bay of Bengal and changed course. 

The captain of the Indian aircraft carrier INS Vikrant recorded in his log that while on 

patrol north of Andaman Islands to block the approaches to Chittagong, he learnt on 15th 

December from a late evening BBC bulletin that the Enterprise had arrived in the Bay of 

Bengal to evacuate the stranded American citizens from Chittagong. The Vikrant sailed 

south during the night, covering an area of 500 miles through aerial reconnaissance but 

did not make a sighting of the US task force. Next day, BBC announced, the US task 

force after having entered the Bay of Bengal from the Malacca Straits “had proceeded 

west instead of going north to Chittagong.” While the Vikrant was vainly searching for 

the Enterprise, a Soviet nuclear submarine had been silently tailing it.179 Actually the 

Indians had little to worry about because the Soviets had assured them on December 13 

that the Americans would not be intervening militarily.180 The token American show of 

force in the Indian Ocean did not serve the desired purpose. The Soviets were more 

implicit in their support to their ally in South Asia. The Indian had communicated reports 

to the USSR that the Chinese were collecting weather data from locations in Tibet and 

the US Seventh Fleet had been ordered to patrol the Indian Ocean. The Soviet 

Ambassador in New Delhi assured the Indians “that the Soviet Union would open a 

diversionary action against the Chinese and would not allow the Seventh Fleet to 

intervene.”181 The Soviets did not have to confront either the Chinese or the Americans 

during the Indo Pak 1971 war. Evidently the American policy toward the end of the war 

                                                 
178 Ibid, 27. 
179 Swaraj Prakash, Cold War Games, Naval War College Press, accessed March 23, 2008, www.bharat-

rakshak.com/NAVY/History/1971War/Games.html. 
180  Perkovich, India’s Nuclear Bomb, p. 165.   
181  Burke & Ziring, Pakistan’s Foreign Policy, 404. 



  

217 
 

was dictated primarily by a need to restrict the escalation of war in the western sector to 

prevent the ‘balkanization’ of West Pakistan.182  

The Pakistani forces counterattacked in the West in an attempt to capture territory 

to bargain for losses in the East.183 These operations were preceded by air attacks against 

forward airfields in north-western India.184 While the planned offensive by the Multan 

based 2 Corps was never launched, a surprise offensive by Pakistan’s 18 Division in 

Rajasthan to capture Ramgarh and subsequently Jaisalmir fizzled out because it was 

outside the reach of PAF fighter aircraft. The satellite base at Jacobabad had not been 

activated in time.185 Not only was the Pakistani offensive in the South halted, the Indian 

counter offensive made inroads into Pakistani territory. Like 1965, Pakistan military 

alone couldn’t deter war in 1971. Faulty strategies like ‘defence of East lies in the 

West,’186 and over reliance on alliances with the US and China didn’t help. India had a 

well thought out game plan. Ten months before the invasion, it had begun sponsoring and 

funding the insurgency in East Pakistan.187 Pakistani armed forces operating on exterior 

lines had become hopelessly mired in an expanding civil war. The Indian Army waited 

long enough for Pakistan Army’s military strength to significantly weaken before 

invading East Pakistan.188 Although the Indian authors have termed the movement of 

nuclear powered carrier USS Enterprise to the Bay of Bengal nuclear arm twisting,189 as 

far as the Pakistanis were concerned this was the case of too late and too little. However, 

it is not unfair to assume that the movement of the Seventh Fleet towards the Bay of 
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Bengal may have earned Pakistan a reprieve in the western sector.190 Unlike the cautious 

US approach, the Soviet Union supported the Indians to the hilt within the framework of 

their twenty years defence treaty. The non-availability of foreign support during the 1971 

war became a major motivation for Pakistan to go for the nuclear option.191  

In 1971 the Indians achieved their war aims. East Pakistan was severed from West 

Pakistan and the Pakistan Army lay in ruins.192 The ruling junta was totally discredited, 

paving the way for Bhutto take over as the President of the rump Pakistan.193 Bhutto, as 

the head of the state was confronted with a number of challenges and the issue of security 

loomed large among his pressing worries. Approximately ninety thousand West Pakistani 

soldiers and civilians had gone into Indian captivity and territory had been lost in the 

western sector. Bhutto was successful in obtaining the release of the Pakistani prisoners 

and the vacation of the lost territory under the Simla Accord of 1974.194 While giving 

Bhutto these concessions, Indira Gandhi wanted him to recognize the LoC (the erstwhile 

CFL) as the de facto border between India and Pakistan.195 From Indian standpoint 

Kashmir had been relegated to a bilateral issue after the Simla Accord.196 Although in the 

Pakistani narrative, Simla did not supersede the UN resolutions on Kashmir, during the 

Musharraf era, the Pakistani government did visibly distance itself from the traditional 

stance on a free and free plebiscite on Kashmir. In a watered down four step approach it 

had proposed that a dialogue process be started by accepting the centrality of the Kashmir 

dispute, eliminating whatever was unacceptable to the two sides and the Kashmiri people 
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and arriving at a solution acceptable to both countries and the people of Kashmir.197 

Musharraf visualised a jointly managed and demilitarised Kashmir with soft borders.198 

India has never warmed to such ideas granting limited self governance to the Kashmiri 

people. In the opinion of respected South Asian expert Stanley Wolpert, Pakistan in its 

current weakened state is not in a position to move India on a plebiscite Kashmir.199
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Chapter 6 

INDIA – PAKISTAN TENSIONS IN THE NUCLEAR AGE 

 

The end of 1971 war brought about the dawn of a nuclear era in the Subcontinent. 

The quest for nuclear weapons in South Asia was based on different sets of threat 

perceptions. For Pakistan nuclear weapons were the ultimate guarantors of their security, 

while India wanted these to bolster its image as a great power. For the world at large the 

presence of nuclear weapons in a potentially unstable region was a source of major 

concern. 

 

6.1 KASHMIR – A NUCLEAR FLASHPOINT 

Today Kashmir is one of the most heavily militarized regions of the world.1 It has 

been acknowledged as the most “dangerous place in the world,”2 and has acquired the 

dubious honour of being referred to as a nuclear flashpoint.3 The international community 

is alive to the potentials of nuclear conflict in the region. These concerns were amply 

reflected in UNSCR 1172 of June 6, 1998, passed in the wake of the South Asian atomic 

tests. The resolution urged both countries to resume their dialogue and “find mutually 

acceptable solutions to address the root causes of their problems including Kashmir.”4 

Over the years India-Pakistan engagement has been patchy and direct negotiations 

haven’t moved beyond a certain limit. Barring the settlement of some technical issues, 
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major outstanding disputes have become even more tangled and appear difficult to 

unravel.5 The Pakistani proposal to reduce tensions in this region through demilitarisation 

has come to naught due to India’s refusal to negotiate on the issue.6 Presently the political 

process of the Composite Dialogue initiated after the SAARC summit in 2004,7 is on 

hold after the Mumbai attacks in November 2008.  

 

6.2 INDIA’S GLOBAL ASPIRATIONS 

India’s refusal to negotiate with a smaller neighbour on equal terms emanates 

from a sense of history and grandeur. In India’s historical narrative, its march towards 

greatness had been interrupted by a string of external invasions and extended foreign rule. 

Jawaharlal Nehru in his book Discovery of India wrote extensively about his country’s 

grand past.8 His famous speech on the eve of independence was garnished by phrases like 

a ‘tryst with destiny’ and ‘awakening of a giant.’9 Nehru’s belief in the greatness of India 

was no doubt based on the ancient concept of Maha Bharata or Greater India, which has 

been part of Indian folklore since times immemorial and continues to fire the imagination 

of modern Indian elite.10 India now aspires to become a permanent veto holding member 
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of the UN – An ambition, which has the support of world powers, like the US,11 and 

Russia.12 

International cartographers have used the term Greater India in geographical 

terms to include the Himalayas, the Punjab, Hindustan, Burma, Indo-China, Sunda 

Islands, Borneo, Celebes, and the  Philippines.13 There is no doubt that such geographical 

descriptions of India have over the years influenced the thinking process of a succession 

of Indian leaders including Nehru. The forcible annexation of reluctant princely states 

like Kashmir, Hyderabad and Junagarh, who wanted to remain independent or join 

Pakistan, is an illustration of the Indian bid to reverse the course of Partition,14 in order to 

become the dominant power in the region. Indian strategic design to grow in size 

received another boost in December 1961, when despite protestations by the US and 

European countries, Nehru sent in 30,000 Indian troops, to forcibly occupy the 

Portuguese territories of Goa, Daman and Diu.15 Emboldened by the Goa experience, 

India decided to take on China – its much larger and potent neighbour.16 Skirmishes had 

been going on in the North East Frontier Agency (NEFA) since 1959. In 1962 under 

Nehru’s ‘forward policy’ Indian troops began extending border outposts and patrols 

across the McMohan Line.17 A special force had been raised to “oust the Chinese.”18 

When the Indian incursions became intolerable, the Chinese retaliated and rolled down 

the Himalayas into Indian Territory before unilaterally withdrawing. Ever since the rise 
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of modern China and India as global economic markets, these two countries have tried to 

improve their trade relations but their border dispute continues to this day.19  

In line with its global aspirations, India is aggressively trying to enlarge its 

footprint in Afghanistan and Central Asia. Indian presence in Afghanistan has grown 

substantially since the removal of the Taliban regime. Pakistan is not only discomfited by 

India’s large presence on its western border, it is also wary of the Indian consulate in the 

town of Zahedan on Pak Iran border. According to C. Christine Fair, a Rand Corp 

analyst, Indian diplomatic missions in the border towns of Iran and Afghanistan are 

actively involved in fomenting unrest in Balochistan.20  

 

6.3 INDIA’S NUCLEAR PROGRAMME 

 

6.3.1 The History of the Indian Nuclear Programme 

India’s nuclear programme began before its independence from Great Britain. 

India’s leading scientists, like Homi Bhabha, were aware of the tremendous boost that 

their soon to be independent nation would get from the possession of nuclear weapons. 

India’s first Prime Minister Nehru, despite his pious professions of pacifism and non-

alignment enthusiastically supported these plans.21 Seeing immense power and prestige in 

the project,22 he took keen personal interest in it from its earliest days. He made no bones 

about Indian nuclear ambitions and casually talked about it in front of foreign visitors.  
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Kenneth D. Nichols, a former general in the US Corps of Engineers, and a member of the 

Manhattan project team, on a visit to India in mid-1958, as a consultant for Westinghouse 

firm, reported that in his presence Nehru asked his chief scientist Bhabha, how long 

would it take to assemble a nuclear bomb? Bhabha’s estimate was a year. “Well, don’t do 

it until I tell you,” Nehru added for the benefit of the foreign visitor.23 

All subsequent governments remained committed to India’s nuclear programme, 

with varying degrees of interest. Homi Bhabha, the pioneer and executer of India’s 

nuclear plans for the first two decades charted a three stage plan to achieve nuclear self 

sufficiency. The first phase envisaged the use of enriched uranium, the second stage 

involved use of reprocessed plutonium and the third the use of thorium, which is 

abundantly available in India. The first one is in short supply in its natural state in India.24 

To achieve his plans, Bhabha established the Tata Institute of Fundamental Research 

(TIFR) in the 1940s. It was renamed Bhabha Atomic Research Centre (BARC) after 

Bhabha died in an air crash in the Swiss Alps.25 In 1962 India acquired the Cirus 40 MWt 

heavy water moderated research reactor from Canada and purchased heavy water 

required for its operation from the US.26 These transactions were made under President 

Eisenhower’s 1953 Atoms for Peace plan. The programme encouraged countries to 

acquire dual-use nuclear technologies in exchange for assurances that they would not be 

used for military purposes. 27 In 1964, India commissioned a reprocessing facility at 
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Trombay, which was used to separate the plutonium produced by the Cirus research 

reactor.28   

After the humiliation of 1962 and the Chinese nuclear tests of 1964, the nuclear 

programme assumed vital importance in the Indian security calculus. Indian prestige was 

revived after it defeated Pakistan and helped create Bangladesh. Indira Gandhi had defied 

American opposition to her war plans and had emerged victorious. She was feeling 

extremely confident. She had avenged her father’s shame by resurrecting the pride of the 

Indian military. Now it was her turn to go one up. Like her father, she was personally 

involved in the country’s nuclear programme. She was interacting directly with the 

scientists and nuclear decision making had become her exclusive preserve.29 It helped 

that she belonged to the powerful Nehru clan and after her success East Pakistan she had 

literally been elevated to the status of a deity. It was easy for her to take the decision to 

go nuclear. Nonetheless the choice to test an atomic device was not the result of heady 

euphoria. Multiple domestic and international factors had influenced this strategic option. 

India wanted to reassert its credentials as a regional power and to be treated at least at par 

with China. It wanted to do so before the NPT became all pervasive and throttled India’s 

chances of becoming a nuclear power. India’s domestic political situation was also 

aggravating and was about to become the cause of the infamous ‘emergency’ in a few 

years time. Gandhi wanted to secure her place in the Indian pantheon before it became 

too late. The 1974 explosion was a manifestation of all these ambitions. Having proved 

its atomic credentials, it was considered worthwhile to lie low and not to conduct more 

tests until the international furore had died down. The plutonium used in India’s first 

nuclear test on May 18, 1974; described by the Indian government as a ‘peaceful nuclear 
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explosion’ (PNE) was diverted from the Canadian Cirus reactor.30 Indian nuclear weapon 

programme is largely plutonium based. India came out of the closet by detonating five 

nuclear devises in the Pokhran test site in the May of 1998.31  

 

6.3.2 Indian Nuclear Tests 

Indian nuclear weapon programme is largely plutonium based. The plutonium 

used in India’s first nuclear test on May 18, 1974, described by the Indian government as 

a ‘peaceful nuclear explosion’ (PNE), was diverted from the Canadian Cirus reactor.32 As 

the dust settled on the first nuclear test, Indian scientists began clamouring for more tests. 

The political leadership seemed all set to oblige them. Narisimha Rao allowed 

preparations for another test in 1995 but the Americans got wind of it and the tests were 

suspended.33  At least three more years passed before a BJP government in a desperate 

bid to remain in power took the fateful decision to go ahead with five nuclear weapon 

tests in May 1998 at the Pokhran test site.34  

 

6.3.3 Indian Nuclear Doctrine 

In August 1999 the Indian National Advisory Security Board (NASB) released 

the draft nuclear doctrine. In the opinion of noted analyst K. Subaramnyam this draft 

doctrine mimics the US nuclear doctrine.35 Like the US doctrine, the Indian draft doctrine 

is based on a triad of nuclear forces (land, air and submarine based delivery systems).36 
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Indians are working towards operationalising this capability.37 The Indian policy 

proclaims that there would be No First Use (NFU) against non-nuclear countries; 

however, a proviso has been added to state that “this by no means eliminates the problem 

of responding to the first use of nuclear weapons by India’s adversaries.”38 

 

6.4 PAKISTANI NUCLEAR PROGRAMME 

 

6.4.1 The Erosion of Conventional Deterrent 

The 1971 war marked the end of the first chapter of India-Pakistan conflict. The 

dynamics of stability were about to acquire new forms and dimensions in South Asia. 

After the war, the Pakistani leadership looked for fresh measures to create credible 

deterrence against an assertive India. Rearmament was one option. To explore such a 

possibility, Government of Pakistan offered naval bases to the US on the Balochistan 

coastline near the mouth of the Persian Gulf. This offer was declined by the US 

Government declined in February 1972.39 Their interest in Pakistan would be revived 

only in 1979 after they would lose the listening posts located in Iran as a result of the 

Iranian revolution.40  Left with no other option, Bhutto took the strategic decision to 

develop the nuclear deterrence. The subject had always been close to his heart. In 1965 

he had exhorted the nation to “be prepared to eat grass,” to achieve nuclear technology, to 

offset the Indian threat.41 Soon after assuming office he summoned his top scientists to 
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Multan in Southern Punjab and tasked them to develop an indigenous nuclear programme 

to offset the Indian threat.42 There was nothing unusual in the Pakistani conclusion. 

Cohen posits any other state “faced with a growing conventional military imbalance, 

domestic disorder and shaky allies” would have adopted the same approach. A “small 

nuclear programme” would make up for the shortages in “armoured divisions and air 

force” and would not only be able to “punish an Indian attack so severely that it would be 

deterred at the start,” it would also “work against a massive conventional attack as well.” 

The possession of the bomb would “enable Pakistan to reopen the Kashmir issue,” and a 

bold Pakistani leadership “could attack and seize Kashmir at a time when India was in 

disarray.”43  

Pakistan’s nuclear programme was conceived as an essential safeguard against the 

Indian nuclear weapon capability.44 To improve his country’s position in the emerging 

international order, Bhutto dabbled in a vibrant brand of diplomacy. He strengthened 

existing ties with China and the Islamic bloc and sought a prominent niche for his 

country among developing countries. The historic Islamic summit conference held in 

Lahore in 1974 showcased the new compass of Pakistani orientation. Pakistan formally 

disengaged itself from the system of western alliances and the British Commonwealth 

and joined the ranks of the developing countries of NAM. India’s nuclear explosion in 

1974 only served to galvanise the Pakistani motivation to catch up.45 Since the French 

had reneged on their promise to provide the nuclear reprocessing plant, Pakistani 
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scientists took the uranium enrichment route to produce fissile material.46 To do so 

Bhutto found it convenient to accept Dr A.Q. Khan’s offer to set up a Uranium 

Enrichment Plant at Kahuta in 1975.47 In 1977 General Zia ul Haque toppled Bhutto’s 

government but continued with the nuclear weapon programme initiated by him. 

 

6.4.2 The Two-Front Scenario 

Two events in 1979 – the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan and the Islamic 

revolution in Iran – profoundly affected the stability of the region. Not only did the 

Soviet intervention in Afghanistan place Pakistan in a new and unprecedented two- 

front threat dilemma, it once again became a frontline state in the American security 

calculus. Zia was able to leverage Pakistan’s geostrategic position to obtain 

American military and material aid to support the Afghan jihad.48 The new 

partnership was eventually able to force the withdrawal of Soviet troops from 

Afghanistan. While the Soviets were in Afghanistan, India had pointedly refused to 

denounce their intervention. They had also spurned Zia ul Haque offer of a no-war 

pact to India in 1981. They had earlier rejected a similar offer made by Ayub Khan 

in 1959.49 

 

6.4.3 The Siachen Affair 

In the newly revived relationship with America, Zia found an ideal 

opportunity to proceed with his country’s atomic programme. By 1983 Pakistan had a 
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modest nuclear capability. The Americans were aware of Pakistani nuclear ambitions 

but chose not to pressurise its Cold War ally.50 Pakistan also chose to keep its nuclear 

weapon capability under wraps in deference to the global sensitivities.51 The achievement 

of nuclear autarky nearly coincided with occupation of the Siachen Glacier by the Indians 

in April 1984. While this gave Pakistan a perfect opportunity to resort to nuclear 

signalling, it did not do so. A number of reasons can be attributed to this reluctance in 

flaunting the nuclear muscle. Pakistan’s nuclear weapon programme was in a very 

primitive form and its delivery means were still evolving. Indulging in nuclear sabre 

rattling at this early stage would have clearly annoyed the Americans, who were 

maintaining a studied silence on the subject as a quid pro quo for Pakistan’s help in the 

Afghan jihad against the Soviets.52 It may also not have suitably impressed the sceptical 

Indians.  

Pakistan’s response in Siachen lacked resolve. Initially it attempted to evict the 

Indians through infantry attacks but failed to do so because of the heavy logistics 

involved in fighting a war on glacial heights. Subsequently both countries settled down to 

defending this area from further incursions. The losses, henceforth, would be mostly from 

extremely harsh weather and subhuman living conditions. The financial haemorrhage in 

maintaining troops at such heights has been phenomenal. Environmentalists fear that 

warlike activity in this area is causing the melting of glaciers. The Siachen issue has 

figured prominently in India Pakistan talks and the proposal to convert it into a peace 
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park has actively been considered.53  Environmental concerns over the melting of the 

glaciers have been cited on a number of occasions by Track II peace negotiators,54 

however, it is too early to state if this could be the ultimate catalyst for peace and 

stability.  

 

6.4.4 Air Threats to Nuclear Facilities 

During the early days of its nuclear programme, Pakistan was more concerned 

about potential threats to its nuclear facilities rather than the occupation of a desolate 

glacier. These threats emanated from different quarters. During the 1970s the US closely 

monitored Pakistan’s nuclear programme. By January 1979, the US intelligence 

estimated that Pakistan was reaching a point, where it “may soon acquire all the 

components” for a gas centrifuge plant. They were of the opinion that Pakistan would 

have a ‘single device’ (plutonium) by 1982 and test a weapon using highly enriched 

uranium by 1983, although 1984 was “more likely.” In the spring of 1979, the Americans 

tried unsuccessfully to frame a regional solution of a ‘mutual restraint regime’ between 

India and Pakistan. The normally reticent Prime Minister Morarji Desai told the 

Americans that “if he discovered that Pakistan was ready to test a bomb or if it exploded 

one, he would act at (once) to smash it.”55 This response from an Indian prime minister 
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otherwise peacefully inclined towards Pakistan,56 characterised the aggressive Indian 

approach to physically destroy Pakistan’s nascent nuclear programme during the 1980s. 

The American planners kept their government informed about the growing 

Pakistani nuclear programme. In a September 1979 State Department briefing to the 

General Advisory Committee to the Arms Control and Disarmament Committee (ACDA) 

declared the Pakistani efforts to procure plutonium as a ‘case of greatest concern.’57 They 

were told that, while the French decision to cancel the agreement to provide Pakistan a 

reprocessing plant was most ‘wise,’ pressure was being put on other suppliers not to 

export even the smallest component of uranium enrichment technology to Pakistan.58 The 

briefers further confided that among the friends of US, the Israelis were the most 

concerned and that they were actively considering an Entebbe 2 nuclear heist to lift 

Pakistani fissile material.59  

The immediate source of threat in the 1980s came from the Soviet Union after its 

invasion of Afghanistan. The official history of the PAF narrates the meeting of the 

Defence Committee of the Cabinet (DCC), to consider a formal warning handed over 

personally by the Soviet Ambassador to President Zia ul Haque. The note had declared 

the Pakistani nuclear programme “military in nature” and a threat to the Soviet Union 

“from the south.” The Soviet Union considered Pakistan to be following a “dangerous 

course” in Afghanistan and was planning appropriate “retaliatory steps.” 60   Intelligence 

reports in 1986-87 suggested that the Soviet Union, India and Israel were colluding to 
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attack Pakistani strategic installations. Since US and Pakistan were allied on the Afghan 

front, the US government was informed about these developments. President Reagan was 

quick to reassure President Zia of his government’s “unwavering support and to inform 

him that he had personally asked the Soviet leadership to desist making such threats.”61 

Nonetheless, government of Pakistan seriously began improving the air defence around 

its nuclear VPs.62 In order to select a suitable weapon platform against an intruding 

Soviet aircraft, the PAF vigorously campaigned and won the case to purchase the F16 

aircraft.63  

Although there is no documentary evidence of concrete Soviet plans to destroy 

Pakistani nuclear facilities; there a number of reports to suggest that Indira and later Rajiv 

Gandhi were advised by senior officials to ‘take out’ Kahuta like the Israelis had 

destroyed the Iraqi nuclear facility. There were reports that Israel “was willing to do the 

job,” if it was provided refuelling facilities.64 Pakistan Army’s vice chief at that time, 

General K.M. Arif claims he had received at least three warnings,65 during the 1980s 

about imminent Indo Israeli plans to strike Kahuta enrichment plant through “a 

commando type surgical operation and air action.”66 The Indian plans to involve the 

Israelis were based on that country’s proven capability and expertise to target a nuclear 

facility beyond its borders.67 The Israelis had acquired high resolution satellite 

photographs of Pakistani nuclear facilities through Jonathan Pollard, a US double agent 
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working for the Mossad.68 In 1979, Indian intelligence agency RAW shared an alleged 

cable from the US embassy in New Delhi with the Israelis, indicating that Pakistan would 

have the Bomb by 1981.69 During the mid 1980s, high level Israeli officials were 

receiving exclusive briefings by the Indians on Pakistani nuclear facility at Kahuta.70 As a 

consequence Mossad sharply hiked up their operations against A.Q. Khan’s European 

suppliers.71 The Indian plan to attack Kahuta was formalised in March. In order to pre-

empt the Indians, US intelligence leaked reports about the Indian airstrike plans to the 

press in December 1982. This made front page story in the Washington Post.72 The plan 

included use of Israeli combat aircraft, with refuelling stopovers in India. In the first 

phase, Israeli warplanes were to touch down at the Indian Air Force (IAF) base in 

Jamnagar close to the Kutch coast, from where they would fly off to refuel at a satellite 

airfield, somewhere in northern India. In the final stage, the planes would fly on the 

leeside of the Himalayas to avoid early radar detection before penetrating Pakistani 

airspace, thus giving the PAF little time to react. In February 1983, with the air strike 

plan at an advanced stage, Indian military officials travelled secretly to Israel to buy 

electronic warfare equipment to neutralise Kahuta’s air defences.73 According to a 

Washington Post story cited by Indian journalist Shyam Bhatia in his London Observer 

report of January 2, 1983, the pre-emptive strikes could have taken place in 1982, had 
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Indira Gandhi not hesitated because of a possibility of Pakistani retaliation against Indian 

nuclear installations.74  

The message that Pakistan was aware of an Indian – Israeli plan to launch a 

Baghdad type raid was delivered by Chairman of PAEC Munir A. Khan to his Indian 

counterpart Raja Rammana in a hotel room meeting in Vienna in 1983.75 Khan had 

ostensibly told the Director of the Bhabha Atomic Research Centre (BARC) that the 

uranium fallout from Kahuta would be less toxic as compared to the plutonium dispersal 

from Trombay on a heavily populated city like Bombay. Indian plans were put on hold 

after the Ramanna-Khan meeting. Israel, however, persisted with its air raid contingency. 

The Israeli operations involved pit stops in the south at Jamnagar, Gujarat and at an 

airbase in northern India. In March 1984, Prime Minister Indira Gandhi gave the green 

light to the Israeli-led operation. It was around this time that an American reconnaissance 

unit noticed the mysterious disappearance of two Indian Jaguar squadrons from their base 

in Ambala. Director CIA John Casey informed the American President that these may be 

concealed as a prelude to striking Kahuta.76 In September 1984, CIA officials briefed 

members of the Senate Select Committee on Intelligence headed by its Chairman and 

Vice-Chairman Senators Goldwater and Moynihan, that Indian Prime Minister Indira 

Gandhi had been advised by some of her senior aides to attack Kahuta enrichment 

facility. Both members expressed concern over such a possibility.77 The Americans were 

in the midst of their operations against the Soviets in Afghanistan and were apprehensive 

that such an attack would destabilise the region. Therefore, it was thought prudent to 
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inform the Pakistani counterparts about the developing situation.78 General Zia publically 

spoke about a possible Indian airstrike. On September 22, 1984 Pakistan officially 

informed India that any attack on its nuclear installations would be deemed as an “act of 

war.” The American Ambassador in Pakistan supported the Pakistani stance and stated 

that US would be “responsive,” if India attacked Pakistan.79 These strong signals 

persuaded Indira Gandhi to abort the operation, despite protests from Indian and Israeli 

military planners. General Arif confirmed that the American tipoff helped Pakistan to 

pre-empt India and “In the end, it was India that blinked.”80 In October Indira Gandhi 

was killed by her Sikh bodyguards in retaliation to the storming of the Golden 

Temple in Amritsar. The resultant backlash against the Sikhs overshadowed the 

India-Pakistan tensions created due to Siachen and the planned airstrikes.  

This early handling of a nuclear crisis shaped Pakistan’s policy of retaliating 

against India no matter which country threatened to take out its nuclear assets. In an 

interview General Mirza Aslam Beg, a former army chief, recalled, “We told India 

frankly that this is the threat we perceive and this is the action we will take. It was a real 

deterrent.”81 In order to avoid another nuclear escalation, Zia and Gandhi met in New 

Delhi, in December 1985 and agreed not to attack each others’ nuclear facilities.82 They 

also agreed on a process for normalising relations, through CBM’s, expansion of trade 

links, and resumption of talks on draft treaties on nonaggression and peace. The 

agreement was not signed until December 31, 1988, and was formally ratified in 1991.83  

Under the terms of this Agreement both countries have been exchanging the lists of their 
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nuclear facilities on each New Year’s Day since 1992, even during the periods of acute 

tension.84  

 

6.4.5 Exercise Brasstacks 

The next case of nuclear touch and go was experienced during the Indian military 

exercise Brasstacks held in 1986-87. In January 1980, K Sundarji was named the new 

Indian army chief. Author of a book on nuclear war gaming, Sundarji was a vocal 

proponent of the nuclear option.85 After assuming command, he set out to test India’s 

growing conventional military might, particularly with reference to its armoured and 

mechanised forces. Exercise Brasstacks was conceived as the largest, most ambitious 

military exercise in the subcontinent’s history to develop, test and demonstrate India’s 

capacity to conduct mobile armoured warfare, with close air support, integrated by new 

communications and control systems. Sundarji, a glib and articulate person was able to 

impress Rajiv Gandhi, a relative novice in military affairs about the grand scale of the 

exercise. The enterprise was to be conducted in four phases from 1986 to 1987, beginning 

with map exercise and building up in late 1986 and early 1987 into actual operations in 

the desert area of Rajasthan.86 The main aim of the exercise was to test and demonstrate 

the ability of the reorganised Indian Army to execute a major military operation against 

Pakistan. It called for the mobilization of the entire Indian army. The following 

operational scenario was painted: An insurgency in Kashmir had become unmanageable 

and Sikh militants in Indian Punjab had declared an independent Khalistan. These 

developments encouraged Pakistan to militarily intervene and detach both Kashmir and 
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Khalistan from India. To put an end to the Pakistani involvement, India undertook a 

counter offensive against the Pakistani forces.  

The exercise began in July 1986 and by December; India had deployed a total of 

nine divisions in offensive configuration in Rajasthan adjacent to the restive Pakistani 

province of Sindh. The formations deployed in an area roughly 100 miles by 150 miles in 

Rajasthan, by December 1986 and January 1987 included two armoured divisions, one 

mechanised division, and six infantry divisions. India neither informed Pakistan of the 

exercise’s massive scope, nor established modalities to reassure it that actual hostilities 

were not in the offing. The alarmed Pakistani leaders assumed that this was a warning to 

keep out of Indian Punjab or a face a military response. The Indian defence planners had 

failed to visualise that a crisis could develop if the Pakistanis indulged in counter 

manoeuvres during their annual exercises in November and December.87 This is precisely 

what happened. Pakistan Army made plans for counter deployments and moved the 

Northern and Southern Army Reserves to locations from where they could strike at 

Punjab or Kashmir. In the second week of January, Pakistan moved its Army Reserve 

South (ARS) northwards over the Sutlej River, to either conduct a pincer movement with 

the northern group into Punjab or to advance into Jammu and Kashmir. Indians did not 

detect the movement until two weeks after it had taken place. Rajiv Gandhi was on 

vacation and was not informed. When told about this development, Gandhi was very 

upset and disaffected with the managers of the exercise, particularly Sundarji and the 

minister of state for defence Arun Singh. The first public signs of alarm became 

discernible, on the Indian side, on January 17, when Sundarji gave an unusual press 

conference about ‘dangerous’ movement by the Pakistan Army. Two days later Rajiv 
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Gandhi upped the ante by giving his own press conference and expressing grave concern 

over the concentration of Pakistani forces so near the border. Shortly thereafter, Rajiv 

Gandhi ordered a massive airlift of troops into the Punjab. Pakistan took this movement 

of troops as a precursor for Indian attacks into Pakistan.88 Gandhi now considered the 

possibility that Pakistan might initiate war with India and discussed the option of 

launching a pre-emptive attack on Pakistani ARS and Pakistan’s nuclear facilities, with 

his senior civil and military leadership. Sundarji, who had been toying with idea of using 

nuclear weapons on the tactical battlefield,89 supported the nuclear option but had no 

clear cut answer about the defensive preparation, in case Pakistan retaliated with nuclear 

weapons.90 It is surmised that India at that moment had the response option of connecting 

the ‘last wire’ to launch a nuclear weapons through a large calibre gun or a medium range 

missile.91  There is, however, no evidence to the effect that Indian nuclear weapons were 

assembled during the crisis from their state of “recessed deterrence” – A stance actually 

proposed by Sundarji himself.92 

As the crisis mounted, both sides made conciliatory gestures to signal an interest 

in de-escalation. On January 23, Pakistan proposed urgent talks with India. Both 

governments decided to lessen tensions by activating the dormant hotline and agreeing to 

a systematic plan for standing down.93 The agreement to begin a sector-wise withdrawal 

of forces was concluded on February 4.94 Gen Zia reinforced his military manoeuvre by a 

diplomatic move. He managed an invitation to ‘privately’ witness the opening day of the 
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third cricket test match scheduled to be held in Jaipur on February 21, 1987. As a 

diplomatic courtesy, Rajiv Gandhi had to receive and talk with him. This informal visit 

became known as the cricket diplomacy and helped to defuse the situation.95   

It is has been claimed by observers that Pakistan had indulged in nuclear 

signalling during the Crisis, through informal as well as well as formal channels. On 

January 28, Indian journalist Kuldip Nayar recorded an interview with Pakistani nuclear 

scientist Dr A.Q. Khan. Some consider this as a “brilliant psychological manoeuvre 

which did save a fourth round of war – under the smokescreen of Brass Tacks.”96 Others 

are circumspect about the outcome of the interview. Since this unprecedented meeting 

with an Indian journalist was arranged by Mushahid Hussain Syed, the influential editor 

of the now defunct daily Muslim. 97 Some are of the view that the meeting was cleared by 

the authorities.98 Syed’s subsequent removal from his post could mean that either the 

meeting did not have official permission or it did not go according to the script.  

Dr Khan was well known to the Indian journalists for his bellicose and belligerent 

statements. In the months preceding the military drills, the Indian press played up an 

interview that he had given to the domestic press. The September 1986 issue of the Times 

of India had recycled an A.Q. Khan interview published in the August 31, edition of 

Lahore’s weekly Chatan. In this Khan had claimed that Indira Gandhi had been deterred 

from attacking Pakistan’s nuclear facilities in 1984 by his pronouncements that Pakistan 

was a “nuclear power.” The Indian media had also seized upon a Bob Woodward article 

published in the Washington Post on November 4, in which he had claimed that Pakistan 
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had conducted additional explosive tests of the non-nuclear components of a bomb and 

could assemble a bomb within a week. Woodward’s story had appeared in the Indian 

newspapers with headlines like ‘Pakistan Has Tested Bomb: U.S. Report,’ ‘Nuclear 

Device Exploded by Pakistan,’ and ‘Pakistan Exploded Nuclear Device.’99  It is therefore 

quite possible that Nayyar might have met the verbose Pakistani scientist with the aim of 

building up the case against Pakistan for its secret nuclear programme. If Nayyar’s aim 

was to vilify Pakistan, he got his scoop. Dr Khan went on record to state that his country 

had succeeded in producing weapon-grade enriched uranium and was in a position to 

make nuclear weapons, and would not hesitate in using the bomb, if its existence was 

threatened.100 Whether he had official sanction to convey such a message is not known. 

The interview was published on March 1, 1987 in the London-based Observer,101 and 

raised hackles in the West. The Muslim carried the interview on the same date.102  

On the official channel, India’s High Commissioner to Islamabad SK Singh was 

summoned to the Pakistani foreign office and was allegedly told by Pakistan’s minister of 

state for foreign affairs Zain Noorani, that if India took any action not conducive to the 

sovereignty and territorial integrity of Pakistan, Islamabad will consider inflicting 

“unacceptable damage on India.” Noorani further warned that Pakistan’s actions would 

not be restricted to northern India, but include targets beyond. In response to Singh’s 

query whether the message implied threats to Bombay, Noorani replied, “it might be 
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so.”103 In an interview to an American magazine, in April 1987 President Zia left no 

doubt in anybody’s mind that, “Pakistan can build a bomb whenever it wishes.”104  

To assess Pakistan’s nuclear capabilities, Rajiv Gandhi ordered the External 

Affairs and Defence ministries to provide him detailed information. After due 

deliberation the Indian government proclaimed on March 14, that there was nothing new 

in Dr. A.Q. Khan’s public disclosures about Pakistan’s nuclear weapon capabilities, and 

India has no intentions of manufacturing nuclear weapons.105 However, Gandhi stated 

that Pakistan’s “clandestine” non-peaceful nuclear programme was “among the serious 

issues hampering normalization of relations” between the two countries. On April 2, 

Gandhi told US reporters that any nuclear bomb manufactured by Pakistan would be an 

‘Islamic bomb’ funded and available to the Arabs.106 It is not entirely clear, if there was a 

pattern to the nuclear grandstanding during Execise Brasstacks. Clearly Khan’s interview 

to Nayyar was published after the decision to de-escalate had taken place.107 Perhaps such 

statements were made to caution India from indulging in further adventurism. In any case 

India used these to portray Pakistan as a country spoiling for a nuclear brawl. 

6.4.6 The Crisis of Spring 1990 

The third case of nuclear high tension became known as the Crisis of Spring 

1990. It coincided with the popular uprising in Indian Held Kashmir (IHK) in December 
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1989. In 1988, as a result of the Geneva Accords, the Soviet Army began withdrawing 

from Afghanistan.108 The process of evacuation lasted ten months,109 and was completed 

in 1989. About the same time an unprecedented and largely indigenous independence 

struggle broke out in Kashmir. India blamed Pakistan for aiding and abetting the 

insurgency in the occupied territories. Heated political rhetoric led to the deployment of 

troops along the borders. By the spring of 1990, the revolt in Jammu and Kashmir was in 

full flow. In January 1990, the Indian government appointed Jagmohan Malhotra as the 

governor of IHK and provided him 150,000 Border Security Force (BSF) troops to 

restore order. Chief Minister Farooq Abdullah resigned and Malhotra unleashed a brutal 

campaign to crush the uprising. On March 13, Benazir Bhutto, the prime minister of 

Pakistan travelled to Azad Kashmir and promised a ‘thousand year war’ to liberate 

Kashmir. Meanwhile V.P. Singh, the Indian prime minister told his country to be 

psychologically prepared for military conflict and warned Pakistan that it would not last 

“even thousand hours of war.” The BJP asked the Indian government to “knock out the 

training camps and transit routes of the terrorists.” Rajiv Gandhi now out of power urged 

“very strong steps in Kashmir.” Thus pressed, Singh gave a speech in April calling upon 

the Indians to be “psychologically prepared” for war and warned Pakistan, “[Y]ou cannot 

get away taking Kashmir, without a war.” Singh declared that if Pakistan deployed 

nuclear weapons, India will respond by deploying its own.110 As rhetoric heated, the 

exchange of fire across the LOC became acute. India deployed more troops in the region, 

to prevent alleged cross border infiltration and to threaten hot pursuits or raids on training 

                                                 
108 Shahi, Pakistan’s Security & Foreign Policy, 149. 
109  Ibid, 81. 
110  P. R. Chari, P.I. Cheema and Stephen P. Cohen, Perception, Politics and Security in South Asia: The 

Compound Crisis of 1990 (London: RouteledgeCurzon, 2003), 74-75. 



  

244 
 

camps. South of Kashmir, along the Indo Pakistan border both armies maintained and in 

some instances increased forces that had been deployed earlier for exercises.  

Although, despite the media hype, the US military attachés in Delhi and 

Islamabad did not detect offensive deployment of troops. Nonetheless, the US 

government perceived the governments in India and Pakistan too weak to control the 

situation, should tension escalate. As a precautionary measure, messages were sent out to 

the governments of China, the Soviet Union and European countries to restrain their 

respective friends and allies. This move was based on alleged reports that in the spring of 

1990, Pakistan had not only deployed its conventional armed forces but also pre-

positioned its nuclear capable F16s.111 It was also claimed that Pakistan had ordered the 

dropping of one its seven weapons from a specially configured C130 cargo plane.112  

According to General Mirza Aslam Beg in 1990, the Indo-US-Israel forces were 

planning to destroy Pakistan’s nuclear assets. After confirmation of the threat, in a 

meeting of the NCA co-chaired by Prime Minister Benazir Bhutto and President Ghulam 

Ishaq Khan, it was decided to send the foreign minister to Delhi, to warn the Indians that 

there would be massive retaliation in case Pakistani nuclear facilities were attacked.  A 

squadron of F 16s armed with nuclear warheads was moved to Mauripur base to be 

prepared to attack Indian nuclear facilities at Trombay, Trinchomaly and other places. As 

the American satellite picked up these activities, there was panic in Delhi and 

Washington. Robert Gates, Deputy National Security Advisor rushed to control the 

situation. In Beg’s version, Gates was told in no uncertain terms by the Pakistani 

                                                 
111   Seymour M. Hersh, “On the Nuclear Edge,” New Yorker, March 29, 1993, 64-73, accessed May 14, 

2009, www.newyorker.com/archive/content/?040119fr_archive02. 
112   Military Wars fought between India and Pakistan, Nuclear Weapons and Military Expenditure, SIPRI, 

accessed September 25, 2009, indiapakistancongress.mcgill.ca/MilitaryFinal.doc. 



  

245 
 

President that his country would not hesitate from using the first strike option, if the Indo-

US-Israel activities did not cease forthwith. Beg states that the threat worked.113   

American sources claim that the Gates mission was prompted after a message to 

the Pakistan Atomic Energy Commission (PAEC) was intercepted to the effect that they 

should prepare at least one nuclear weapon.114 Another western source claims that at the 

peak of the crisis “General Beg had authorized the assembly of at least one nuclear 

weapon,” and that “satellite imagery suggested” that it might have been under preparation 

for “use it against India.”115 Americans were not comfortable with Beg because of his 

aggressive policies. In February 1990 he had visited Iran to seek their support on 

Kashmir, where the Iranians had asked for nuclear technology. Americans believed that 

hawks within the Pakistani establishment like Beg and Intelligence Chief Hamid Gul 

were upping the ante in Kashmir. A former US administration official, Henry Rowen 

claims that in January 1990 Beg had threatened to transfer military usage nuclear 

technology should Washington stop arms sales to Pakistan.116 Beg denies transferring 

nuclear technology to Iran.117 Seymour Hersh revisited the crisis in his New Yorker 

report in 1993,118 and created the impression that a nuclear war was imminent in the 

spring of 1990.119  

In the American version, Gates rushed to the Subcontinent to tell the two 

neighbours that US did not want any escalation to nuclear levels. Travelling first to 

Islamabad on May 20, 1990, he met President Ghulam Ishaq Khan and Army Chief 
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Mirza Aslam Beg and counselled restraint. The meeting with the Pakistani leadership was 

reportedly ‘rough.’ Benazir Bhutto was away on a foreign tour and was spared the 

American tough talk. The Americans impressed upon the two Pakistanis hawks that their 

national nuclear programme had been detected and threatened to invoke the Pressler 

Amendment. This was not an empty threat and the aid to Pakistan was indeed stopped 

under the Amendment, the same year.120 Pakistanis protested that the Americans had 

missed the Indian bellicose behaviour along the border and the threats to attack Pakistan. 

If the American narrative is to be believed G.I. Khan pledged to consider closing training 

camps for the Kashmiri fighters. He would later deny giving any such understanding. 

Gates promised to raise Pakistan’s concerns with India. A list of CBM’s was handed over 

and the Pakistanis were urged to adopt them. A similar list was given to the Indians as 

well. 121 In New Delhi, the Americans met Prime Minister V.P. Singh, Principal Secretary 

B.G. Deshmukh and the External Affairs Minister, I.K. Gujral. The Americans were 

sympathetic to Indian concerns over the uprising in Kashmir and Pakistan’s alleged role 

in it. The Americans sensed that Indians were neither spoiling for a war, nor did they give 

an impression that they were worried about a Pakistani nuclear attack. The Americans 

think that RAW, the foreign arm of the Indian intelligence, at that time did not have any 

definite information, about Pakistan’s deliverable nuclear weapons.122 It has been claimed 

that within two weeks of the Gates visit, the crisis had passed and Indian strike forces 

were withdrawn from Mahajan ranges In Rajasthan,123 and a package of military and non-

military CBM’s was offered to Pakistan.124  

                                                 
120  Ibid, 312. 
121  Ibid, 309-310.  
122  Ibid, 310. 
123 Hagerty, ‘Nuclear Deterrence in South Asia.’  
124 Chari, Cheema & Cohen, The Compound Crisis of 1990, 107.  



  

247 
 

Scholars like Devin Hagerty argue that potential of the tension escalating into a 

nuclear war notwithstanding; there is no credible proof that Pakistan had actually 

deployed a nuclear weapon. In his opinion the urge for war did not exist in the 

subcontinent at that time.125 J.N. Dixit, the Indian high commissioner to Pakistan at that 

time, recalls that despite tension and “a likelihood of war,” at that time, the “prospects of 

a nuclear confrontation were exaggerated by the Americans,” in order to “generate 

pressure on India and Pakistan to slow down their nuclear weaponization 

programmes.”126 Nonetheless, the 1990 crisis led many to the inevitable conclusion that 

nuclear deterrence actually helped prevent war in the region.127 

 

6.4.7 The Nuclear Tests 

In May 1998, the South Asian subcontinent was rocked by a series of nuclear 

tests. Contrary to the surprise expressed by international quarters, the Indian nuclear tests 

(11-13 May 1998) were a foregone conclusion. Events were building up in that direction. 

The Bhartiya Janata Party (BJP) had long advocated the nuclear option,128 and had 

declared in its 1996 manifesto that it would re-evaluate the country’s nuclear policy and 

exercise the option to induct nuclear weapons.129 After having won the elections in 1998, 

there was no logical reason, why BJP, which had been edged out only two weeks after 

winning the last elections, would refrain from fulfilling a popular electoral promise to 

ensure its political standing. The BJP had to play to an expectant domestic gallery. On 
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April 21, 1998, the Indian Army Chief General V.P. Malik had openly demanded a 

nuclear and missile deterrent for India. Pakistan had responded by warning that India was 

softening world opinion before openly deploying nuclear weapons.130 Nawaz Sharif’s 

April 3, 1998 letter to Clinton about Indian nuclear intentions was conveniently 

ignored.131 Despite advance warnings from the Pakistani side, it is strange that American 

state department officials claim that they were surprised by the India nuclear tests. 132  

General Beg is of the view that the US knew about the Indian tests and considered it a 

valid opportunity to check Pakistani reactions.133  

Meanwhile in May 1998, as Pakistani government contemplated options to 

counter the situation created by the Indian nuclear tests in the May of 1998, tremendous 

external and internal pressures were brought to bear to make a decision either way. 

Domestically all mainstream political parties wanted the Nawaz Sharif government to 

respond in kind.134 The public opinion was also decidedly in favour of the nuclear 

tests.135 The response of the international community was far from unanimous. The 

Russians were willing to recognise India as a nuclear power.136 The G8 club of the 

world’s wealthiest nations at their Birmingham summit meeting held on May 17 refrained 

from approving any package of sanctions against India;137 and once Pakistan had 

completed its tests, French President Chirac even proposed an ‘N-seven’ moot, 

recognising the two South Asian countries as legitimate NWS.138 Before Pakistan could 

actually respond, there was vigorous international campaign to dissuade it from doing so. 
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Major countries expressed regret and dismay at the nuclear tests,139 recalled 

ambassadors,140 slapped economic sanctions, and issued dire warnings to Pakistan, if it 

followed suit.141 Pressure had been mounting on Pakistan even before India had 

conducted its nuclear tests. Weeks prior to the Indian tests, Kahuta laboratories were 

blacklisted for violating the Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR).142 After the 

tests had taken place, the international community ramped up the pressure on Pakistan, 

using all possible means including messages through China.143 A bunch of incentives was 

also offered,144 including the release of the blocked F16s.145 Clinton spoke to Nawaz 

Sharif on telephone four times to convince him of the benefits of not testing but was 

noncommittal about security guarantees against India.146 As the Pakistani leadership 

mulled its final decision, Deputy Secretary of State Strobe Talbot and Commander 

CENTCOM General Anthony Zinni were rushed to Pakistan in a last ditch bid to stall the 

inevitable. Time was short, US officials could make out from satellite imageries of the 

test sites, in Chaghi district in the Balochistan, that the inevitable could take place as 

early as Sunday, the 18th of May.147  

The Indians for their own reasons added to the international pressure by upping 

the ante. A Trishul missile was test fired to coincide with the first of the three nuclear 
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blasts.148 On May 17, the head of the Indian missile programme A.P.J. Abul Kalam 

asserted that the nuclear capable Agni missile with a range of 1500 kilometres was ready 

for serial production.149 A Pinaka multi barrel rocket launcher with 12 tubes and a range 

of 40 kilometres was test fired on May 20.150 The Indian premier Atal Behari Vajpayee 

went a step further by declaring that now that India was an NWS, and it would not 

hesitate from using nuclear weapons if attacked. 151 L.K. Advani, the Indian minister in 

charge of Kashmir,152 added fuel to fire by threatening that India would retake Pakistani 

controlled Kashmir.153 These statements combined to create a new high level of tension at 

the LoC.154 Newspapers prominently reported the visit of the Pakistani COAS to the 

forward locations to oversee the security situation.155  On the sidelines of this tense 

drama, there was an attempt to commandeer a Pakistani Fokker plane, flying from 

Gwadar to Karachi, to New Dehli. The Baloch hijackers were overpowered by the 

security men, when it landed at Hyderabad airport for refuelling.156 The alleged hijackers 

were purportedly RAW functionaries.157  

The botched hijacking attempt pales in comparison with reports of yet another 

Indo Israeli plan to carryout pre-emptive airstrikes to stop Pakistani nuclear tests. 

Pakistani leaders threatened to retaliate against the sponsors of such an attack by 

whatever means they possessed i.e. conventional weapons or hitherto untested nuclear 
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weapons. Prior to the tests, Gohar Ayub Khan, the foreign minister of Pakistan received a 

report from the UK indicated fifteen F15s and F16s had left Israel for India. The night 

preceding the first test; he was informed by foreign secretary Shamshad Ahmad of an 

imminent air attack on the test sites from Chennai in India. In Khan’s estimation the sheer 

logistics of mounting such an operation from such a far off station involving air to air to 

refuelling twice, didn’t add up but he took these warnings seriously, particularly after 

Director Military Operations informed that Indian aircraft were being armed with 

missiles at the Chennai airbase for an attack. The Director wanted him to do everything to 

delay the attack for four to five hours because Quetta airbase wasn’t equipped to handle 

night operations for Pakistani jets. To buy time for the scientists to rig up the test sites, 

the foreign ministry went into top gear. A formal demarche was handed to the Indian 

High Commissioner warning him of a backlash in case such an attack took place. All 

major embassies from Japan to Washington were instructed to inform the host 

governments of the impending attack. Pakistan’s permanent representative to the UN told 

CNN that his country was expecting an air attack. Necessary air defence measures were 

taken to counter any intruder but the attack on Chaghai never materialized. The 

Americans sought assurances from the Israeli ambassador in Washington, a former air 

chief, that no Israeli F15s and F16s had left their home base. Khan felt vindicated that it 

was a false alarm but all possible precautions were taken till daybreak.158 Bruce Riedel, 

Director American National Security Council confirms Gohar Ayub Khan’s version of 

Israeli denial. He claims that it was on his insistence that, the Israeli Chief of Staff, who 

was visiting Washington, had categorically denied to the Pakistani Ambassador any 
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knowledge about an air raid plan the night before the tests.159 At least one western 

journalist suggests that information about the purported pre-emptive strike could have 

been deliberately fed by Pakistani intelligence, quoting Saudi sources, to stiffen Nawaz 

Sharif’s resolve to conduct the tests in face of intense international pressure.160 Western 

sources also claim that Pakistani panic signals to the US government regarding a 

pre-emptive airstrike involving several hostile countries including Israel was 

actually an elaborate cover plan.  

Although the airstrikes never took place, Pakistani nuclear community vouches of 

suspicious aerial activity over the test location, prior to the explosions.161 To be fair, one 

cannot blame Pakistan’s military and scientific community for feeling jittery. Unlike 

India, which undertook elaborate deceptive measures ahead of its tests, Pakistan had to 

make its preparations under full glare of the international media. Nearly forty four 

different television networks had descended upon Islamabad to cover the event.162 24 

hours before the tests Americans had credible information that the tests were about to 

take place. Their spy satellites had detected last-minute preparations at the Chaghai Hills 

site, including the pouring of concrete into the shafts of the test tunnels.163 Given the 

opposition to Pakistan’s nuclear testing, it is small wonder that the tests ever took place.  

To ward off an imminent airstrike Pakistan had deployed Ghauri ballistic missiles 

at unidentified sites. One report indicated that some of these missiles carried nuclear 
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warheads.164 Had an air attack materialised and had Pakistan responded with 

missiles – conventional or nuclear – the results could have been disastrous.  

 

6.4.8 The Kargil Clash 

After the ‘nuclearisation’ of South Asia, the tensions in India – Pakistan relations 

eased somewhat. Indian premier Vajpayee visited Lahore in early 1999, in what was 

dubbed as bus diplomacy. He met the Pakistani leadership and visited the Pakistan 

monument in a symbolic acceptance of the reality of Pakistan. The summit meeting was 

followed by the Lahore declaration, in which it was agreed that both countries would 

prepare their nuclear policies to ward of any untoward accident.165 The euphoria was 

short lived. In the spring of 1999, the Indian patrols found high altitude posts in the 

Kargil heights, occupied by Kashmiri freedom fighters supported by Pakistani troops. 

The Pakistanis had crept forward during the winters to occupy these temporarily 

abandoned posts, with the view of dominating and interdicting the Leh-Manali Highway 

1A – the main supply line for Indian troops deployed on the Siachen Glacier.166 Initially 

the Indian military commanders tried to downplay the issue but the political leadership 

ordered their armed forces to launch a strong counter offensive using infantry, artillery 

and close air support, to evict the Pakistani Northern Light Infantry (NLI) paramilitary 

troops masquerading as ‘freedom fighters.’167  As the fighting in Kargil threatened to get 

out of control, Vajpayee protested to Sharif on the hotline. On May 27, when two Indian 

aircraft were shot down, the two prime ministers spoke once again and Sharif offered to 

send his foreign minister for negotiations. Indians thought Pakistanis were buying time 
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but on the intervention of the UN Secretary General, they let Sartaj Aziz visit Delhi on 12 

June. However, all that the Pakistani FM got on his arrival in New Delhi was the 

proverbial cold shoulder.168 On June 24, Commander CENTCOM General Anthony Zinni 

was sent to Pakistan as part of a presidential delegation to convince Prime Minister Sharif 

and General Musharraf to withdraw their forces from Kargil lest they stumble into a 

nuclear war.169  

Surprised by the strong Indian military reaction and the negative international 

response, Prime Minister Nawaz Sharif sought an urgent meeting with the American 

President to defuse the Crisis and to seek his good offices to intervene with India on the 

Kashmir issue.170 Clinton says he agreed to meet Sharif only on the condition that 

Pakistani troops would be withdrawn back across the LoC and without any prior 

guarantee that he would be required to “intervene in Kashmir dispute.”171 In the meeting 

that took place in Blair House on July the 4th, Sharif gave the impression that he was a 

‘drowning’ man and wanted Washington to bail him out of this tricky situation.172 It was 

a tailor made situation for the Americans to leverage their position as intermediaries. 

Clinton, despite his impending impeachment proceedings, was all set to play upon 

Sharif’s fears and extract an understanding to vacate the territory his troops had occupied 

by crossing the LoC – the “recognized and generally observed boundary between India 

and Pakistan in Kashmir since 1972”173 (sic).  

The negotiations were held in two sessions. In the second session the two heads of 

state met alone on the insistence of the Pakistani PM. The only other person, who 
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attended the meeting, was Bruce Riedel, the Director of Near East and South Asia at the 

State Department. A substantial amount of what happened in the one on one meeting is 

based on the minutes that he took.  In his opening salvo Clinton accused Sharif for 

allowing a Crisis to build up, which was clearly jeopardising the American policy of 

halting “the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, ease Indo-Pakistani tensions 

and build confidence on both sides.” He exploited Sharif’s inherent apprehensions of 

losing the war, and the imminent fall of his government by asking him if he knew that his 

military was preparing to launch nuclear tipped missiles. Whether any documentary 

evidence was provided is not known. In retrospect Pakistani military officials dealing 

with nuclear weapons rejected this allegation.174 Clinton does not mention confronting 

Sharif with evidence about ready to use nuclear tipped missiles during the crisis. Sartaj 

Aziz, who was accompanying the Prime Minister, remembers a hostile Clinton pulling 

out an editorial of the Chicago Tribune, showing two soldiers on two nuclear bombs, 

throwing mortar shells at each other. Clinton thought the two South Asian neighbours 

were behaving irresponsibly and coming “to blows within a year of becoming de facto 

nuclear powers.” This “strong opening statement” admits Aziz “baffled” Nawaz Sharif.175  

Unprepared for such kind of a charge, Sharif retorted that India was probably 

doing the same. The American President continued to jack up the pressure by threatening 

him with an official statement blaming Pakistan for the Kargil crisis. He accused Sharif 

for ignoring his repeated calls to bring Osama to justice and for allowing the Inter 

Services Intelligence (ISI) work with bin Ladin and the Taliban to foment terrorism. He 

threatened to include Pakistan’s role in supporting terrorists in Afghanistan and India in 

his draft statement. Sharif denied ordering the preparation of the missiles and said he was 
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against such a move. At the same time he was worried about “his life now back in 

Pakistan.” After a break in the meeting during which the two leaders consulted their 

teams and Clinton telephonically updated Vajpayee, the American President demanded 

that Pakistani prime minister make a statement agreeing “to take concrete and immediate 

steps for the restoration of the LOC,” and “a ceasefire once the withdrawal was 

completed and restoration of the Lahore process.” Sharif relented, provided Clinton 

“would take personal interest to encourage an expeditious resumption and intensification 

of the bilateral efforts (i.e. Lahore) once the sanctity of the LOC had been fully 

restored.”176  

According to Riedel, the main argument that Clinton used to corner Sharif in their 

meeting without their staffs was his apparent ignorance of his military’s plans of using 

nuclear missiles against India – A move that could trigger a nuclear war. To keep up the 

pressure, Clinton telephoned Vajpayee several times and informed his Pakistani 

interlocutor, that the Indian PM was not willing to accept anything less than complete 

troop withdrawal. Subdued by the American President’s hectoring, Sharif agreed to 

impress upon the Kashmiri militants to withdraw from the occupied heights and to 

respect the ‘sanctity’ of the LoC in future.177 True to his word, upon his return Sharif 

addressed the nation and announced that the ‘sanctity of the LoC’ would be respected and 

the troops would be pulled back.178 The televised address to the nation seriously 

discredited him,179 and cost him his premiership. Opinion is divided on his involvement 

in the Kargil operations. To this day Nawaz loyalists claim that he was not told the whole 
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truth by the military leadership.180 Shaukat Qadir, a former Brigadier writes that the 

subject was casually broached with Prime Minister Sharif at some point in December 

1998, when he was told that the freedom struggle in Kashmir needed a fillip by 

occupying the temporarily vacated Kargil heights. Sharif accepted the statement at face 

value and did not question the military about the implications and fallouts of such an 

operation. He also did not know or understand the political aim of such a venture.181 

Writing for the Pakistani establishment Shireen Mazari, described Kargil Conflict, as a 

limited tactical defensive manoeuvre, which escalated out of proportion as a result of the 

exaggerated Indian response.182 Pakistani scholars do not cite evidence of the conflict 

imperilling nuclear stability. Western analysts, however, insist that Pakistan had readied 

intermediate-range nuclear missiles “to deter India” during the Kargil crisis.183 Timothy 

Hoyt states that, “Indian and Pakistani officials and leaders exchanged direct or indirect 

nuclear threats no fewer than 13 times between May 26 and June 30.”184 Neither the 

official Pakistani narrative,185 nor the account penned by General V.P. Malik, the Indian 

COAS during Kargil supports this thesis.186 However, one Indian journalist Raj 

Chengappa does contend that nuclear warheads were readied, and delivery systems, 
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including Mirage 2000 aircraft, short-range Prithvi, and medium-range Agni missiles, 

were placed at Readiness State 3 i.e. ready to be mated with delivery systems at short 

notice.187 If true this could have meant that Indian missiles were assembled or virtually 

assembled.188  

The Kargil war had drastic domestic and international implications for Pakistan. 

Nawaz Sharif locked horns with his army chief by blaming him for not keeping him 

informed about the ground situation.189 He eventually lost out in the subsequent power 

struggle and had to go into exile. The military returned to power for another nine years. 

Kargil episode also severely disrupted India – Pakistan détente. In the final analysis the 

Kargil affair was not so much about the possibility of a minor skirmish in a remote and 

relatively inaccessible and frigid terrain snowballing into an all out war because one 

country’s military had allegedly readied nuclear tipped missile without the prior 

knowledge or permission of its political leadership. It was an ill planned manoeuvre, 

which got out of hand because the military and political leadership of a NWS had failed 

to comprehend its long term implications.  Once the political leadership found the 

international pressure too hard to bear, they sued for peace through a third party. The 

intermediary adopted a bare knuckled approach, dangling the threat of a nuclear war to 

pressurize a weak and self doubting political leadership into ordering a withdrawal from 

an area, they had occupied by springing a brilliant tactical surprise, and tendering a 

promise to respect the sanctity of the LoC in the future.     
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6.4.9 The Military Standoff 2001-2002 

Two years later India once again mobilised forces against Pakistan in retaliation 

against an assault by alleged Pakistani backed Kashmiri militants on its Parliament House 

on December 13, 2001. A ten month long ‘standoff’ ensued, during which a million, 

armed to the teeth, men faced each other across the LoC and the international border in 

Punjab, Rajasthan, and Gujarat. This standoff had all the ingredients of a Cuban missile 

crisis like nuclear drama. 

The Crisis witnessed two distinct spikes, when tensions ran high and war 

appeared imminent. The first one occurred after India claimed Pakistan’s complicity in 

the attack on its Parliament House.190 A whole range of coercive military and diplomatic 

measures were undertaken to browbeat Pakistan into submission. A demarche issued to 

Pakistani High Commissioner in New Delhi demanded that Pakistan stop the activities of 

LeT and JeM, apprehend the organizations leaders and curb financial assets and the 

groups’ access to these assets.191 On December 20, India mobilised forces and threatened 

war unless its demands were met and a set of militants handed over to them. To ratchet 

up the pressure India suspended train service, banned commercial over flights and asked 

Pakistan to reduce diplomatic presence.192 Pakistan ordered counter mobilization and 

some troops employed in operations in the FATA were move d to the eastern border. The 

shifting of troops from the western border ran counter to the American interests. 

Reportedly in late December 2001, both countries moved ballistic missiles closer to each 

other’s border.  

                                                 
190 Terrorist Attack on the Parliament of India, Embassy of India website, accessed June 8, 

2009www.indianembassy.org/new/parliament_dec_13_01.htm.  
191  ‘India says Lashkar responsible, asks Pak to arrest leadership,’ The Daily Excelsior, 14 December 2001, 

accessed June 8, 2009, www.jammu-kashmir.com/.../ archives2001/ kashmir20011214a.html. 
192    Peter Lavoy and Surinder Rana, Standoff between India and Pakistan, Strategic Insights, Vol.  I, Issue 

1 (March 2002), accessed June 8, 2009, www.ccc.nps.navy.mil/si/mar02/southAsia.asp. 



  

260 
 

 The second hike in tension took place in May-June 2002, following another 

high-profile attack on the military camp near the town of Kaluchak in Jammu.193 In the 

May 14 attack, three gunmen killed 34 people belonging soldiers families.194 The Indian 

Army wanted a punitive attack inside Pakistan. Artillery duels intensified across the LoC. 

On May 18, India asked Pakistani high commissioner to leave New Delhi. On May 21, 

separatist leader Abdul Ghani Lone was assassinated. The next day Prime Minister 

Vajpayee warned his troops to prepare for a “decisive battle.”195 Alarmed at the 

possibility of nuclear war, the US ordered all non-essential citizens to leave India on May 

31. On June 7, an Indian UAV was shot down inside Pakistan territory in the town of 

Jang Shahi, near Lahore.  

Fearing that an escalation could hamper its operations in Afghanistan, the US 

mounted an international diplomatic effort to dissuade India from engaging in military 

retaliation with unpredictable and potentially catastrophic consequences. The US 

Secretary of State Colin Powell remained personally engaged in this dissuasive campaign 

and the American President made a number of calls to both heads of state cautioning 

restraint.196 With the resurgence of the Crisis in May, US Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld 

and Deputy Secretary of State Armitage travelled once again to New Delhi and 

Islamabad in early June to prevent further conflagration of the conflict. Their message 

was reinforced by a public disclosure of US casualty estimates in the event of an India-

Pakistan nuclear exchange. A State Department announcement authorised voluntary 
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departure of non-emergency personnel and dependents from US diplomatic missions and 

urged other American citizens to depart or defer travel. This combination of persuasion 

and dissuasion nudged the two antagonists back from the brink of active hostilities.197  

During the Crisis, nuclear signalling took place through a host of policy 

statements and missile tests. Pakistani leadership tempered its resolve to use nuclear 

weapons with a number of peace making gestures. Before the Crisis erupted, Musharraf 

in his televised speech to the nation on September 19, 2001, while justifying his support 

for American action in Afghanistan, had told the Indians to “layoff” from indulging in 

malicious propaganda against his country.198 After the Crisis unfolded Pakistan made 

early efforts at reconciliation. On January 5, in a SAARC summit meeting held in 

Kathmandu, Musharraf surprised Vajpayee by walking up to him and shaking his hand in 

a symbolic display of friendship.199 On January 12, in an address to the nation Musharraf 

banned all militant outfits in another attempt to appease India.200 However, while the 

Pakistani leadership made it known that it did not want war, it made it clear that it would 

not hesitate in using nuclear weapons, should the need arise. In May 2002, Pakistan’s 

Permanent Representative to the UN, Munir Akram said that Pakistan reserved the right 

to use nuclear weapons, as did India.201 On May 27, in an address to the nation, 

Musharraf declared that although he did not want war, “if war is thrust upon us, we 
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would respond with full might, and give a befitting reply.”202 A few days later he 

repeated the same warning: “Any incursion by the Indian forces across the LoC even by 

an inch will unleash a storm that will sweep the enemy.”203 On June 4, while attending a 

conference in Almaty, Kazakhstan, he stressed that Pakistan would not renounce its right 

to use nuclear weapons first.204 In December 2002, addressing a troop gathering in Malir 

Cantonment, shortly after India confirmed completion of troop withdrawal, he declared 

“We have defeated an enemy without fighting a war.” He added that, whenever he met a 

foreign leader during the crisis, he asked him to “convey my message to Mr Vajpayee 

that if his troops took even a step across the international border or the LoC, we will not 

only be in front of them, we will surround them. It will not remain a conventional 

war.”205 Evidently the nuclear signalling during the 2001-2002 standoff had to be 

conducted through third party, since official channels and agreed methods of 

communication had been closed. Such a circuitous passage of information could have 

created serious implications.206   

A number of tit for tat missile tests were carried out during the Crisis. Though 

prior advance information had been given, the tests had renewed focus on the tense 

border standoff between the nuclear-capable neighbours. India test fired an Agni I 

MRBM during the early stages of the standoff and declared it Pakistan specific. Pakistan 
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responded in the second round by carrying a series of missile tests beginning May 24.207 

On October 4 Pakistan test-fired its medium range nuclear-capable Shaheen-I missile in 

the morning. India responded with an Akash surface-to-air missile hours later.208   

Another threat that played out during this tense period was that of a pre-emptive 

airstrike against Pakistani nuclear installations. After the American invasion of Iraq, 

defence analysts in Pakistan fretted that India may cite this doctrine of pre-emption as a 

license to launch an air attack. These speculations of a pre-emptive strike were fuelled by 

media reports of heightened Indian maritime activity and ominous movement by the 

Indian Army and Air Force units. There were also reports that counter measures were 

being undertaken by the Pakistani defence forces to deter such a strike. A spokesman of 

the Foreign Office, however, denied that any extraordinary preparations were required, 

since Pakistani forces were already on high alert due to the Indian mobilisation. Pervez 

Musharraf also rubbished such insinuations and rejected the American doctrine as being 

“irrelevant to Pakistan’s tensions with India over Kashmir.” In an interview with leading 

British daily The Times, he said: “If India ever thinks to apply it (the pre-emptive strikes 

doctrine) on us, it is sadly mistaken. It must never undertake this adventure.”209 

The easing of tensions was slow and gradual. Both Vajpayee and Musharraf 

blamed each other for the standoff but the latter appeared more than willing to make 

concessions.210 Even though India continued to balk, by June 24, it indicated that it was 

willing to allow over flights to Pakistani commercial planes. In mid-July, Pakistan took 
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up on the Indian offer.211 While tensions remained high, both governments began easing 

the situation in Kashmir. By October 2002, the process of demobilisation had been 

initiated.212 Surprised by Pakistan’s quick counter mobilisation Indian revised its 

conventional plans to fight the next battle. This resulted in the conceptualisation of the 

Cold Start doctrine in 2004, to cut down mobilisation timings.213  

After the standoff, which saw the reduction in embassy staffs and breakdown in 

dialogue, a need was felt to reopen communication channels. Guns fell silent across the 

LoC in November 2003 and a much delayed SAARC summit was held in Islamabad in 

January 2004. This provided an opportunity to the leaders of the two nations to resume 

the ‘composite’ dialogue. The talks meandered along without making little progress on 

substantial issues like Kashmir or minor issues until the November 2008 attacks on 

Mumbai once again brought the negotiations to a complete standstill.  

 

6.4.10 Mumbai Incident 

The latest crisis in India – Pakistan relationship occurred on November 26, 2008, 

when a group of ten men attacked Mumbai’s financial district. The attacks left 173 dead 

including six American citizens.214 A curious twist in the tale was the death of Hemant 

Karkare, the head of the anti terrorist squad, investigating the case of Lt Col Srikant 

Prohit of the Indian MI for his alleged involvement in the Samjhota Express arson and 

the Malegaon incident. Tensions rose. Indian media bayed for Pakistan’s blood. The 
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Government of India blamed terrorist groups based in Pakistan with the backing of the 

‘official agencies.’ The lone surviving gunman Ajmal Kasab was declared a member of 

Lashkar-e-Tayyaba (LeT). India demanded that Pakistan act against those responsible for 

the attacks.215  Indian PM rang up his Pakistani counterpart and asked him to send the ISI 

chief to India to become part of the investigations. The Pakistani PM agreed initially but 

later retracted his statement and offered a director level official instead.216 	

Stepping up the escalation ladder, India suspended the peace process and mounted 

an international campaign against Pakistan. Pakistan denied official complicity but in 

deference to the world reaction cracked down on the Jamaat-ud-Daawa (JuD), the front 

organization of LeT and sealed its offices. On December 11, the UNSC placed the JuD 

under sanctions.  The Indian foreign minister Parnab Mukherjee kept up the pressure by 

issuing aggressive statements. Among others, who joined the anti Pakistan tirade was the 

Indian Army chief Gen Deepak Kapoor by stating that India had ‘all its options are open.’ 

There was an impression that the UPA led Indian government was deliberately putting up 

a defiant and brave show to win more votes in the upcoming national elections, in April 

2009. Although there were no sign of India’s massing troops on the border with Pakistan 

as happened after the December 2001 attacks on the Indian parliament, there remained a 

risk of misunderstanding and miscalculation between the two nuclear-armed nations, 

especially at a time, when mutual trust is in such short supply. Another worry was that 

the Pakistan Army would use the concern about a threat from India to move troops to the 

border and away from the counter-terrorism effort that has proved so costly to it. In 

general, these trends are discouraging because of the growing appreciation that the 
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conflict in Afghanistan is intimately linked to the situation in Pakistan, and the awareness 

that a decline in Pakistan’s stability has a direct outcome on the prospects of any measure 

of success in Afghanistan.217 There were reports that India would undertake surgical 

strikes against militant training camps in Pakistan, including JuD HQ at Muridke. 

Rumours were rife that US had asked Pakistan not to retaliate against the surgical strikes. 

Two airspace violations by Indian aircraft were reported, one towards Muzaffarabad and 

the other towards Lahore. At least two squadrons were deployed at Mangalore. In a press 

conference after the crisis, the Indian air chief admitted that IAF was close to striking 

Pakistan following the Mumbai terrorist attack. He asserted “There were certain options, 

which were certainly discussed. Depending on the objective and the task given, IAF had 

enough intelligence to do what it wanted to do then.”218 The Pakistani airbases were 

alerted to the possibility of Indian strikes and Pakistani aircraft flew aggressive patrols 

over Lahore and Islamabad. Indian Western Air Command (WAC) chief later claimed 

that Pakistan had mobilised 75 percent of its air force resources to the LoC against India 

after the Mumbai incident.219 Some Pakistani forces were also moved from FATA 

towards the western border as a precautionary measure. On December 24, newspapers 

prominently displayed General Ashfaq Kayani’s statement that Pakistan Army was “fully 

prepared to meet any eventuality,” and the “men are ready to sacrifice for their country.” 

Kayani warned that Pakistan Army would react “within minutes” of any military strike 

by India.220 This was the closest it came to conventional or nuclear signalling from the 
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Pakistani side during the Crisis. It had a salutary effect. The Indian Prime Minister toned 

down the rhetoric and rejected the possibility of war with Pakistan and stated that 

“nobody wants war.” Singh’s comments came a day after Pakistan Air Force conducted 

mock exercises with fighter jets above the country’s major cities.221 There were other 

conciliatory statements from the Indian side. On December 16, newspapers quoted the 

acerbic Indian foreign minister calmly saying that terrorism was a global issue and that 

the Mumbai incident should not be seen through the prism of the Kashmir issue. India’s 

Defence Minister A.K. Antony, also ruled out any military action against Pakistan, but 

said relations could not become normal unless Islamabad took action against the terrorists 

in its patch.222 

As India weighed its options, the world at large cautioned restraint and urged 

Pakistan to do more to shut down terror groups operating from its territory. The 

Americans played their role in averting a war in the region. Within 48 hours of the attack, 

CIA Director sought assurances from the Pakistani ambassador in Washington DC about 

the non-involvement of ISI and personally informed the Indian prime minister that those 

involved were not currently on the Agency’s payroll.223 The CIA got further briefings 

from the ISI chief during his visit to the US in December the same year. High ranking 

foreign officials including the outgoing US Secretary of State Condoleeza Rice and 

Assistant Secretary of State Richard Boucher, Vice President Joe Biden, President 

Obama’s envoy for Afghanistan and Pakistan (AfPak) Richard Holbrooke, British 

Foreign Minister David Miliband, Saudi Foreign Minister Saud Al Faisal, and the 
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Australian Foreign Minister visited the Subcontinent urging restraint on India and asking 

Pakistan to expedite the investigations.  

On January 14, 2009, the occasion of the 62nd Formation Commanders 

Conference General Kayani reiterated that Pakistan Army was fully prepared to meet the 

challenges. According to diplomatic despatches leaked by WikiLeaks, Gen Kayani had 

clearly told US Centcom commander David Petraeus in Islamabad on January 24, 2009 

that his force “would respond to an Indian attack.” This was only four days after Barack 

Obama had taken over as President. Kayani had told the American General that Pakistan 

had exhibited extreme restraint and neither taken any action against the alleged telephone 

call by the Indian External Affairs Minister Pranab Mukherjee to the Pakistani president 

threatening war, nor responded to an Indian missile test. Petraeus was told that although 

Pakistan Army was focussed on the threat from the western border and the internal threat 

of terrorism 6,000 troops were being moved to the Indian border as safeguard. During the 

meeting Kayani asked the Americans to alert him in case they had any intelligence of an 

impending terrorist attack. He was aware that the US had warned the Indians about the 

Mumbai attack.224 The warning of a water-borne attack on India’s financial capital225 had 

been taken lightly. 

The Pakistani resolve to retaliate had salutary effect. The newspapers of January 

15, reported Indian army chief as stating that despite additional deployment of Pakistani 

troops along the border, India had not responded in a similar manner.  Gen Kapoor was 

quoted as saying although his country’s political leadership has said that war was not an 
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option but still all options were open.226 If war wasn’t an option for India, what really 

was? The possibility of a naval blockade and air strikes against terrorist camps and 

organisations or even the headquarters of the ISI existed. There were pitfalls, blockade of 

Karachi port could disrupt American military supplies to Afghanistan and retaliation to 

airstrikes could possibility lead to an expansion into a full scale war, which could 

destabilise the region. The safest bet was coercive diplomacy. This could be animated by 

forcing Pakistan to clamp down on alleged terrorist organisations and giving up those 

wanted by Indian authorities like Dawood Ibrahim and Maulana Masood Azhar. Bilateral 

trade and diplomatic ties could be put on ice, people-to-people contact, such as travel and 

cricket tournaments suspended, the peace process placed on the backburner and 

engagement on issues like talks on the gas pipeline from Iran and the joint counter-

terrorism mechanism could be discontinued.227 India did use some of these diplomatic 

tools. India’s coercive diplomacy reinforced by international sympathy did force Pakistan 

to go through the motions of cracking down on the jihadi organizations blamed for the 

attack.  

On January 5, 2009, India handed over a dossier containing evidence about the 

Mumbai attacks. Pakistani FIA carried out its own investigation and on February 12, 

2009, Pakistan’s Interior Minister Rehman Malik, confirmed in a televised news briefing 

that parts of the attack had indeed been planned in Pakistan and that six people, including 

the alleged mastermind, had been arrested. To proceed with the investigations, a set of 

thirty questions had been sent to the Indians for further clarifications. Most of these 
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questions related to forensic and crime scene investigation but two were about Indian 

nationals arrested in connection with the Mumbai attacks and investigation into the 

Samjhauta Express bombings in 2007.  As the investigations proceeded, a visible 

lessening in tensions was reported. By February 19, the Foreign Minister Mukherjee was 

reported to have, “dramatically scaled down his hawkish stance with Pakistan.” He told 

parliament that war was never considered as an option over the Mumbai massacres of 

November last year. In an apparent reference to US drone strikes on Pakistan’s border 

with Afghanistan, Mukherjee told the upper house of parliament that acts of certain other 

countries could not be imitated as it was causing the loss of many innocent lives on a 

daily basis. As if on cue, the same day, Pakistan acknowledged for the first time that its 

territory had been used to plot the November attack in Mumbai. It was confirmed that 

eight suspects had been charged. It was surmised that the toning down of Mukherjee and 

the perceptible moderation in Pakistani stance had taken place after US envoy Richard 

Holbrooke had visited them.228 Clearly American diplomacy once again played its role in 

keeping tensions in South Asia under check. 

In the nuclear environment the Indians chose not to risk animating their much 

trumpeted Cold War doctrine, which the BJP government had espoused after the military 

standoff of 2002. This doctrine aimed at a rapid response against Pakistan, while 

remaining below the nuclear threshold. Although the Mumbai incident was a classic case 

for the application of this doctrine, according to WikiLeaks, American diplomats were of 

the view that the fear of a nuclear response from Pakistan and international condemnation 

prevented the Indian leadership from adopting Cold Start as an option. Besides they 

thought the Indian fighting formations too slow moving and lumbering to maintain 
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surprise.229 The role of nuclear weapons in the Crisis was best summed up by a former 

Indian army chief General Shankar Roy Chaudhry. Asked during a seminar on ‘Nuclear 

Risk Reduction and Conflict Resolve’ held in Kolkata, if Pakistani nuclear weapons deter 

war, Chaudhry responded: “Do nuclear weapons deter? Of course, they do. Pakistan’s 

nuclear weapons deterred India from attacking that country after the Mumbai strikes.” He 

added that it was due to Pakistan’s possession of nuclear weapons that India stopped 

short of a military retaliation following the attack on Parliament in 2001.230  

After the Mumbai attacks, India put negotiations on hold and made the possibility 

of the repeat of such attacks emanating from Pakistani territory a regular propaganda 

theme. Pakistan was blamed for dragging its feet on prosecuting the alleged masterminds 

of the attacks. Pakistani officials countered by saying that enough evidence was not 

available and the law had to take its due course. The ‘sponsorship of terrorism’ blame 

game became was swallowed hook, line and sinker by the foreign observers. In his 

January 2010 visit to the subcontinent, the American Secretary Defense Robert Gates 

agreed with the Indian contention and repeated it to his Pakistani interlocutors. The 

Pakistani authorities retaliated by informing him in plain language that no guarantees 

could be offered to prevent a repeat of Mumbai like attacks.231 The bilateral relations 

remained suspended. There was some movement to revive the composite dialogue in the 

on the sidelines of the SAARC summit conference held in Bhutan in April 2010. The 

process hasn’t really picked up till now. The fact of the matter is that in the nuclear era 
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Pakistan and India have had an uneasy relationship but all these crises have been 

calibrated. The border skirmishes, tense standoffs, force mobilisations, and verbal duels 

have not resulted in a hot war, or in other words, nuclear deterrence has held. Whether it 

will continue to do so in the future needs further inquiry.    
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Chapter 7 

THE STRATEGIC CULTURE OF THE SOUTH ASIAN 

SUBCONTINENT & OTHER INFLUENCES ON  

STRATEGIC STABILITY 

 

A whole range of stakeholders directly or indirectly make and shape strategic 

decisions in South Asia. These include politicians, bureaucrats, generals, academicians, 

scientists, pressure groups, prominent persons, public opinion and media. Even in India, 

where a lot of noise is made about parliamentary democracy, strategic decision making is 

not the exclusive preserve of the politicians. A number of people and concerned quarters 

influence this process in India. The military hierarchy and the civil bureaucracy certainly 

have a say. The civil-military relations have undergone a profound change in shaping 

India’s nuclear strategy,1 since the days of Nehru. During Exercise Brasstacks (1987-88), 

the Indian Army chief K. Sundarji actually suggested the use of nuclear weapons to offset 

Pakistan’s successful riposte but couldn’t convince an apprehensive Rajiv Gandhi.  

Sundarji was also a vocal advocate of preventive air strikes,2 to nip Pakistani nuclear 

programme in the bud. His idea had found favour with the Indian decision makers during 

the 1980s but they couldn’t find an opportune moment to implement their plans. Sundarji 

was highly ambitious and in stark contrast to Sam Manekshaw, who had assured Indira 

Gandhi that he had no intentions of taking over her tottering government.3 The growing 
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involvement of the Indian military and civil leadership in influencing political decisions 

is evident from the following examples. General J. J. Singh (Army chief 2005-2007) 

didn’t allow Indian Prime Minister Manmohan Singh to turn the militarised Siachen 

glacier into a Peace Park citing security reasons.4 Manmohan Singh had to face further 

embarrassment, when his acceptance of the Pakistani demand to study his country’s 

involvement in Balochistan at the Sharm AlShaikh’s conference in 2009 was rejected by 

the hawks sitting in the Indian Ministry of External Affairs.5  

India’s print and electronic media has also at times forced the hand of the decision 

makers. The media hype created on occasions, like the Kargil conflict 1999,6 Pervez 

Musharraf’s breakfast meeting with the press in Agra 2000,7 and the November 26, 2008 

attacks in Mumbai,8 only served to worsen relations between the two countries. Some of 

the actions taken by the Indian government were clearly provoked by the intense pressure 

created by the media. A major pressure group, which has helped clear the way for the 

Indian government in its quest for major power status is the Non Resident Indian (NRI) 

lobby in the US. This group has been in the forefront in bringing about a tilt in the US 

attitude towards India. Ashley Tellis, an Indian born analyst, who has worked for the 

Rand Corporation and has served the US state department, was Ambassador Robert 

Blackwill’s advisor, while he was in New Delhi and played a major role in nudging the 

US government towards a strategic partnership with India and a civil nuclear technology 
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deal. That is not to say that everybody is in favour of India’s embrace of the US after the 

Cold War. The opposition Left Front, the junior coalition partners of the Indian National 

Congress party within the United Progressive Alliance opposed the nuclear deal with the 

US,9 and influential writers like Arundhati Roy and Praful Bidwai wrote substantially 

against it but could not stop India’s relentless quest for big power status. However, Indian 

power has its limit. It could not, for instance, militarily retaliate against Pakistan after the 

December 13, 2001 attack against its parliament house and the November 26, 2008 attack 

on Mumbai. The possibility of a nuclear counter strike effectively kept them effectively 

in check. 

           Pakistan is a much smaller country and its aims and objectives are limited to 

surviving in a tough neighbourhood. National security reigns supreme in Pakistani 

strategic ethos and its main threat emanates from India. This line of thinking is further 

reinforced by the fact that military men had long remained at the helm of affairs. 

However, contrary to popular perception military alone does not make strategic 

decisions. The 1965 Kashmir insurgency was due to the direct input of the influential 

Bhutto clique within the decision making circle – An advice that General Ayub Khan 

accepted against his own better judgement. The decision to go nuclear was Bhutto’s own. 

His daughter Benazir is credited with getting the missile technology for Pakistan.10 She 

also helped rationalise Pakistan’s nuclear policy.11  

The decision to test the nuclear devices was made by Nawaz Sharif. Eminent 

political commentator Hasan Askari Rizvi is of the view that Pakistan’s political 

leadership had resisted the immediate urge to respond to the Indian tests and the decisive 
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tilt in favour of the tests began to emerge not until May 20.12 Sharif arrived at the 

momentous conclusion after listening to a forceful presentation made by a panel of 

students at the National Defence College.13 This may suggest that the generals had the 

ultimate say but the fact of the matter is there was unanimous consensus on this major 

decision at all levels and no one was willing to take dictation on this subject from the US. 

It is no wonder then that Strobe Talbot on a last ditch mission to stop the test got a 

‘bombastic’ NO from Pakistani foreign minister Gohar Ayub Khan and Secretary 

Shamshad Ahmed in Islamabad, and a polite NO from the army chief Jahangir 

Karamat.14 It was a popular decision and had an instant resonance with the man in the 

street.15  

Deliberate strategic decisions like nuclear testing have been shaped by the 

prevailing views among the conservative elements of the society including the religious 

leaders, members of the academia and the popular press. One only has to go through the 

newspapers of that time to gauge how the press was taking a pro-bomb line.  In an article 

predating the nuclear tests, an Indian author Ashok Kapur claims that the Pakistani press 

since the mid 1960s had been emphasizing the danger of “Indian nuclear perfidy,” the 

importance of nuclear energy for domestic use, and the problems in countering 

international discrimination in obtaining nuclear technology transfers. During the recent 

years the media in Pakistan has broken free from state control and is now acknowledged 

as a major powerbroker. The Pakistani media, particularly the vernacular press and the 

                                                 
12  Hasan Askari Rizvi, ‘Pakistan’s Nuclear Testing,’ Asian Survey, Vol. XLI, No. 6, (November/December 

2001):  943.   
13  Discussion with a participant of the National Defence Course 1997-98.  
14  Strobe Talbott, Engaging India: Diplomacy, Democracy and the Bomb (Washington D.C.: Brookings 

Institution, 2004), 63.   
15   Radio Pakistan Home Broadcasts 0700/0800 Hrs, May 5, 1998, GlobalSecurity.org, accessed December 

21, 2010, http://www.globalsecurity.org/wmd/library/news/pakistan/1998/980531-pbc.htm. 



  

277 
 

talk shows aired by 24 hours cable channels now plays a very important role in shaping 

public opinion.16 

 

7.1 PAKISTAN’S ARMED FORCES & THEIR ETHOS 

The decision to use nuclear weapons would be made by the Pakistani NCA. Since 

the secretariat of this organisation is manned by the SPD under the JS Headquarters, it is 

worthwhile to examine the character of Pakistan Army as a rational actor.  

The ethos of Pakistani armed forces is based on a host of complex factors 

including its historical past, cultural roots, leadership, manpower, training, equipment, 

sources of motivation and foreign influences. Three clear strands of historical influences 

have nurtured and shaped its values i.e. the indigenous Indian civilisation, the Muslim 

invasions from Central Asia and the European colonial age.  Waves of Arab and Central 

Asian hordes began invading India from eight century onwards. Before the Mughal 

dynasty established itself in the sixteenth century, the Sultans of Delhi had dominated 

northern India. They made space for themselves by either defeating the local satraps or 

forging alliances with them. The great Mughal emperor Akbar sought matrimonial 

alliances and famously employed Rajput legions to further his rule in India. 

In 1498, the Portuguese sailor Vasco da Gama circled the Cape of Good Hope and 

landed at the Port of Calicut, on the Malabar Coast.17 The Portuguese were followed by 

traders from Britain, France and Holland. After getting licenses and other commercial 

concessions, the Europeans began raising local militias and establishing outposts to 

protect their corporate interests and expand areas of influence. Since native men provided 
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cheaper, effective and more readily available cannon fodder, the British began recruiting 

them in their Company’s Army as early as 1757. The Indian soldier in the service of the 

Europeans was equipped and trained on modern lines and had greater chances of survival 

on the battlefield. The British were good paymasters and ensured the loyalty of the 

soldiers by showering them with titles and landed property.18 They literally purchased the 

allegiance of their men through a system of “preferential status, benefits and security.” 

The soldier was “treated as an elite among elites,” during service and after retirement.19 

The system of rewarding the soldier with lands is still in vogue.20  

Traditionally Indian soldiers were recruited from areas south of Sutlej i.e. Delhi, 

Agra and Oudh. After the ‘mutiny,’ enrolment of the Muslim soldiers was restricted to 

the loyal tribes of Punjab and NWFP. 21 The trust of the British in the so-called martial 

races of Punjab and the Frontier had been vindicated by the 30,000 faithful Sikhs, Punjabi 

Mussalman and Pathan soldiers of the Company and irregular lashkars mobilised by 

Punjabi chieftains, who had effectively quelled the rebellion in 1857.22 The volatile 

Bengalis weren’t considered dependable and worthy soldiers; resultantly there was hardly 

any Bengali soldier at the time of the sepoy revolt of 1857.23 Unfortunately this obsession 

with martial races, at the expense of other ethnic groups continued after independence 

with disastrous results.24 In 1947, Bengalis constituted only 1 percent of Pakistan Army. 

By 1960, their number had risen to 7 percent, which still did not provide them adequate 
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representation on the basis of their population.25 The East Pakistan experience in under 

representing a portion of the population in the military took a long time to address. In 

contemporary Pakistan Army the recruitment net has been widened to include the Sindhis 

and the Baloch.26 

Individual loyalty notwithstanding, after 1857 British lost trust in Muslims as a 

group. As a result, at the time of Independence there wasn’t a single complete Muslim 

unit.27 Before the start of the Second World War, about 70 percent of the Indian soldiers 

were Muslims. By 1945 towards the end of the War, Muslim representation was reduced 

to 25 percent.28 The apparent loyalty of the Indian soldier towards his British officer does 

not amply describe his fierce pride in his tribe and clan and faith in his religious customs 

and norms. The first expression of soldiers’ disloyalty to the British officers became 

evident during the uprising of 1857. They were upset because of a number of reasons. 

They resented the Christian missionary’s blatant effort to proselyte the ‘heathen’ 

masses.29 The teaching of Bible in government schools had been made compulsory and 

some commanding officers considered it their moral duty to preach Bible to their troops, 

in utter disregard to their religious susceptibilities. The immediate trigger of the mutiny 

was the ‘objectionable cartridge,’30 which had to be chewed before firing. Rumour had it 

that the cartridge was laced with pig and cow fat (proscribed under Islamic and Hindu 

dietary rules). Already on a short fuse, the Indian soldiers rose in revolt, killed their 

officers, razed the cantonments, and marched from their garrisons to Delhi to resurrect 

the aged and ineffective Bahadar Shah as king emperor. The ultimate failure of the revolt 
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had little to do with the willingness of the common soldier to lay down his life for king 

and country, and more to do with absence of good leadership and the propensity for 

palace intrigues.   

 

7.2 EVOLUTION OF PAKISTAN ARMY 

 The Indian National Congress and the British Generals were opposed the division 

of Indian Army. During a meeting of the Indian Defence Committee on 25 April 1947, 

Sardar Baldev Singh, the Defence Minister had declined to accept Nawabzada Liaquat 

Ali Khan’s ‘Preparation Plan for the Partition of Indian Armed Forces.’ He was 

supported by the British C-in-C, who rejected the idea of splitting the Indian Armed 

Forces.31 He was not alone in such thinking. According to Stephen P. Cohen bulk of the 

“British generals associated with South Asian security matters were unhappy with the 

idea.”  Till the very end they wanted “some form of military confederation (in which they 

would play a major role for several years) would align the two states.” A united army was 

considered “vital to the maintenance of internal order within India.” A leading Muslim 

member of the Congress Dr Shaukatullah Ansari had argued that “Pakistan would have 

insufficient resources to maintain its defence forces at the level necessary to defend the 

Northwest, that it would have two two-front zones of potential conflict (Russia-India and 

Japan/China-India).”32 General Cariappa, the first Indian officer to command the Indian 

Army had suggested that either Nehru or Jinnah should become the commander in chief 

of the united army of India and Pakistan.33  Jinnah refused. He wanted a separate national 

army and he duly got one, as ‘moth eaten’ as the country he had singlehandedly created.  
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As the new Pakistan Army struggled to reorganise its truncated units and raise 

new training and logistic establishments, it was asked to provide military escorts for the 

migrating refugees, assist civilian authorities in maintaining law and order in violence hit 

areas and had to readjust to the realities of the war in Kashmir. There were acute 

shortages of officers and technical manpower among the 140,000 men earmarked for 

Pakistan Army. Pakistan needed 4000 officers, out of which only half were available. The 

local officers, mostly of junior ranks lacked expertise in logistics, management and 

technical skills. The shortfall was made up by temporary commissions, short service 

officers and by retaining five hundred British officers including the C-in-C and his 

deputy.34 This initial dependence on senior British leadership had far reaching 

consequences for Pakistan Army. The division of assets between the two armies became 

a major source of heartburning. India had received a high proportion of base installations 

like stores and depots, because most of these were located within their geographical 

limits. Pakistanis had to fight for their share of the equipment and are bitter to this day 

that Lord Mountbatten failed to ensure the fair division of assets. Off the “170,000 tons 

of equipment and stores were intended to be despatched in 300 trainloads from India; 

only three wagons arrived and these contained either obsolete equipment or rubbish.”35 

Not only did Pakistan Army lack troops and stores, it did not have a functional army 

headquarter. As a stopgap arrangement, the Northern Army HQ located in Rawalpindi 

was converted into the new General Headquarter.36. Combatant units inherited by 

Pakistan on Partition included six cavalry regiments, eight artillery regiments, and eight 

infantry regiments.37 These were brought up to strength by Muslim troops coming in 
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from India. The units already located within Pakistan were relocated from the western 

border, where the bulk of them were deployed, to the new eastern border with India. 38  

 

7.3 CULTURE OF DISSENT  

               Dissent is never encouraged in any army. In colonial armies, rules were 

particularly harsh. The British never gave the soldiers a voice. The native soldier couldn’t 

become an officer. The maximum rank he could attain during his military career was that 

of a Viceroy Commissioned Officer (VCO) – a glorified NCO, serving as a link between 

the officers and the men. In 1858, Sir Bartle Frere, a member of the Governor General’s 

Council had recommended that the British NCO in Indian units should be replaced by the 

native VCO. The command authority of the VCO was curtailed to overseeing the political 

reliability of the rank and file.39 This lack of training for senior management positions led 

to serious problems in the post Independence Pakistani Army. To make up for shortages 

in the officers’ cadre the British initiated a cautious programme of Indianization or 

granting selected Indians a king’s commission in 1918.40 The radical task of converting 

the entire Indian Army’s officer corps from the British to the Indians between 1919 and 

1939 failed to deliver because of inherent British prejudice and procrastination.41 As 

greater awareness penetrated the ranks a second instance of rebellion took place during 

the Second World War, when some Indian prisoners of war in the South East Asian 

theatre of war elected to join Subhas Chandra Bose’s Indian National Army (INA). Bose, 

a charismatic former President of the Congress party escaped from detention in his native 

Bengal and made his way to wartime Germany, where he cobbled together a few 
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battalions of INA but failed to elicit unambiguous support for his cause from Hitler. To 

actualise his plans to liberate India with the force of arms, Bose left for Singapore in a 

submarine.42 With Japanese support he recruited about 20,000 recruits for INA from 

among the 75,000 Indian soldiers captured in the South East Asian theatre of war.43 Bose 

exhorted his Army to march on Delhi.44 His plans did not bear fruit as the Japanese lost 

the war and he died in a plane crash in Taiwan on August 18, 1945. After the War, INA’s 

military leadership was tried in Delhi’s Red Fort for waging war against the King 

Emperor. To make a political capital of the issue, the Indian National Congress deputed a 

team of lawyers, including Jawaharlal Nehru, Tej Bahadar Sipru and Bhulabhai Desai, to 

defend the accused INA leaders Shah Nawaz Khan, Prem Sehgal and Gurbaksh Singh 

Dhillon.45 The trial provided inspiration for another mutiny, within the ranks of the Royal 

Indian Navy (RIN).46 On 18 February 1946 Indian sailors in a training establishment 

staged a strike against substandard food. The protest enlarged to include fundamental 

matters such as racist behaviour by the British officers and disciplinary measures taken 

against anyone demonstrating nationalist sympathies. The mutiny spread from Karachi to 

Calcutta and ultimately came to involve 78 ships, 20 shore establishments and 20,000 

sailors.47 There were public demonstrations in support of the RIN rebels.48 The mutiny 

was joined at places by the men of the Royal Indian Air Force (RIAF) and local police 

force. Revolts were reported from Madras and Puna garrisons. The mutiny was called off 
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after a meeting between the President of the Naval Central Strike Committee (NCSC) and 

the Congress leader Vallabh Bhai Patel. Despite assurances by the Congress and the 

Muslim League, widespread arrests were made, followed by courts martial and large 

scale dismissals from the service. None of those dismissed were reinstated into either the 

Indian or Pakistani navies after independence.49 The Pakistani officers, who had 

remained loyal to the British during the War held INA cadres in poor esteem for 

repudiating their oath. Some even called them traitors.50 Understandably, they were 

against reinstating them in the Army.51 They were also not very happy with the fact that 

after independence, Government of Pakistan had officially discharged the mutineers and 

removed the bar against reemployment in government service.52 Interestingly, however, 

the state used them, where it suited their purpose. In order to avoid the involvement of 

regular troops and for reasons of secrecy, former INA cadres were employed to organise 

and coordinate the tribal invasion of Kashmir.53     

 

7.4 CONSERVATIVE TRADITIONS 

A strong streak of conservative traditions based on the colonial past and the 

emerging national ideology based on Islam became the sine qua non of the Pakistani 

armed forces.54  Radicals and revolutionaries never found broad support within the 

military establishment. Almost each time conspirators and plotters were found out and 

apprehended. Cohen attributes this status quo mentality to the fact that the “state was 

                                                 
49 For details of the RIN Mutiny read Biswanath Bose, Royal Indian Navy Mutiny 1946 (India: Northern 

Book Centre, 1999) and ‘The Forgotten Mutiny,’ accessed March 29, 2009, 
www.scribd.com/doc/19056/Naval-Mutiny. 

50 Nawaz, Crossed Swords, 18. 
51 Ibid, 19. 
52Shaukat Riza, The Pakistan Army: War 1965 (Lahore: WajidAlis Ltd, 1984), 23. 
53 Akbar Khan, Raiders, 13, 16-17.  
54 For an insight into the development of the Islamic sentiment within the military read Haqqani, Between 

Mosque and Military. 



  

285 
 

fundamentally feudal and the military hopelessly bourgeois,”55 and beholden to the 

British legacy. Apart from the regular military takeovers by the Army Chiefs, there have 

only been a few coup attempts from within the junior ranks of the armed forces.56 Some 

of the notable attempts at overthrowing the government, during the last century, were the 

Rawalpindi conspiracy case (1951), the Attock conspiracy case (1972), Tajammal 

Hussain case (1972) and the Zaheer-ul-Islam case (1996). None of these were successful. 

On all occasions the potential coup makers were given away by their fellow conspirators. 

This is perhaps a fair indication that the rank and file of the Pakistan Army dares not defy 

the established chain of command.57 The first coup attempt popularly known as the 

Rawalpindi conspiracy case was uncovered, when   a group of Young Turks including a 

dozen army officers and four civilians led by Major General Akbar Khan were arrested in 

February 1951. 58 Akbar Khan had directed operations of the tribal lashkars in Kashmir in 

1947 and strongly felt that the government was dragging its feet with regards the 

liberation of Kashmir. To execute his plans for a military takeover he found it expedient 

to join hands with communists and revolutionary elements.59 This was the first and the 

last time that the military officers made common cause with left wing politicians. 

Subsequent plotters were motivated mostly by the Islamic sentiment. The enthusiasm for 

Islamic ideology was lacking in the eastern wing. Here the major cause for disaffection 

was based on denial of equal rights to the Bengalis. On January 6, 1968, 28 people 

including a naval officer, three civil servants and a number of non commissioned ranks 

were arrested for meeting their Indian handlers in Agartala, the capital of the Indian state 

of Tripura. The handling of this low level conspiracy caused much resentment in the East 
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Pakistan against the central government.60 On March 30, 1973, several young officers of 

Pakistan army and air force who had participated in the 1971 war and felt frustrated after 

the humiliation in East Pakistan,61 were arrested on charges of conspiring to overthrow 

the government. This came to be known as the Attock conspiracy case.62  Those involved 

were tried by a General Court Martial,63 and were awarded jail-terms ranging from three 

months to life. The convicted men were young idealists, without any particular 

ideological bent of mind. The subsequent coup attempts by Islamists were mostly non 

starters.64 In 1980 Tajammal Hussain Malik, a Major General sacked for his radical 

Islamic views, and a group of officers, including his son and nephews were arrested for 

planning to assassinate the President on the annual 23rd March parade.65 On January 3, 

1984, yet another group of army officers were arrested for hatching a conspiracy against 

the Zia regime in connivance with India. Several of the accused were freed because of a 

lack of evidence. In the mid-1990s Major General Zaheer-ul-Islam Abbasi and a group of 

army officers with Islamist leanings were arrested for planning to grab power by 

storming a Corp Commanders’ conference.66 In 2002 there were at least two attempts to 
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assassinate General Pervez Musharraf.67 Those involved included indoctrinated jihadis 

and Islamist airmen and soldiers.68 

 Within Pakistan’s complex civil military relations, military dictators and army 

chiefs have been deposed after public opinion turned against them. Ayub Khan, Yahya 

Khan and Pervez Musharraf had to leave office because they had simply lost the moral 

high ground to rule. Ayub Khan was forced out after a popular campaign was launched 

against him by Z.A. Bhutto. Yahya Khan was made to abdicate after he lost the war in 

East Pakistan, and Musharraf moved into self exile because he failed to stem the judicial 

activism to restore the chief justice. At least four services chiefs were removed by the 

political governments because they chose to differ on policy matters. Bhutto sacked 

General Gul Hasan, and Air Marshals A. Rahim Khan and Zafar Chaudhry. The first two 

were deemed to be interfering with the Hamood Rehman commission set up to ascertain 

the causes of the military debacle. The third one was sent home because he was at odds 

with the government decision to reverse the court martial orders pre-maturely retiring 

seven officers involved in the 1973 conspiracy case.69 Although General Mirza Aslam 

Beg got away for preaching ‘strategic defiance’ as opposed to the government’s decision 

to side with the coalition forces during the first Gulf War, General Jahangir Karamat 

sought early retirement on getting the snub from Nawaz Sharif’s government for 

suggesting the formation of a National Security Council to the students of the Naval War 

College.70  
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7.5 THE US INFLUENCE 

USA has played a larger than life role in influencing the decisions of Pakistani 

leaders through subtle inducement and brutal coercion. For weaker or smaller states like 

Pakistan, the protection that it gains from being part of an alliance system is often at the 

expense of their sovereignty. Major policy decisions are oftentimes made in line with the 

larger interests of their superpower ally, even though these might not match the national 

interests. Larger states like India joined the alliance systems on their own terms and 

conditions. India not only drew maximum mileage out of its relationship with the former 

Soviet Union but was also quick to realign with the US after the Cold War.  Members of 

the Indian establishment boast that in their current relationship with the US, they have 

stood up to undue pressure, and have actually leveraged the situation to their own 

advantage.71 Naturally the American accommodation with India is in the interest of 

achieving their national aims and objectives in the post 9/11 international dispensation.72 

As compared to the Indian policy, Pakistan’s embrace of the US has mostly been warm 

and effusive rather than pragmatic and calculated. Pakistan’s official tilt towards the USA 

is often traced to the visit of the Prime Minister Liaquat Ali Khan to North America in 

May 1951.73 Liaquat’s decision to tie up Pakistani interests with US aspirations in the 

region was the first strategic decision made by Pakistani leadership. This policy of 

Western orientation shaped the course of Pakistan’s future history. Many domestic 

commentators now question the wisdom of such a policy, at that time such collaboration 

seemed to suit both parties. In his maiden tour to North America, Liaquat Ali Khan went 
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to great lengths in highlighting the regional importance of Pakistan to his hosts.74 The US 

was well aware of the geopolitical significance of Pakistan and wanted to integrate it in 

its grand design to contain the spread of international communism. The arming and 

equipping of Pakistan Army was done with the aim of halting the advance of communism 

into the heartland of Asia. They also invested in building military infrastructure in 

Pakistan, so that their troops could be moved into the region quickly. Kharian 

Cantonment, located midway between Lahore and Rawalpindi, was constructed under the 

supervision of the US Army Corps of Engineers as per American standards.75 Airfields 

were made operational for the new F86 Sabre aircraft and the ports of Chittagong and 

Karachi were modernised.76 A cantonment was built in Multan to house the new 

armoured division equipped with American tanks. The small base in Cherat, near 

Peshawar was refurbished to accommodate the Special Services Group (SSG), trained 

and equipped by the Americans to fight as stay behind parties, in case of a communist 

invasion.77 The Americans were given rights to operate an electronic eavesdropping 

station in Badaber near Peshawar.78 Besides this sigint facility,79 the CIA was allowed to 

use Peshawar airfield for covert U2 missions over Soviet Union.80 

Pakistan’s official defence relationship with the US began on 15 December 1954, 

when both countries signed a Mutual Assistance Agreement, under which the latter was 

supposed to assist Pakistan in the procurement of defence equipment.81 The Americans 

had signed a similar assistance agreement with India in March 1951,82 however, around 
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this time, the strategic position of Pakistan was acknowledged and it was suggested that 

the US should enter into an early understanding with Pakistan to equip and build its 

armed forces.83 To formalise the Pak-US defence, the Mutual Defence Assistance 

Agreement was signed in May 1954.84 Shortly, thereafter Pakistan became the member of 

the Central Treaty Organization (CENTO),85 and the South East Asian Treaty 

Organization (SEATO).86 Pakistan was now the ‘most allied ally’ of the USA in Asia.87 

President Ayub Khan had made a great case for Pakistan by stressing that owing to its 

geo-strategic location Pakistan made an ideal partner in these western alliances. Being a 

member of SEATO and CENTO Pakistan had earned a unique honour. An 

acknowledgement of its proximity to Middle East, Soviet Union’s southern frontier and a 

common border with China across, which stood the great mountain passes, through which 

all land invasions of the Indian subcontinent had taken place. The setting of East and 

West Pakistan virtually constituted a ‘defensive shield for India.’ Therefore, he argued 

with his western benefactors that it was in the interest of world peace, particularly of 

India’s security, that Pakistan remained strong and stable.88 

There was domestic opposition to Ayub Khan’s supine kowtowing to the West. 

Akbar Khan rubbished Ayub Khan’s assessment that the “threat was from Russia and 

China,”89 and not from India and ridiculed his policy of exploiting Pakistan geo-strategic 

importance by selling it to the ‘highest bidder.’90 In his view neither West Pakistan, lay 

across Russia’s path, nor was East Pakistan came in China’s way. In reality Western 

Powers needed a circle of forward “air bases to cover the interior of the Soviet Union and 
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China.”91 The US-Pakistan relationship failed because it was based on conflicting 

requirements. Pakistan acquired American arms and equipment under the cover of 

CENTO and SEATO as a safeguard against an Indian attack, while the American 

supplied it because they expected it to be used against the communist threat only.92 The 

US aim was clear. It “considered both organizations to be bastions against Soviet 

expansionism and expected their total commitment in that regard.”93 It chose Pakistan as 

an ally because in their assessment it appeared as “one of the natural bastions of 

anticommunism.”94 Cloughley points out that the American plan to defeat communism 

envisaged using Pakistani territory as the battlefield. According to this plan “The Soviet 

forces [in Afghanistan] were to be permitted to advance through the passes and to ‘fan 

out’ on the plains [of Pakistan] where they would be defeated by overwhelming U.S. 

military might.”95 This American operational thinking in South Asia was similar to Cold 

War plans of fighting the Soviet ground forces in central Europe. However, it did not 

coincide with Pakistani government’s stance of not allowing American combat troops on 

its soil.96    

Besides this fundamental divergence in countering perceived threats, the US 

placed Pakistan and India in different leagues on the basis of their cumulative power 

potential. In Stephen P. Cohen’s opinion Pakistan qualifies at best to be a middle power, 

while India has the credentials of being a potential great power.97 Cohen’s chilling 1998 

assessment of ‘Pakistan’s status and power,’ finds resonance in current American 

thinking. He categorised Pakistan among that: “Class of states whose very survival is 
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debated, whose legitimacy is doubted, and whose conventional security apparatus may be 

inadequate to cope with pressures of hostile neighbours.” Such states he feels “acquire 

some nuclear capability precisely because of their belief that neither external nor their 

own security forces can ensure their survival.” Historically, however, they have the 

propensity to “disintegrate and send forth a flood of refugees,” leaving “behind a flotsam 

of terrorism.” To prevent such a worst case scenario from materialising, Pakistan may be 

forced to use nuclear weapons. From Cohen’s point of view the survival of Pakistan is 

profoundly important because its destruction “would create a shatter-zone of political 

instability in an area surrounded by the three largest states in the world, and which itself 

overlooks the Persian Gulf.” Such a frightful possibility would not allow India to extend 

its power “right up to the Khyber Pass,” but would also invite “further superpower 

intervention in the subcontinent.” The disintegration or enfeeblement of Pakistan would 

cause instability in the region through tribal and ethnic links. A new partition would be an 

‘incalculable’ human tragedy, leading to the creation of a “dissatisfied, disenfranchised 

and (in most cases) militant populations armed to the teeth.”98  

Such bleak evaluations are backed by harsh economic assessments. Comparing 

the Pakistani and Indian defence expenditures from 1999 to 2001, Lawrence Sáez came 

to the conclusion that due to disparities in income generation and expenditures, 

particularly in the region of annual GDP and debt servicing, Pakistan is in no position to 

indulge in a nuclear or conventional arms race with India.99 This argument actually 

supports Pakistani dependence on its nuclear programme as a guarantor of its security. 

Officials in the Pakistani SPD point out that the programme has just cost Rs 184 billion in 
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thirty two years.100 However, the notion of the small size and fragility of Pakistani 

economy as compared to that of India is etched on the collective memory of the 

American establishment. The robustness of the Indian economy has spurred the US state 

policy of cultivating a strategic partnership with India, and a promise to make it a ‘great 

power.’101 Although Pakistan was officially recognised a Major Non-NATO Ally in 

2004,102 in official circles and policy documents Pakistan is no more than a ‘reluctant 

ally.’103 Officials like Bruce Riedel, actually accuse Pakistan of “nuclear proliferation, 

drug smuggling, military dictatorship, and above all, international terrorism.”104 In 

addition to this unflattering assessment, US officials blatantly accuse Pakistan of 

providing terrorists ‘safe havens’ to operate against US and coalition forces in 

Afghanistan.105 They blame the ISI for maintaining discreet links with Taliban 

leadership,106 and Pakistani military for not doing enough.107 The US wants to reduce its 

logistic dependence on Pakistan, in view of the increasing number of attacks on the 

military supply convoys travelling to Afghanistan.108 In the fall of 2010 Pakistan actually 

stopped movement of NATO supplies for eleven days to as a gesture of protest against 

the death of three of its border guards by American gunships.109 The border was only 

reopened after the Americans agreed to apologise. Pakistan considers the US attitude 

grossly unfair and in utter disregard to the moral and material cost it has paid in fighting 
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America’s war. It also blames the US causing domestic instability because of its drone 

attacks in the Federally Administered Tribal Areas (FATA).110  

Military alliances, notwithstanding, US-Pakistan relations have suffered from a 

deep seated trust deficit. They remain according to Dennis Kux’s eponymous book, 

‘disenchanted allies.’111 For Pakistan each period of engagement with the US has 

followed one of disillusionment. Pakistan and the US have been close military allies at 

least four times: during the 1950s and the 1960s and in the 1980s and in the post 9/11 

period. The US military aid during these periods of engagement was tailored to match the 

American threat perceptions and was not strictly match Pakistani security concerns.112 

The first time the Americans gave military and economic aid to Pakistan, was to prop it 

up as a partner in its containment policy during the Cold War. During 1960-65, $5bn, in 

current exchange rate, was provided to Pakistan in economic and military aid. The 

relationship was terminated after the Indo-Pakistan war of 1965. Next time US engaged 

Pakistan in the 1980s, in their bid to dislodge the Soviet Union from Afghanistan. Not 

only was the aid to the Afghan Mujahideen funnelled through Pakistan, $12bn, at the 

current exchange rate, was given to Pakistan to keep it economically solvent. Once again 

the American abruptly disengaged after the Soviet Union withdrew from Afghanistan. 

The third round of American period of engagement began after 9/11, when the US 

sought to secure Pakistan’s cooperation in removing the Taliban and the Al Qaeda from 

Afghanistan. Pakistan wasn’t given any choice. It was either with them or else would be 

being bombed back into Stone Age.113 Pakistan had a foretaste of US missile attacks in 

1998. At that time cruise missiles had been launched from the US naval fleet in the 

Persian Gulf against Al Qaeda targets in Khost, Afghanistan, in retaliation to the 

                                                 
110   Ibid,  26-27. Also read “Stop Drone Attacks Immediately: Parliamentary Committee,” Dawn, April 6, 

2009, 1. 
111   Kux, Disenchanted Allies. 
112  Aziz, Dreams and Realities, 230-233. 
113   Musharraf, In the Line of Fire, 200.  



  

295 
 

bombings of the US embassy in Tanzania.114  The American demands for cooperation in 

their war in Afghanistan, in the shape of logistic support and over flights was accepted by 

President Musharraf, without demur.115 The undue haste in giving Americans a carte 

blanche without a serious effort at consensus building was justified on the basis of the aid 

that Pakistan received as a consequence. About $12bn worth of assistance was provided 

to Islamabad between 2000 and 2007.116 Clearly this foreign aid allowed the Americans 

to become more ‘intrusive’ into the affairs of the Pakistani state.117 This has caused 

growing public resentment against the overbearing American attide.118 Pakistani decision 

makers are in a catch 22 situation. They occasionally chafe and grumble under the 

American diktat but find little courage to stop external interference in their internal 

affairs.  However, the mere fact that Pakistan possesses nuclear weapons provides them 

some spcae and makes their relationship more ‘complicated’ for the Americans.119  
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Chapter 8 

STATE OF STRATEGIC STABILITY IN SOUTH ASIA 

& PROSPECTS FOR THE FUTURE  

 

An assessment of the existing state of strategic stability in South Asia cannot be 

made without making a comparison of the conventional and strategic assets of India and 

Pakistan. A brief analysis is as under: 

 

8.1 CONVENTIONAL ASYMMETRIES 

The military ‘imbalance’ in South Asia puts Pakistan at a gross disadvantage.1 

Indian armed forces are huge by any standards and the Indian government is spending 

heavily to increase its military potential. According to SIPRI the Indian defence spending 

has increased by 67 percent since 2000.2 India is presently spending more than US $6bn 

annually on arms acquisition.3 Numerically the largest branch of the Indian armed forces 

is its army.  

 

8.1.1 The Indian Army 

The Indian Army has 980,000 active troops. The rest are reservists (300,000 first 

line troops, within five years of retirement and 500,000 second line troops with 

commitment until 50 years of age), and part time soldiers belonging to the Territorial 

Army.  The field army is organised into six geographical commands (Northern, Western, 
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South-Western, Southern, Central and Eastern Commands) and a training command.4 The 

bulk of the Indian army assets, including three of its field formations i.e. the Northern, 

Western and South Western Commands are deployed against Azad Kashmir and the 

Pakistani provinces of Punjab and Sindh. Indian Army has eighteen corps comprising a 

total of eighteen infantry, ten mountain, three armoured, and two artillery divisions. The 

four Reorganised Plains Infantry Divisions (RAPID’s) are organised to spearhead 

mechanised ground offensives in the plains and the deserts. Indian Strike Corps are 

trained to carryout offensive operations in the plains of Punjab and the desert of 

Rajasthan. Five infantry, one parachute, thirteen air defence, and four engineer brigades 

are designated as independent formations. In addition, there are two air defence groups, 

and fourteen army aviation units.5   

Indian Army has approximately 3000 tanks, mostly of Russian origin. The Main 

Battle Tank (MBT) T72M (Ajeyas) is in the process of being replaced by T90S 

(Bishsmas). Both these tanks are equipped with 125 mm smooth barrel guns. The aging 

T72 has been upgraded with Israeli Elbit thermal imaging systems. Some of the new 

T90s have been imported directly from Russia, while 1,000 are scheduled to be produced 

locally by 2020 from knock down kits. The T90 has encountered operational difficulties, 

like heat-related malfunctions of the fire-control system’s key Thales Catherine thermal 

imaging (TI) camera. The lack of cooling systems has led to uninhabitable temperatures 

over 60 degree Celsius/140 degree Fahrenheit inside the tank. At least one T90 equipped 

armoured regiment has an in-service rate of just 25 percent operational tanks. The 

indigenously developed Arjun MBT has been plagued by long delay in production and 

recurring overheating problem and is deemed unfit for desert operations. Indian artillery 
                                                 
4   Indian Army Strength, Bharat Rakshak, accessed June 15, 2009, http://www.bharat-

rakshak.com/LAND-FORCES/Today/22-Army-Orbat.html. 
5  Ibid.  
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is now considered a combat arm. 155mm howitzer is the standard Indian artillery calibre. 

Newer and modern systems are yet to be acquired. Approximately 400 FH-77B 155mm 

guns purchased in the mid-1980s from Bofors of Sweden to equip 20 medium-artillery 

regiments considerably enhanced the effectiveness of the Indian artillery. The 105mm 

Indian field guns and the older 130mm Russian medium guns in service since the early 

1970s have meanwhile reached an advanced stage of obsolescence. These include the 

World War II vintage 25 pounders, 75/24 Indian mountain guns, 122mm field guns and 

100mm field guns have been phased out. Indians are looking for new guns after their deal 

for 120 tracked and 180 wheeled self-propelled (SP) 155mm guns with the South African 

arms manufacturer Denel fell through because of a financial scam. They have already 

acquired the long range Smerch Multi Barrel Rocket Launchers (MBRLs) from Russia. 

Other force multipliers include Weapon Locating Radars (WLRs) for counter 

bombardment, UAV’s equipped with TV cameras for high altitude target acquisition, 

engagement and damage assessment, powerful binoculars for target engagement by day 

and long-range night vision devices for night.6  

 

8.1.2 The Indian BMDS 

             The air defence component of the Indian Army provides the basic platform to 

India’s ambitious BMDS system. India has purchased the Israeli Arrow air defence 

system at the enormous cost of $2 billion. It has also signed a deal with Israel to jointly 

develop, the sea- and shore-based MR-SAM project with a 70 km range. The Israeli 

Aerospace Industries (IAI) is currently supplying Indian Navy (IN) with Barak missile 

systems. These short range (10 km) precision guided SAM’s have been deployed as the 
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last layer of defence to destroy an incoming missile.7  India is also making efforts to 

procure the US Patriot Anti Ballistic Missile system and the Israeli David’s Sling and 

Iron Dome air defence systems. David’s Sling is an advanced medium range, hit to kill 

interceptor produced jointly by Israeli company Rafael and the US Raytheon, while Iron 

Dome is the exclusive product of Rafael.8 India is also experimenting with the Akash air 

defence missile system, which will form layer of the BMDS system. India claims that this 

will be slightly better than the American Patriot Advanced Capability 3 (PAC 3) in terms 

of range and altitude of interception.9 It is copying the American model of Theatre High 

Altitude Air Defense (THAAD) system and is in the process of converting the short range 

Prithvi missile system into a missile interceptor. It has been claimed that an experimental 

Prithvi was able to engage an incoming missile at the 1500 km and height of 75 km. The 

Prithvi Air Defence (PAD) is based on modified Green Pine radar, which can track 200 

targets out to 600 km in a 360 degree arc.10  

 

8.1.3 Indian Surveillance Systems 

            Besides the ground based advance Green Pine radars,11 Indians have purchased a 

whole range of Israeli C4I systems to plug holes in their Early Warning (EW) system and 

to build up a dependable target acquisition system for their BMDS. The airborne Phalcon 
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radars installed on the Il76 AWACS platform have considerably extended their vision,12 

and the Harpy UAV’s have improved their real time information capability.13 The Indians 

have a highly developed civilian satellite capacity, which they are integrating with their 

military programme.14 They are also collaborating with Israel to improve their 

intelligence gathering capability. India regularly gets high resolution imageries from 

Israeli Ofeq 5 satellite.15 After the Mumbai attacks in November 2008, India acquired an 

all weather spy satellite from Israel to track incoming hostile ballistic missiles.16 India’s 

existing satellites get blinded at night and in the monsoon season. India’s space and 

satellite programmes are run by entities like the military Defence Research and 

Development Organization (DRDO) and the civilian Indian Space Research organisation 

(ISRO). The ISRO’s military activities were noticed and it was placed under trade 

sanctions for missile proliferation activities by the US Department of State, in May 1992. 

In 2001, the ISRO launched the 1-meter resolution Technology Experiment Satellite 

(TES), making it the only civilian space agency to possess this technology besides the 

American, privately owned Ikonos satellite. On October 17, 2003 it launched the 

Resourcesat-1 (IRS-P6), a sophisticated remote sensing satellite, with maximum 

resolution of approximately 6 meters. On May 7, 2005, the 2.5-meter resolution Cartosat-

1 satellite was launched. This satellite carries two cameras, which can point at an object 
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from two different angles. Cartosat-2 has an expected 1 meter resolution and a 120 GB 

storage capacity for captured images. Despite facing glitches in its costly RadarSat 

project, the (ISRO) has made substantial by cooperating with the Israel. This has given a 

boost to the Indian military Satellite Reconnaissance and Surveillance (SRS) system. The 

Israeli radar satellite (RISAT-2) and spy satellite TecSAR have been put into orbit by 

Indian Polar Satellite Launch Vehicles (PSLV).17 The Indian military satellites are 

controlled by the aerospace command, under the auspices of the air force.18 

 

8.1.4 The Indian Air Force (IAF) 

IAF’s fleet of 3000 aircraft, including training, transport, helicopters and 800-

1000 fighter jets, is based at sixty domestic airbases.19 India also has an airbase in Central 

Asia at Ayni near Farkhor, outside Tajikistan’s capital Dushanbe.20 This airbase was 

rehabilitated by India’s Border Roads Organisation (BRO) under the 2002 bilateral 

defence agreement with Tajikistan. Indian military planners initially considered basing a 

squadron of Mi17IV helicopters and mulled over the ‘operational and political feasibility’ 

of deploying MiG fighters, in addition to a trainer aircraft to train the Tajik Air Force. In 

2003, India conducted a military exercise with Tajikistan, flying in two Antonov 32 

transport aircraft to test their lift capability and a platoon-strength of Special Forces were 

para-dropped to carryout and commando exercises. Ayni airbase provides the Indian 

military a “limited, yet significant” platform to launch Special Forces in response to an 

emerging threat from Afghanistan and Pakistan, like the December 1999 hijacking of an 
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Indian Airlines passenger aircraft to Kandahar. Ayni also serves as a conduit for Indian 

supplies to Afghanistan. This airbase is an extension of the field hospital established in 

the late 1990s, to support the Northern Alliance’s operations against the Taliban. In 2007 

there were reports that Tajikistan under Russian pressure was asking India to vacate this 

base.21  

 The IAF is in the process of upgrading and expanding its fighter fleet. It is 

presently equipped with Russian MiG21s, 27s and 29s, and Su30 Mk1. The accident 

prone MiG21 is being gradually phased out.22 IAF’s top of the line Su30 has a maximum 

speed of Mach 2.3 and an extended range of 8000 km with air to air refuelling. It can 

carry both conventional and nuclear munitions. Other advanced strike and combat aircraft 

include the French Mirage 2000 and British Jaguars. The indigenously developed Light 

Combat Aircraft (LCA) was inducted into the IAF in limited numbers in 2008 before 

beginning full-scale induction in 2010.23 In 2007, the Indian MoD invited Request for 

Proposal (RfP) for the procurement of 126 Medium Multi-Role Combat Aircraft 

(MMRCA) at an estimated cost of $10 billion from six vendors – Russia’s MIG35(RAC 

MiG); Swedish JAS-39 (Gripen); French Rafale (Dassault); American F 16 Falcon 

(Lockheed Martin); Boeing’s F/A-18 Super Hornet and Eurofighter Typhoon.24 The 

conclusion of this deal is going to have a major impact on the future of the IAF like for 

instance upgrades of the existing airbase infrastructure. In January 2010, it was reported 

that the Italian company Selex had challenged the Indian MoD for rejecting its bid for 
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airfield modernization and instead awarded the $260 million project to a local company 

Tata Power Strategic Electronic Division (SED). This wrangling is likely to reduce the 

combat effectiveness of the IAF.25 In October 2010, it was reported that India has agreed 

to buy up to 300 advance stealth fighter jets from Russia. These advanced fifth generation 

fighter aircraft along with 45 multirole transport aircraft are likely to be provided to India 

over the next ten years.26    

 

8.1.5 Indian Navy (IN) 

India is building a Blue Water Navy to dominate the Indian Ocean. With 140 

warships, it is already one of the largest navies in the world. This number is set to 

increase to180 by 2020. However, before that it will reduce to 120 warships in 2017 

because it will be retiring ships faster than procuring new ones. To make up its numbers, 

IN’s shopping list for the next 10 years includes: conventional submarines worth $10bn, 

nuclear submarines worth $2bn, frigates, destroyers and other warships worth $15bn, two 

additional aircraft carriers for $1bn, maritime reconnaissance aircraft, UAV’s, air defence 

missiles, heavyweight submarine torpedoes, net-centric systems and a dedicated 

satellite.27   In the short term it expects to add three nuclear powered submarines and 

three aircraft carriers to its arsenal by 2015.28 Presently it has one fifty year old aircraft 

carrier, the INS Viraat (the former HMS Hermes). This carrier, which was overhauled in 

2009, can carry upto 18 Sea Harrier jets.29 Another used aircraft carrier, the Russian 
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Admiral Gorshkov is undergoing refit and renovation prior to induction. The Air Defence 

Ship (ADS), under construction in Kochi, will provide the IN with the third aircraft 

carrier upon commissioning.30  

The current fleet of 15 kilo class submarines, deployed at Vishakapatnam, is 

likely to reduce to five by 2015. RfP for six new submarines are in the pipeline. The IN 

would like the new vessels to be equipped with inter alia torpedoes, anti ship and cruise 

missiles. For quicker deliveries, it has been proposed that the first two subs be built 

overseas. An order of six French Scorpene submarines contracted in 2005 is late by 30 

months.31  There is an offer by the builders to equip these submarines with the 

underwater version of the Brahmos cruise missiles.32 An indigenously produced nuclear 

powered submarine carrying ballistic missiles,33 the 367 foot long nuclear submarine the 

Arihant was added to the IN fleet on July 25, 2009. This vessel is also capable of carrying 

nuclear weapons.34 

 The fleet air arm is composed of a variety of helicopters and aircraft. These 

include Sea Harriers, Sea Kings, Chetak, Kamov Ka 25, and Advance Light Helicopters 

(ALH). The Long Range Maritime Patrol (LRMP) aircraft include the Islander, Dornier, 

IL 38, TU 142, and Kiran Mark 1/1 A.35 The naval variant of the LCA entered the service 
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in July 2010.36 The surface assets include 8 destroyers, 13 frigates, 24 corvettes, 6 

offshore patrol vessels, 14 minesweepers, 2 missile boats and 10 landing ships.37 A used 

American landing ship was acquired in 2007 for transporting soldiers.38 IN has been 

carrying out joint drills with foreign navies including the USN, and has been actively 

engaged in anti piracy operations in the Gulf of Aden off the coast of Somalia.39 

 

8.1.6 Cold Start Doctrine 

Based on its experience of the military standoff of 2002, India developed the Cold 

Start doctrine to mount a quick offensive against Pakistan by defensive formations 

deployed near the international borders. The initial gains were to be subsequently 

expanded by follow on forces.40 Announced in 2004, this offensive doctrine aimed to 

launch shallow retaliatory attacks, without crossing Pakistan’s nuclear thresholds. 

Conceptualised as a combined arms operation involving the air force and mechanised 

ground forces, it necessitated organisational changes, particularly in the area of net-

centric operations. Although there were concerns that as the Indian Army enhanced its 

ability to achieve a quick military decision against Pakistan, the political pressure to 

employ such a strategy in a crisis would increase.41 However, as mentioned earlier, the 

Indians failed to apply this much trumpeted doctrine in retaliation to the Mumbai attacks. 

Evidently they lacked the confidence to calibrate such an operation.   Meanwhile another 
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theory is making the rounds that since the Indian Army is now preparing to fight a war in 

a nuclear environment, the Cold Start doctrine may no longer be relevant.42  

 

8.1.7 Pakistani Armed Forces 

Although large by world standards, the Pakistani military is much smaller in 

numbers and equipment as compared to India. Available data reveals that between 1964 

and the 1982, Pakistan as compared to India was at a disadvantage of 2:1 in tanks and 

2.5:1 in aircraft.43 Since then this balance has tilted further in India’s favour. The Indian 

overall advantage of two-to-one in aircraft has grown to almost six-to-one in terms of hi 

tech aircraft.44  

8.1.8 Pakistan Army 

Pakistan Army has 620,000 active service personnel, 528000 reservists, and 

150000 paramilitary troops. It has seven holding corps and two strike corps organised 

into twenty six infantry divisions, two mechanised divisions and two armoured divisions. 

Most of the Pakistan Army formations are deployed to defend against an Indian land 

based offensive. The corps of Special Forces – the Special Service Group (SSG) 

comprises two airborne brigades having three battalions each. Over one hundred 

thousand regular and paramilitary forces are presently involved in the counter insurgency 

operations along the Pak-Afghan border and in adjoining troubled areas. Pakistan has 

roughly the same number of tanks as the Indians. The Pakistani MBT’s include 

indigenously produced Al-Khalid and Al-Zarrar and Ukrainian T80UD. It also possesses 
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Chinese T85, T69 and T59 tanks.45 As compared to the vintage T72s, and operationally 

unfit T90s and Arjuns of the Indian Army, the T80UD and Al Khalid tanks give Pakistani 

armour an edge.46 Pakistan has about 3000 M113 Armoured Personnel Carriers (APC’s). 

These APC’s are being built under licence at Heavy Mechanical Complex (HMC), Wah. 

The Army Aviation has 360 helicopters including Cobra attack helicopter.47 The Cobras 

are equipped with TOW ATGM’s. These missiles are also used in the ground role. The 

Pakistani Baktar Shikan ATGM’s are the Chinese Red Arrows manufactured under 

license. Pakistan has a mix of towed and tracked artillery pieces. It has pack howitzers 

and 120mm mortars for the mountainous terrain. The main artillery pieces include 85 

mm, 105mm, 122 mm, 155mm and 203mm towed guns and 155mm self propelled guns. 

The maximum range of some of these guns is 30 km. These are mostly of American and 

Soviet/Chinese make. Pakistan is also importing guns from Turkey. In 2010 it took 

delivery of 48 new cannons from the US.48  The Army Air Defence is equipped with SA 

7 Grail, General Dynamics FIM-92 Stinger, GD FIM Red Eye, and Anza Mk I, II, III and 

HQ 2 B surface to air missiles. Radar controlled Oerlikon is the standard air defence 

weapon system.  

 

8.1.9 The Pakistan Air Force (PAF) 

In order to fulfil its operational obligations, the PAF is organised into three sector 

commands, an air defence command, and a strategic forces command. It routinely 
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operates from ten air bases and activates a number of FOB’s during war time.49  The 

qualitative edge that it enjoyed against the IAF in 1965 has considerably declined. Today 

it is grossly outnumbered in hi tech aircraft category.  It currently possesses 

approximately 371 combat aircraft of Chinese, French and American makes. Its centre of 

gravity revolves around two squadrons of Lockheed Martin F16 fighting falcons.50 In the 

early 1980s, Pakistan had ordered a total of 111 F16A/Bs. The F16 first entered into 

service with the PAF in 1983, at the height of the Soviet intervention in Afghanistan.  40 

of the A and 15 B Block models were delivered between 1983 and 1987. After the 

withdrawal of Soviet troops from Afghanistan, the US invoked the dubious Pressler 

Amendment and blocked the supply of the remaining 71 aircraft. PAF’s long term plans 

were upset by the suspension in delivery of the F16s.  Nearly 25 years later, the 

Americans lifted the embargo on the supply of these aircraft to Pakistan, in order to 

reinforce it in the war on terror. In 2005 Pakistan placed an order of 18 F16 C/Ds Block 

50/52 aircraft.51 By December 2010 the PAF had taken delivery of these new aircraft.52 

These aircraft have night precision strike capability and are equipped with BVR 

capability. Meanwhile, PAF is planning to have 45 of its older F16s to Block 52 status by 

2012.53   

PAF’s primary air defence fighter is the Chinese Chengdu F7. The PAF has 175 

of these including 15 trainer aircraft based on the Russian Mig21 design.54 It now plans to 

induct the Chengdu FC20, an advanced PAF-specific variant of the Chengdu J10. 36 of 
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these are expected to be delivered by 2015.55  The JF17 Thunder, jointly developed by 

China and Pakistan will gradually replace all Mirage III/5, Nanchang A5 and Chengdu F7 

by 2015. A total of 250-300 aircraft are to be built. The first JF17, manufactured at the 

Pakistan Aeronautical Complex (PAC), was handed over to the PAF on November 23, 

2009. Currently 14 of these aircraft are in service. PAF is now seeking to sell this aircraft 

to other air forces.56 

The second most numerous type of aircraft in the PAF are the French Mirage IIIs 

and Vs. Mirage III fighters are multirole aircraft, while Mirage 5 fighters are meant for 

strike missions. Around 150 Mirage fighters are in service, many of which are second 

hand units procured from other countries. In the 1990s and early 2000s, 33 Mirage III and 

34 Mirage 5 fighters were upgraded under Project ROSE (Retrofit of Strike Element) 

with modern avionics, significantly improving their capabilities.57  

PAF has finally been able to acquire strategic force multipliers like the Airborne 

Early Warning & Control (AEW&C) systems. The first AWAC aircraft, out of a set of 

four Saab 2000 Erieye aircraft were delivered in December 2009. The Erieye’s radar has 

a range of 450 km and is capable of identifying the type of aircraft and its weapons. It is 

also connected via data link to PAF’s command and control ground environment and 

combat aircraft such as the F16.58 Another AWAC, the first of the four Chinese ZDK03 
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AEW&C, was inducted into the PAF in November 2010.59 The PAF has also acquired 

Ukranian Il78 air to air refuelers, to extend the range of its fighters. 60 

 

8.1.10 Pakistan Navy (PN) 

Owing to the traditional land threat, Pakistani defence planners have not paid 

particular attention to the threat from the sea. Resultantly PN is the smallest branch of the 

Pakistani armed forces. Pakistan has modest maritime plans. It neither wants to dominate 

the Indian Ocean nor carry out seaborne invasions. It wants its small navy to carry out the 

seaward defence of the country and keep its Sea Lines of Communication (SLOC’s) 

open. This includes the defence of the 1,046 km Arabian Sea coastline, and the important 

harbours. The commercial interests in the Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) are monitored 

by the MSA.  

For fulfilling its operational tasks the PN is equipped with ten surface vessels and 

five diesel electric submarines. The submarine fleet comprises French Agosta 70 and 

90Bs. Two Agosta 70s were acquired in 1978 and an order for three 90B submarines was 

placed in 1994. The first 90B was constructed in France; the second one was assembled 

from modular kits, while the third one was entirely built in Pakistan.61 The small surface 

fleet comprises six former UK Type 21 Class Destroyers. An order for four Chinese F22P 

frigates has been placed, out of which one has been delivered.62 A used American frigate, 

the USS McInerney is being refurbished as PNS Alamgir at a cost of $65 million.63 The 

PN operates four locally produced Jalalat class missile boats, each armed with four 
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Chinese anti ship missiles. Two Turkish built missile boats have been recently added, 

while there is an overall requirement of eight. The naval air arm comprises seventeen 

surveillance aircraft and a number of anti ship/anti submarine and transport helicopters. 

The LRMP’s include seven P3C Orion, seven Fokker F27s, two Atlantiques and a 

Chinese built IW/EW jet aircraft. The helicopter fleet includes three Lynx helicopters, six 

Sea King Mk45 transport helicopters, eight Alouette III and six Harbin Z9EC 

helicopters.64  

Presently PN is operating as part of the multinational Commander Task Force 

CTF 150 in the Persian Gulf within the ambit of Operation Enduring Freedom.65 Other 

countries in this Task Force include Canada, France, Germany, United Kingdom, and the 

United States.66 It has also been employed extensively employed in international rescue 

and relief operations like the 2004 Asian tsunami,67 and the flood relief operations of 

2010.68  

8.2 NUCLEAR FORCES 

Both India and Pakistan possess a limited stockpile of nuclear weapon 

components, which can be assembled and deployed within a few days to a week.69 The 

size, composition, and operational status of each country’s nuclear arsenal are a closely 
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guarded secret. Sufficient public information, however, exists to make general 

assumptions about the strategic balance in South Asia.70  

 

8.2.1 Fissile Material 

As mentioned earlier Pakistan apprehends that the existing nuclear balance is 

likely to weaken because the India-US nuclear deal allows India to use unchecked 

amounts of fissile material for making weapon grade material.71 The deal neither requires 

the former to cap or limit its fissile material production nor restricts the number of 

nuclear weapons it plans to produce.72 An ISIS report claims that India’s unsafeguarded 

nuclear programme has relied on illicit procurement of tributyl phosphate (TBP). This 

dual use chemical is used in purifying uranium, separating plutonium from irradiated 

fuel, and other nuclear processing operation.73 India is estimated to have collected about 

500 kg of weapon grade plutonium from its CIRUS and Dhruva reactors. This is 

considered sufficient for making approximately a hundred nuclear warheads. India also 

has a stock of about 11.5 tons of reactor grade plutonium in spent fuel from its heavy 

water based power reactors. The reactor grade plutonium meant as fuel for the under 

construction fast breeder reactor is also weapon-useable. Under the terms of the nuclear 

deal with USA, this stock of plutonium will be kept out of safeguards. Another 6.8 tons 

of reactor grade plutonium in spent fuel has been produced so far in the safeguarded 
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reactors.74 Under the terms of the nuclear deal, India’s CIRUS reactor could yield another 

45 kg of weapon grade plutonium before it shuts down in 2010, while the Dhruva reactor 

will continue to operate and to add about 20-25kg/year. There are plans to construct a 

new unsafeguarded reactor that can produce at least as much plutonium as Dhruva.75 

India’s Prototype Fast Breeder Reactor (PFBR) is not under safeguards. When 

operational this reactor would likely produce up to 130 kg of weapon grade plutonium 

each year. This fourfold increase in India’s current production would amount to another 

25 nuclear weapons a year. India has proposed that between now and 2014 it will declare 

eight of its sixteen power reactors as civilian and open them for IAEA safeguarding. 

These eight reactors could yield another four tons of unsafeguarded plutonium before 

they are opened for inspection. The remaining eight power reactors are to be 

unsafeguarded, ‘military’ facilities. They could add 1250 kg per year of reactor-grade 

plutonium.76 In recent years, India’s nuclear programme has been constrained by access 

to uranium. India’s current uranium production of less than 300 tons/year can meet at the 

most, two-thirds of its needs for civil and military nuclear fuel. It has relied on stocks of 

previously mined and processed uranium to meet the shortfall and is now trying to 

increase production. Under the nuclear deal with the US, India will be able to import 

uranium for safeguarded reactors, which may give it a ‘surplus’ of 70-120 tons a year of 

domestic uranium that it can divert towards its weapons’ programme. By expanding its 

practice of recycling depleted uranium (containing 0.61% U235) from CIRUS and 

Dhruva in its unsafeguarded power reactors, India could increase this ‘surplus.’ This 

could allow India to produce up to 200 kg a year of weapon grade plutonium in its 
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‘military’ power reactors, provided that it can overcome the associated practical problems 

of increased rates of spent fuel reprocessing and faster refuelling of power reactors.77 

Ever since the nuclear sanctions were removed against India, it has been able to ink a 

number of deals with countries like Russia,78 Canada,79 and France.80 It is also engaging 

with Japan to formalise a civilian nuclear deal.81 This means that India would soon be 

importing more nuclear reactors and producing more spent fuel, which can then be 

technically diverted to the weapon program.   

Pakistan’s nuclear weapon programme is based on highly enriched uranium 

(HEU) produced at its gas centrifuge facility at Kahuta. The amount required for a bomb 

is believed to be 12-25 kg, depending on the weapon design. The Kahuta enrichment 

plant produces about 110 kg of HEU (between 80 kg to 140 kg) annually, enough for at 

least four bombs and possibly as many as eight bombs each year. At this rate it is 

assumed that Pakistan should have accumulated 815-1230 kg or roughly 1.3 tons for 

weapons production. In 1988 the US reached an informal understanding with Pakistan, to 

freeze production of bomb-grade HEU indefinitely, and to refrain from enriching 

uranium to a level above 20 percent U235.82 Towards the end of 1991, by which time the 

moratorium went into effect, about 200 kg had been produced at Kahuta. Uranium 
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enrichment at Kahuta was only resumed after the nuclear tests in 1998.83 In 2001 the US 

Government estimated that Pakistan had fabricated fewer than 20 complete uranium 

based nuclear weapons and had produced enough plutonium to produce at least five 

weapons.84  

Western arms control experts allege that “Pakistan is ramping up its capacity to 

produce plutonium.”85 They estimate that it has already acquired about 1.2 tons of 

safeguarded reactor grade plutonium in the spent fuel from its nuclear power reactors. 

The 50-70 megawatt (MW) Khushab reactor, operational since 1999 can produce upto 

10-15 kg of plutonium annually, or enough material for 2 to 3 bombs.86 The third reactor 

being built at Khushab is likely to add to its plutonium stocks.87 The estimated annual 

production of plutonium at Khushab at 70 percent capacity is 13 kg and 60 percent 

capacity is 11 kg annually. This means that Pakistan has approximately 110 to 130 kg of 

plutonium. The median figure should be around 120 kg. Pakistan’s estimated HEU 

inventory is 1.3 tons or 1300 kg. According to Naeem Salik, this would translate into 52 

weapons from the HEU stocks and 20 weapons from the plutonium stocks. 88 A 2009 

American report estimates that Pakistan has enough fissile material (HEU and plutonium) 

to produce about 60 nuclear weapons. It elaborates that the implosion design Pakistani 

nuclear warheads with a solid core of HEU, requires approximately 15-20 kg per 

warhead. Pakistan is currently producing weapon grade HEU at the rate of at least 100 kg 
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per year.89 Based on the latest estimates of fissile materials, Western estimates put the 

Pakistani stockpile of nuclear warheads at 70-90.90 A recent comparison of Indian and 

Pakistani weapon grade fissile material stocks is given below: 

 

8.1: India-Pakistan Fissile Material Comparison 

 Weapon Grade 

plutonium (kg) 

Weapon Grade 

uranium (kg) 

Weapon Capability 

Estimates Low Medium High Low Medium High Low Medium High

India 280 400 600 Not Known 40 70 120 

Pakistan 5 15 45 815 1020 1230 35 60 95 

 

A recent report by the Washington Post alleges that Pakistan has nearly doubled 

its nuclear arsenal to 100 deployed weapons. It has also been claimed that Pakistan has 

“significantly accelerated the production of uranium and plutonium for bombs and 

developed new weapons to deliver them.” It has also been claimed that Pakistan was now 

“ahead of India, its nuclear-armed rival.”91 There is a feeling that such kind of 

propaganda is being done to blame Pakistan for its strong stand on FMCT. Pakistan has 

long feared that it may lose on the battle of the fissile material. It has campaigned for dual 

use nuclear deal similar to what the US has given to India. The US has rejected Pakistani 
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pleas on a number of occasions. However, Pakistan has been able to make progress with 

the Chinese, who have offered to build them two new nuclear reactors.92  

  FMCT is not the only area of divergence in US-Pakistan nuclear relations. Senior 

American security officials have made a case out of the security of Pakistani nuclear 

weapons. Although they concede that these are secure for the moment, they don’t rule out 

the worst case possibility of these falling into the hands of “terrorist groups and other 

extremist organizations,”93 like the dreaded Tehrik-e-Taliban Pakistan (TTP), which in 

their opinion threaten the “Pakistani government and the security of its nuclear arsenal.”94 

It order to allay these fears and concerns, the Pakistani security establishment has 

undertaken a series of well publicised efforts including the establishment of the 10,000 

strong Security Division and an elaborate Personnel Reliability Programme (PRP) to 

insure the safety of the men and material associated with its nuclear programme.95 The 

safety of Pakistani nuclear stores as compared to those of some highly developed 

countries has proved to be impeccable so far.   

 

8.2.1.1 Delivery Systems          

Nuclear weapons can only be effective, if the countries possessing these have 

reliable means of delivery. Both India and Pakistan have a well developed missile 

programmes. They also have a fleet of nuclear capable aircraft. Jaguars, Mirage 2000s, 

MiG27s and Su30s form the IAF’s nuclear strike force. The Prithvi SRBM and the Agni 

MRBM form the mainstay of the Indian ballistic missiles. Based on the Scud technology, 
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the short range Prithvi I can hit targets 150 km away with a 1000 kg warhead. It is a 

Pakistan specific missile.96 Prithvi II has an extended range of 350 kms.97 The solid 

propellant Agni 1 missile is meant for deeper targets located at the depth of 700-900 km. 

In the future, Agni I and II missiles are likely to become India’s preferred missile 

platforms. India has about one hundred nuclear armed ballistic missiles and an 

unspecified number of Brahmos supersonic cruise missiles.  

Although PAF’s F16 and Mirage V aircraft are capable of delivering nuclear 

weapons, Pakistan places a high priority on its nuclear capable ballistic missiles. Its 

missiles of choice are the liquid fuel Ghauri I and II missiles and the solid fuel Shaheen I 

and II missiles. The Ghauris are classified as MRBM’s. Ghauri/Hatf V can carry both 

conventional and nuclear warheads over a distance of 1300 kms.98 The Shaheen II, 

Ghauri III and Shaheen III are IRBM’s; and Hatf I B, Abdali, Ghaznavi, Shaheen I and M 

11 missiles are SRBM’s.99 The Babur cruise missile is the new addition to Pakistan’s 

strategic weapon system.100 Its aerial version the ALCM Ra’ad (Hatf VIII) has also been 

test fired.101 

8.2.2 Nuclear Doctrines 

India’s draft nuclear doctrine, published in August 1999, is based on a retaliatory, 

no-first-use policy.102 The Indian nuclear forces are meant to deter a nuclear attack from 
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Pakistan as well as China. Indians proclaim that they will not launch a nuclear attack 

against a non-nuclear state but reserve the right to launch nuclear weapons against 

nations that carryout chemical or biological warfare against India or its forces.103 The 

draft Indian nuclear doctrine declares that India’s nuclear forces would be based on a 

“triad of aircraft, mobile land-based missile, and sea-based assets,” and that “space-based 

and other assets shall be created to provide early warning, [and] damage/detonation 

assessment” for this force.104  India’s future nuclear arsenal is aimed at building 

minimum credible deterrence. Indian officials have variously estimated that this would 

require 36 to 150 nuclear weapons, capable of surviving a first strike and then delivering 

approximately one megaton equivalent (fifty 20 kiloton weapons or a smaller number of 

higher yield thermonuclear weapons) on about six cities, ten military targets, and two 

infrastructure targets in Pakistan, and of delivering twice as great a mega tonnage to 

twice as many targets in China.105  

Pakistan has not publicly announced an official nuclear doctrine, but it has made 

it quite clear through policy statements that its nuclear weapons are solely meant to deter 

India. Pakistan does not subscribe to a no-first use policy.106 Pakistan’s undeclared 

nuclear policy is meant to “offset India’s conventional superiority.” The Pakistani nuclear 

deterrence is based on the threat of punishment to Indian population centres. The known 

means to deliver the nuclear arsenals on to these targets include missiles and aircraft. The 

                                                 
103  Josy Joseph, ‘India sets up Strategic Forces Command,’ rediff.com, January 4, 2003, accessed May 1,  

2009, www.rediff.com/news/2003/jan/04nuke1.htm . 
104  India’s Draft Nuclear Doctrine. 
105  Mistry, “Military Technology, National Power and Regional Security: The Strategic Significance of 

India’s Nuclear, Military and Space, and Missile Defense Forces,” in Dittmer ed., Nuclear Security 
Dilemma, 51.     

106  Reshmi Kazi, “Pakistan’s Nuclear Doctrine and Strategy,” Military Articles #2361, Institute of Peace 
and Conflict Studies, August 23, 2007, accessed April 25, 2009,  

 www.ipcs.org/article_details.php?articleNo=2361&cID=4. 
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command and control of the nuclear infrastructure “rests primarily in military hands.”107 

The possibility of a conventional war between India and Pakistan escalating into an 

inadvertent nuclear war has become the stuff of serious academic discussions and 

scholarly treatises. A number of hypothetical pictures have been sketched outlining 

possible nuclear encounters. A report by a group of Italian physicists have quoted Lt Gen 

Khalid Kidwai, the DG of Pakistan’s Strategic Plans Division (SPD) as giving the 

following nuclear thresholds, in case deterrence breaks down and India attacks Pakistan:  

A.  India attacks Pakistan and conquers a large part of its territory (space threshold),  

B.  India destroys a large part either of its land or air forces (military threshold),  

C.  India proceeds to the economic strangling of Pakistan (economic strangling) and  

D.  India pushes Pakistan into political destabilization or creates a large scale internal 

subversion in Pakistan (domestic destabilization).108  

Unlike the Indian nuclear planners, who claim that their nuclear warheads are not 

mated with the delivery vehicles and are in a state “recessed deterrence,”109 officials 

associated with the Pakistani nuclear weapon programme downplay the conjecture that 

the Pakistani nuclear warheads are also ‘stored in disassembled state,’ as merely 

speculative.110 Such statements are meant to convey that Pakistani nuclear thresholds are 

low. Western analysts tend to believe that this may indeed be the case and speculate that 

the Pakistanis may use the nuclear weapons in the early stages of the war under the 

following circumstances:  

                                                 
107  Timothy D. Hoyt, “Strategic Myopia: Pakistan’s Nuclear Deterrence and Crisis Stability in South 

Asia,” in Dittmer, ed., Nuclear Security Dilemma, 116.  
108  P. Cotta-Ramusino & M. Martellini, Nuclear Safety, Nuclear Stability and Nuclear Strategy in 

Pakistan, Landau Network-Centro Volta, Como, Italy, January 14, 2002, accessed April 25, 2009), 
http://www.centrovolta.it/landau/content/binary/A%20Cooperative%20Threat%20Reduction%20and%
20Regiona%20lVerification-%20Monitoring%20Model%20for%20South%20Asia.%20The 
%20Pakistan % 20View.pdf . 

109  Tellis, Recessed Deterrence.  
110  Naeem A. Salik’s rejoinder to the editorial published in The News, June 8, 2009.  
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A.  Pakistan’s shorter-range ballistic missiles, like the Hatf 3 deployed near the 

border and forward airbases are threatened by Indian strike formations.  

B.  Vital strategic command and control systems are threatened as the battle develops.  

C.  Conventional munitions delivered by nuclear capable aircraft and missiles are 

misinterpreted as pre-emptive attacks to destroy or neutralise the adversary’s 

nuclear capability.  

D.  Once a credible Indian BMDS infrastructure comes up, Pakistan may adopt a 

launch-on-warning or launch-under-attack posture to pre-empt an Indian air or 

ballistic missile attack.111  

To avoid an early or inadvertent recourse to the use of nuclear weapons Pakistan 

and India signed an agreement in February 2007 to undertake measures to prevent 

nuclear accidents and unauthorised use of weapons.112 Notwithstanding, this agreement 

and a set of nuclear CBM’s and evidence that nuclear deterrence has held during the 

South Asian crises the western arms control experts insist that given the level of 

prevailing mistrust, another round of regional crisis could still trigger a nuclear war.113 

There are also nagging concerns that the strategic balance that now obtains may be upset 

as the conventional asymmetries widen and create pressures on one side for a pre-

emptory nuclear strike. The scenarios of inadvertent war outlined above flag the western 

anxiety that Indian conventional military superiority might trigger a nuclear response 

from Pakistan.  

 

                                                 
111   S. A. Smith. “Assessing the Risk of Inadvertent Nuclear Use Between India and Pakistan,” 2002,  

Naval Postgraduate School, Center for Contemporary Conflict,1 University Circle, Monterey, CA, 
93943, accessed October 6, 2009, http://www.ccc.nps.navy.mil/research/theses/ smith02.pdf. 

112  Nuclear Weapons Agreement, International Relations, April 15, 2007, accessed October 6, 2009, 
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8.3 NUCLEAR WAR OR STRATEGIC STABILITY? 

Western fears are heightened because they feel that left to their own devices; the 

two South Asian nations could resort to either planned or inadvertent use of nuclear 

weapons. It is often pointed out that during the episodes of tension between India and 

Pakistan international diplomacy had to play its full role to create crisis stability. Ganguly 

and Biringer have described crisis stability as “the measure of a country’s incentive not to 

strike pre-emptively in a crisis.” This “involves avoiding escalating to the top rung of the 

nuclear ladder in order to beat the adversary.” The incentives for crisis stability are “high 

when the incentives to strike first are low.” The need for crisis stability in the India-

Pakistan context is of significance in this crisis prone area, where “the mutual incentives 

to strike first” is great, because of “limited and vulnerable nuclear forces.” There are of 

course other sources of nuclear instability like technical glitches, natural calamities, 

command and control failures, “a rogue launch of a nuclear weapon,” and security 

breaches resulting in nuclear weapons falling into the hands of terrorist groups or sub-

national actors. “In the absence of robust surveillance capabilities,” western analysts fear 

that nuclear weapons could be launched on the basis of faulty or wrong intelligence. 

Ergo, it is argued that in an Indo-Pakistani conflict scenario, “a Pakistani decision maker, 

faced with seeming evidence of a massive Indian attack, may be tempted to threaten the 

first use of nuclear weapons.”114 The Pakistanis have belied western fears of jumping the 

gun and used these crises to hone their skills in the fine art of nuclear signalling. In the 

nuclear era there have been five major crises, namely the Siachen glacier intrusion by 

India in 1984, the mobilisation of Indian troops under the garb of Exercise Brasstacks in 

1987, the Kargil skirmish of 1999, the border confrontation of 2001-2002 and the attacks 
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on Mumbai in 2008. Nuclear threat was used for the first time by Pakistan, when it 

suspected India of planning an air raid in collusion with Israel in the mid-1980s. It has 

been claimed that nuclear tipped missiles were readied as the freedom movement in 

Kashmir gained strength in the spring of 1990. No nuclear threats were exchanged during 

the Kargil crisis, although the Americans used it as an excuse to coerce the Pakistani 

leadership for moving its forces behind the LOC. During the 2001-2002 military 

mobilisation Pakistani leadership used the nuclear threat to keep the Indians in check. 

Although no explicit nuclear threat was made in the aftermath of the Mumbai attacks in 

November 2008 but forces moved to battle stations, and nuclear forces were put on high 

alert.115 Keeping the past experience in mind, the following set of hypotheses can 

possibly materialise in the foreseeable future:  

 

8.3.1 Scenario I: Terrorism related Incidents 

 It is a historical fact that terrorism related incidents have the potential of 

snowballing into full blown wars. Two major wars in modern history have been attributed 

to acts of terrorism. The first one triggered the World War I and the second one resulted 

in America’s War on Terror. The murder of Archduke Franz Ferdinand on 28 June 1914 

was politically motivated. Six young Bosnian Serb assassins on the behest of Serbian 

military officers including their chief of the military intelligence killed the heir apparent 

of the Austro Hungarian Empire. This high profile murder caused the mobilisation of 

forces, which eventually led to the Great War of 1914-1919.116  Nearly a century later 

another set of attacks on the symbols of American military and industrial might by 
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324 
 

international jihadists caused one of the longest running retribution campaigns, which 

shows no signs of ending. 

The South Asian landscape is replete with examples, where acts of terrorism 

could have resulted in a military response from the aggrieved party. Prime examples are 

the burning of the Samjhota Express (February 2007) resulting in the death of 68 

passengers, 42 out of whom were Pakistanis and the bombing of the Malegaon Muslim 

cemetery attached to a mosque (September 2006). In January 2011, an extremist Hindu 

Swami Aseemanand owned up to his involvement in the attack on the train running 

between India and Pakistan and admitted that the operation was bankrolled and sponsored 

by Indresh Kumar, a leader of the right wing Hindu party RSS. He also blamed Kumar 

for his involvement in the blasts at Makkah Masjid, Hyderabad (May 2007), Durgah 

Ajmer Sharif (October 2007) and the Malegaon graveyard. Earlier Lt Col Srikant Prasad 

Purohit of the Indian MI, jailed since 2008 for his involvement in the Malegaon bombing, 

had admitted to organising the blast, with the intent of triggering a war.117  

A repeat of similar incidents cannot be ruled out. High Value Targets like 

civil/military command & control centres, and strategic assets, or area targets like 

commercial hubs and industrial areas could possibly be hit by non-state entities. The 

results would be all the more horrendous, if the attackers are armed with nuclear weapons 

or are targeting nuclear sites.118 There could be a number of possible reactions against 

such attacks, ranging from decapitating strikes against terrorist hideouts to missile strikes 

with conventional or nuclear warheads. Though surgical strikes may be precise or 

methodical and their explosive fallout limited, the escalation dynamics would be difficult 

                                                 
117  ‘Chance for Cooperation (editorial)’ and ‘India announces reward for leads in Samjhota case,’ Dawn, 
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to control. After the Mumbai incident in 2008, there were a number of indicators that the 

Indians were planning to carryout such attacks against the headquarters of JuD in 

Muridke and Pakistani intelligence agency, the ISI in Islamabad. If such strikes had taken 

place, there would have been an immediate retaliation,119  which could have then 

escalated into a full scale war. This is not to deny the fact that, ever since 9/11, the urge 

to conduct punitive strikes has become hard to hard to resist.  

Scenarios like Mumbai redux have become pulp fiction for Indian mainstream 

media and American think tanks. Daniel Markey, a senior CFR analyst has suggested that 

in case India retaliates in the event of a terrorist attack, Pakistan may be compelled to 

order a nuclear first strike.120 A Pakistani analyst has argued that to prevent such a 

scenario from materialising, media in India and USA should be restrained from 

pressurising their governments into executing their ‘retribution plans.’121 There would be 

a chain reaction, which would be hard to control.  

 

8.3.2 Scenario II: Low Intensity Conflict (LIC) Spiralling into War 

 The war in Vietnam began as low level insurgency but gradually expanded into a 

full scale war, in which the US forces simultaneously fought against the North 

Vietnamese Army (NVA) as well as the Vietcong guerrillas.122 The US combat troops 

were actively involved in military operations from 1965 and remain engaged till 1973 

peace accords. During the war, the US seriously considered using nuclear weapons but 

                                                 
119   A ranking Pakistani military officer told the author that a decision had been taken by the government to 
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instead made extensive use of chemical weapons. The use of WMD’s by one party 

neither altered the course of the war nor its final results.  

The first guerrilla war in Kashmir in 1947-48 remained confined to the disputed 

territory. The second low level conflict in Kashmir did get out of control in 1965 but this 

was before the age of nuclear stability. In August 1965 infiltrators were sent into Kashmir 

to politically ‘defreeze’ the issue and draw international attention to an issue, which had 

for all practical purposes been put on the backburner.123 India retaliated by launching 

military operations and capturing sensitive border outposts on the Pakistani side.124 

Pakistan countered by launching limited military operations across the ‘working 

boundary.’125 This was enough motivation for India to launch a two pronged offensive 

across the international border,126 and the rest is history.    

Kargil, a low level conflict that took place in the period immediately following 

the overt nuclearisation of India and Pakistan, remained confined to the immediate battle 

zone. The Americans assert that nuclear tipped missiles were readied during this crisis. A 

charge which has been rejected both by the Pakistani and Indian Army chiefs. There are 

many who feel that Kargil was a successful example of nuclear deterrence holding out.127 

8.3.3 Scenario III: Hostile Manoeuvres along the LoC/IB 

 Hostile manoeuvres in an environment charged with political and military 

misgivings can be dangerous. One such example is Exercise Brasstacks.128 The 

Brasstacks drills were carried out dangerously near the Pakistani restive province of 
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Sindh in 1987/88. The offensive configuration of the exercising troops led Pakistani 

planners to the conclusion that an attack was in the offing. The counter manoeuvre of the 

Pakistani forces towards the rebellious Indian state of Punjab threw the other side into 

disarray. At one time during these perilous manoeuvres Rajiv Gandhi’s government toyed 

with the idea of using nuclear weapons against Pakistan. The crisis was defused before it 

came to such a pass. Nonetheless, the moral of the story is that an unannounced or 

unscheduled military drill close to the border can jack up tensions, which could then 

develop into a full scale offensive leading to a nuclear war.  

 

8.3.4 Scenario IV: Renewed Nuclear Tests 

One nuclear explosions carried by India in May 1998 was supposed to be a 

thermonuclear test. Eleven years later, in August 2009, a retired defence scientist 

Krishnamurthy Santhanam declared the ‘H-bomb test’ a failure and “urged the Indian 

government to conduct further tests to advance their nuclear designs.”129 This is a clear 

indication that those in the Indian scientific community would like the nuclear testing to 

be renewed. If this is done there is likelihood that Pakistan may respond. Past experience 

tells us that at the time of nuclear testing tensions peak and the one who wants to prevent 

the nuclear tests of the others is tempted to launch a pre-emptive strike. Such attacks can 

aggravate and cause a war.  

Situations of acute tension between India and Pakistan are always a matter of 

touch and go. Deft diplomacy, a game of bluff and bluster, offensive posturing, nuclear 

signalling and involvement of third parties has helped reduce stress and anxiety and 

prevent a breakdown of nuclear deterrence in the past. Empirical evidence reveals that 
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crises could last from a couple of months (Kargil) to nearly a year (military standoff 

2002). The crisis-trajectory begins with the occurrence of an event that triggers a chain of 

events, threatening to escalate into a full scale war. The game of escalation dominance 

begins with a torrent of fiery rhetoric. Statesmen, soldiers and scientists join the fray. 

Pokerfaced leaders threaten dire consequences. Diplomatic relations are severed, over-

flights banned and rail and road movement stopped. Negotiations and dialogues and 

sporting events are cancelled. Troops are moved to the borders. Simultaneously the 

international community steps in. World leaders advise caution. Telephone calls are 

made, and envoys sent. If the situation doesn’t improve, travel advisories are issued and 

non-essential staffs and family member removed. Meanwhile subtle diplomatic as well as 

economic pressure is applied to keep the two nations in check. Little by little reality 

begins to sink in and the leaders threatening war, step back from the edge by making 

small concessions and taking reconciliatory measures. All this while, a concerned 

international community facilitates the return to normality. This complex game of 

managing the crisis has to be carefully choreographed, moving through an escalation 

ladder from asymmetric warfare to sub-conventional and conventional warfare right upto 

a possible nuclear war.130 During this intricate game of brinkmanship, a steely resolve has 

to be shown. A façade of a perception has to be maintained that the nuclear weapons are 

deployed, mated and ready to cause unacceptable damage. While remaining just below 

the threshold of acceptable international behaviour, the crisis stricken nation has to 

manoeuvre within the space available to wriggle out of the critical situation without a loss 

of face and territory and without giving any major concession to the adversary. If a crisis 

is carefully calibrated, strategic stability survives the showdown!  
                                                 
130 For a graphical representation of ‘India-Pakistan Escalation Ladder’ read Varun Sahni, ‘The Stability 

Instability Paradox: A Less than Perfect Explanation,’ in E. Sridharan (ed) The India-Pakistan Nuclear 
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I am, therefore, of view that despite concerns about a reduced escalation ladder, 

shorter reaction time, nascent command and control systems, and the possibility of 

misperception; nuclear deterrence is working in South Asia and is likely to remain the 

fulcrum of strategic balance in the near term.  



  

330 
 

 
BIBLIOGRAPHY 

BOOKS 

 Abdullah, Sheikh Mohammad. Atish-e-Chunar. Lahore: Chaudhry Academy, 1990). 

Abel, M. Glimpses of Indian National Movement. Hyderabad, India: The ICFAI 

University Press, 2005. 

Afkhami, Gholam R. The Life and Times of the Shah of Iran, Berkley: University of 

California Press, 2009. 

Ahmad, Shamshad. Dreams Unfulfilled. Lahore: Jahangir Book Depot Press, 2009. 

Ahmed, Mahmood, History of Indo-Pak War 1965. Karachi: Oxford University 

Press, 2006. 

Ahmed, Salahuddin. Bangladesh Past and Present. New Delhi: APH Publishing 

Corporation, 2004. 

Ahmer, Moonis ed., Foreign Policy Making Process: A Case Study of Pakistan, Karachi: 

Karachi University, 2009.  

Amin, Shahid M. Pakistan’s Foreign Policy, Karachi: Oxford University Press, 2005. 

Amini, Iradj. Napoleon and Persia. Taylor and Francis, 2000.  

Anand, A.S., The Constitution of Jammu & Kashmir: Its Development and Comments, 

6th Edition. Universal Law Publishing Company, 2006. 

Arif, K. M. Estranged Neighbours: India-Pakistan 1947-2010. Islamabad: Dost 

Publications, 2010.  

Arif, K. M. Khaki Shadows: Pakistan 1947-1997. Karachi: Oxford University Press 

2001. 

Arif, K. M. Working with Zia: Pakistan’s Power Politics 1977-1988. Karachi: Oxford 

University Press, 1996.  

Aron, Raymond. Peace and War: A Theory of International Relations, tr. R. Howard. A. 

Baker Fox, Garden City: Doubleday, 1966. 

Art, Robert J. America’s Grand Strategy and the World Politics. New York: Routeldge, 

Taylor & Francis Group, 2009. 



  

331 
 

Axman, Martin. Back to the Future: The Khanate of Kalat and the Genesis of Baloch 

Nationalism 1915-1955. Karachi: OUP, 2008.   

Aziz, Sartaj. Between Dreams and Realities: Some Milestones in Pakistan’s History, 

Karachi: Oxford University Press. 

Bajpai, Kanti P., P. R. Chari, P. I. Cheema, Stephen P. Cohen, and Sumit Ganguly, 

Brasstacks and Beyond: Perception and Management of Crisis in South Asia. 

New Delhi: Manohar Publishers & Distributors, 1995. 

Bajpai, Kanti P., P. R. Chari, P. I. Cheema, Stephen P. Cohen, and Sumit Ganguly, India 

and the Initiation of a Crisis, Brasstacks and Beyond: Perception and 

Management of Crisis in South Asia. New Delhi: Manohar Publishers & 

Distributors, 1995. 

Bar-Joseph, Uri, Michael Handel & Amos Perlmutter, Two Minutes over Baghdad. 

Routledge; 2nd edition, 2003.  

Barnett, Roger W. Asymmetric Warfare: Today’s Challenge to the U.S. Military Power. 

Washington, DC: Brassey’s Inc, 2003.  

Baxter, Craig & Charles Kennedy, eds. Pakistan 2000. Karachi: Oxford University Press, 

2000.    

Baxter, Craig, ed. Diaries of Field Marshal Mohammad Ayub Khan 1966-1972. Karachi: 

Oxford University Press, 2007.  

Baylis, John, James J. Wirtz, Eliot A. Cohen and Colin S. Gray, eds., Strategy in the 

Contemporary World: An Introduction to Strategic Studies. USA: Oxford 

University Press, 2nd Ed, 2007.  

Bazaz, Prem Nath. The History of the Struggle for the Freedom in Kashmir. New Delhi: 

Kashmir Publishing Co., 1954.   

Beaufre, André, Introduction to Strategy (New York: Praeger, 1965 [Introduction à la 

stratégie, Paris, 1963]) and Deterrence and Strategy (London: Faber, 1965 

[Dissuasion et stratégie Paris, Armand Colin, 1964]), NATO and Europe (1966 

[L'O.T.A.N. et l'Europe ]). 

Beaufre, André. Deterrence and Strategy. London: Faber, 1965.  

Bhagwat, Vishnu. The Eye Opening: As I Saw. New Delhi: Manas Publications, 2006.  



  

332 
 

Bhutto, Benazir. Foreign Policy in Perspective (Lahore: Classic, 1978). 

Bhutto, Z. A. If I am Assassinated. New Dehli: Vikas, 1979. 

Blight, James G., & David A. Welch. On the Brink: Americans and Soviets Reexamine 

the Cuban Missile Crisis. New York: Hill & Wang Pub, 1989.  

Blum, William. Rogue State: A Guide to the World’s Only Superpower. Monroe, ME: 

Common Courage Press, 2000. 

Bohm, Robert. Notes on India. Boston, MA: South End Press, 1981. 

Booth, Ken. Strategy and Ethnocentrism. Beckenham: Croom Helm, 1979. 

Bose, Biswanath. Royal Indian Navy Mutiny 1946. India: Northern Book Centre, 1999. 

Brians, Paul. Nuclear Holocausts: Atomic War in Fiction 1895-1984 (Kent, Ohio: Kent 

State University Press, 1987) 

Brine, Jenny J. Comecon: The Rise and Fall of an International Socialist Organization. 

UK: ABC-CLIO Ltd, 1993. 

Brodie, Bernard. Strategy in the Missile Age. Santa Monica, Cal: The Rand Corporation: 

1959.  

Brodie, Bernard. The Absolute Weapon: Atomic Power and World Order. New York: 

Harcourt, Brace and Co, 1946. 

Brown, William Alexander. The Gilgit Rebellion 1947. UK: IBEX, 1998.   

Brown, Anthony C. Operation: World War III Secret American Plan ‘Dropshot’ for War 

with the Soviet Union, 1957. London: Arms & Armour Publishers, 1979. 

Bundy, McGeorge. Danger & Survival: Choices about the Bomb in the First Fifty Years. 

New York: Vintage, 1988.  

Burke, S.M. Mainsprings of Indian and Pakistani Foreign Policies. Minneapolis:  

University of Minnesota Press, 1974. 

Burke S.M. & Lawrence Ziring. Pakistan's foreign policy: An historical analysis. 2nd 

ed. Karachi : Oxford University Press, 1990.   

Bush, R. C. Untying the Knot: Making Peace in the Taiwan Strait. Washington D.C.: 

Brookings Institution Press, 2006. 

Bush, Richard C. & Mike O’Hanlon, A War Like No Other: The Truth About China's 

Challenge to America. New Jersey: John Wiley & Sons. 2007. 



  

333 
 

Buzan, Barry & Richard Little, International Systems in World History: Remaking the 

Study of International Relations. New York: Oxford University Press, 2000. 

Campbell, John. Margaret Thatcher Volume Two: The Iron Lady. UK: Jonathan Cape 

Ltd, 2003. 

Candeth, K.P. The Western Front: Indo-Pakistan War in 1971. Dehra Dun: English Book 

Dep., 1997. 

Carnesale, Albert, Paul Doty, Stanley Hoffmann, Samuel P. Huntington, Joseph S. Nye & 

Scott D. Sagan. Living with Nuclear Weapons. New York: Bantam Books, 1983.  

Carter, Jimmy, Palestine: Peace Not Apartheid, New York: Simon & Schuster, 2007. 

Chari, P. R. The Indo-US Nuclear Deal: Seeking Synergy in Bilateralism. New Delhi: 

Routledge, Taylor & Francis Group. 

Chari, P. R., P. I. Cheema & S. P. Cohen, Four Crises & a Peace Process: American 

Engagement in South Asia. Washington D.C.: The Brooking Institution, 2007.   

Chari, P. R., P. I. Cheema and Stephen P. Cohen, The Compound Crisis of 1990: 

Perception, Politics and Security. London: Routledge, 2003. 

Cheema, P. I. Pakistan’s Defence Policy 1947-58. Lahore: Sang-e-Meel Publications, 

1998. 

Cheema, Z. I., Indian Nuclear Deterrence: Its evolution, Development and Implications 

for South Asian Security. Karachi: Oxford University press, 2010. 

Chengappa, Raj Weapons of Peace: Secret Story of India’s Quest to be a Nuclear Power. 

New Delhi: HarperCollins Publishers, India Pvt Ltd, 2000. 

Chomsky, Noam. Rogue States: The Rule of Force in World Affairs. Cambridge, Mass: 

South End Press, 2000. 

Cimbala, Stephen J. The Past and Future of Nuclear Deterrence. UK: Praeger Publishers, 

1998. 

Clancy, Tom with Anthony Zinni and Tony Koltz. Battle Ready. New York: Penguin 

Group, 2004. 

Clinton, William, J. Bill Clinton–My Life. New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 2004. 

Cloughley, Brian. A History of the Pakistan Army: Wars and Insurrections, 3rd Edition. 

Karachi: Oxford University Press, 2000.  



  

334 
 

Cohen, Avner. Israel and the Bomb. New York: Columbia University Press, 1999.  

Cohen, Stephen P. The Idea of Pakistan. Brookings Institution Press, 2004. 

Cohen, Stephen P. The Pakistan Army. Karachi: Oxford University Press, 1998.  

Collins, Larry & Dominique Lapierre. Freedom at Midnight. London: Grafton Books, 

1985. 

Coloumbis, Theodore A. & James H. Wolfe, Introduction to International Relations: 

Power and Justice. New Delhi: Prentice Hall of India Pvt Ltd, 1981. 

Cooper, John Milton. Breaking the Heart of the World: Woodrow Wilson and the Fight 

for the League of Nations. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001. 

Corera, Gordon. Shopping for Bombs: Nuclear Proliferation, Global Insecurity, and the 

Rise and Fall of the A.Q. Khan Network. London: Hurst & Company, 2006. 

Crile, George. Charlie Wilson’s War: The Extraordinary Story of the Largest Covert 

Operation in History. New York: Atlantic Monthly Press, 2003.  

Daalder, Ivo H., ed., Beyond Preemption: Force and Legitimacy in a Changing World. 

Washington D.C.: The Brookings Institution, 2007.   

Dalrymple, William. The Last Mughal: The Fall of a Dynasty: Delhi 1857. London: 

Bloomsbury, 2006. 

Datta, Savita. To Chaghi and Beyond...Nuclear Developments in Pakistan. New Delhi: 

I.K. International Pvt Ltd, 2003.  

Dittmer, Lowell, ed. South Asia’s Nuclear Security Dilemma. New Delhi: Pentagon 

Press, 2005. 

Dixit, J. N. India’s Foreign Policy: 1947-2003. New Delhi: Picus, 2003. 

Donnelly, Jack. Realism and International Relations, Cambridge, Mass: Cambridge 

University Press, 2000. 

Duiker, William J. & Jackson J. Spielvogel, World History: Vol. 1. Belmont, CA: 

Cengage Learning, 2006.   

El Sadat, Anwar. In Search of Identity. Great Britain: William Collins Sons & Co. 1978. 

Farooq, Siddique ul, White Paper on Kargil: Adventure or Trap (Lahore: Sagar 

Publishers, 2006).  



  

335 
 

Feldman, Shai. Israeli Nuclear Deterrence: A Strategy for the 1980s. New York: 

Columbia University Press, 1982. 

Freedman, Lawrence Evolution of Nuclear Strategy. London: MacMillan Press, 1987. 

Freedman, Lawrence. Deterrence, UK: Polity; 1st edition, 2004.  

Fricker, John. Battle for Pakistan: The Air War of 1965. UK: Ian Allan, 1979. 

Friedman, Julian R., Christopher Bladen & Steven Rosen, eds. Alliance in International 

Politics. Boston: Allyn and Bacon, Inc., 1970. 

Gaddis, John Lewis. The Cold War: A New History. New York: Penguin Press, 2005. 

Gallois, Pierre. The Balance of Terror: Strategy for the Nuclear Age. Boston: Houghton 

Mifflin Company, 1961. 

Ganguly, Sumit and S. Paul Kapur. Nuclear Proliferation in South Asia: Crisis 

Behaviour and the Bomb. UK: Routledge, 2009.  

Gauhar, Altaf. Ayub Khan: Pakistan’s First Military Ruler. Lahore: Sange-e-Meel, 1993. 

George, Alexander L. and Richard Smoke. Deterrence in American. Foreign Policy: 

Theory and Practice. New York: Columbia University Press, 1974. 

George, Alexander L., ed. Avoiding War: Problems of Crisis Management. Boulder, 

Colorado: Westview Press, 1991. 

Gettleman, Marvin E. Jane Franklin, Marilyn B. Young & H. Bruce Franklin, eds. 

Vietnam and America: The Most Comprehensive Documented History of the 

Vietnam War. New York: Grove Press, 1995. 

Goldstein, Avery. Deterrence and Security in the 21st Century: China, Britain, France, 

and the Enduring Legacy of the Nuclear Revolution. Stanford, Cal.: Stanford 

University Press, 2000. 

Goodby, James E. At the Borderline of Armageddon: How American Presidents managed 

the Atom Bomb. New York: Rowman & Littlefield, 2006. 

Government of India. White Paper on Jammu & Kashmir. New Delhi: GoI, 1948. 

Gray, Colin S. The Second Nuclear Age. Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner, 1999. 

Gray, Colin S. and Geofery Sloan, eds. Geoploitics, Strategy and Geography. London: 

Frank Cass Publishers, 1999.  



  

336 
 

Griffin, Robert E., & G.M. Giangreco. Airbridge to Berlin. Novato, CA: Presidio Press, 

1988 

Gupta, Amit. Building an Arsenal: The Evolution of Regional Power Force Structures. 

London: Greenwood Publishing Group, 1997. 

Hackett, John W. The Third World War: August 1985. New York: Macmillan, 1978. 

Hackett, John W. The Third World War: The Untold Story. New York: Macmillan, 1982. 

Hafemeister, David W. Physics and Nuclear Arms Today. New York: Springer, 1991.  

Hagerty, Devin T. & P.R. Chari, Fearful Symmetry: India Pakistan Crises in the Shadow 

of Nuclear Weapons. Oxford & IBH Publishing Company, 2005.  

Haider, S. Sajad. Flight of the Falcon: Story of a Fighter Pilot. Islamabad: Vanguard 

Books, 2009. 

Haqqani, Hussain. Pakistan: Between Mosque and the Military. Lahore: Vanguard 

Books, 2005. 

Hartog, Rudolf. The Sign of the Tiger: Subhas Chandra Bose and his Indian Legion in 

Germany, 1941-45. New Delhi: Rupa, 2001.  

Harvey, Frank P. The Future is Back: Nuclear Rivalry, Deterrence Theory, and Crisis 

Stability after the Cold War. Canada: McGill-Queen’s University Press, 1997. 

Hastings, Max & Simon Jenkins. The Korean War. New York: Simon & Schuster, 1987.  

Heikal, Mohammed H. Cutting the Lion’s Tail: Suez through Arab Eyes. London: Andre 

Deutsch Limited, 1986. 

Heiss, Mary Ann, & S. Victor Papacosma, eds., NATO and the Warsaw Pact: Intrabloc 

Conflicts. Kent: Kent University Press, 2008.  

Hersh, Seymour M. The Samson Option:Israel, America and the Bomb. New York: 

Random House, 1991.  

Hollis, Martin, & Steve Smith, Explaining and Understanding International Relations, 

USA: Oxford University Press, 1991. 

Hoyt, Timothy. Kargil: The Nuclear Dimension. Monterey, Cal: Naval Postgraduate 

School. 

Imperial Gazetteer of India. Vol. 15, London: Oxford University Press, 1908. 



  

337 
 

Jacobs, J.F.R. Surrender At Dacca: Birth Of A Nation. New Delhi: Manohar Publishers & 

Distributors, 1997. 

Johnston, Alastair Iain. Cultural Realism: Strategic Culture and Grand Strategy in 

Chinese History. NJ: Princeton University Press, 1995. 

Johnston, Alastair Iain. Cultural Realism: Strategic Culture and Grand Strategy in 

Chinese History. New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1998. 

Jones, Owen B. Pakistan: Eye of the Storm. New Delhi: Penguin Books, 2002. 

Kahn, Herman. On Escalation: Metaphors and Scenarios. New York: Frederick A. 

Praeger, 1965.  

Kahn, Herman. On Thermonuclear War. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1962. 

Kahn, Herman. Thinking about the Unthinkable in the 1980s. New York: Avon Books, 

1962.  

Kapur, S. Paul. Dangerous Deterrent: Nuclear Weapons Proliferation and Conflict in 

South Asia. New Delhi: Oxford University Press, 2008.   

Karnad, Bharat. Nuclear Weapons and Indian Nuclear Security: The Realist Foundations 

of Strategy, 2nd Edition. New Delhi: Macmillan India Ltd, 2005.  

Karnow, Stanley. Vietnam: A History, 2nd Revised Edition. USA: Penguin Books, 1997.  

Kavka, Gregory S. Moral Paradoxes of Nuclear Deterrence. Cambridge: Cambridge 

University Press, 1987. 

Kazi, Mojtaba. Burden of Proof and Related Issues - A Study on Evidence before 

International Tribunals. The Hague: Martinus NijhoffPublishers, 1966.  

Kazimi, M.R. A Concise History of Pakistan, Karachi: Oxford University Press, 2009.  

Kennedy, Paul. The Rise and Fall of Great Powers. New York: Vintage, 1989. 

Khan, Arshad Sami. Three Presidents and an Aide: Life, Power & Politics. New Delhi: 

Pentagon Papers, 2008.  

Khan, Gohar Ayub, Testing Times as Foreign Minister, Islamabad: Dost Publications, 

2009. 

Khan, Liaquat Ali. The Heart of Asia: Speeches in the US and Canada, May and June 

1950 by the Prime Minister of Pakistan, May and June 1950. Cambridge: Harvard 

University Press, 1950.  



  

338 
 

Khan, M. Akbar. Raiders in Kashmir. Karachi: Pak Publishers Limited, 1970. 

Khan, Mohammad Ayub Friends Not Masters: A Political Autobiography. Karachi: 

Oxford University Press, 1967. 

Khan, Mohammed Asghar. The First Round: Indo-Pakistan War 1965. Ghaziabad: Vikas 

Publishing House Pvt Ltd, 1979. 

Khan, Shahid-ur-Rehman. Long Road to Chagai. Islamabad: 1999, Print Wise 

Publication.  

Khan, Z.A. The Way it Was. Ali Majeed Printers: Lahore, 1998. 

Khan. Mohammed Musa. My Version: India-Pakistan War 1965. Lahore: Wajidalis, 

1983.  

Kissinger, Henry A. Nuclear Weapons & Foreign Policy. New York: W. W. Norton & 

Company, Inc. 1969. 

Kissinger, Henry A. Diplomacy.New York: Simon & Schuster, 1995.   

Kohli, M. S., & Kenneth J. Conboy. Spies in the Himalayas: Secret Missions and 

Perilous Climbs. Kansas: University Press of Kansas, March 2003. 

Korbel, Josef. Danger in Kashmir. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1954. 

Kux, Dennis. India and the United States: Estranged Democracies 1941-1991. Fort 

Lesley, McNair: National Defense University Press, 1993. 

Kux, Dennis, The United States and Pakistan, 1947-2000: Disenchanted Allies. 

Baltimore: John Hopkins University Press, 2001. 

Kux, Dennis. India-Pakistan Negotiations: Is Past Still a Prelude? Karachi: Oxford 

University Press, 2007. 

Lackey, Douglas P. Moral Principles and Nuclear Weapons. Lanham, MD: Rowman & 

Littlefield, 1984.  

Lal, P.C.  My Years with the IAF. New Delhi: Lancer International, 1986. 

Lamb, Alastair. Incomplete Partition: The Genesis of Kashmir Dispute 1947-1948. 

Karachi, Oxford University Press, 2002. 

Lamb, Alastair. Kashmir: A Disputed Legacy 1846-1990. Karachi: Oxford University 

Press, 1991. 



  

339 
 

Lavoy, Peter R. ed., Asymmetric Warfare in South Asia: The Causes and Consequences 

of the Kargil Conflict. New York: Cambridge University Press, 2009.  

Levy, Adrian & Catherine Scott-Clark. Deception: Pakistan, the United States and the 

Global Weapons Conspiracy. London: Atlantic Books, 2007.  

Liddell Hart, Basil H. Deterrent or Defense: A Fresh Look at the West’s Military 

Position. New York: Praeger, 1960. 

Liddell Hart, Basil H. The Revolution in Warfare. New Haven, CT: Yale University 

Press, 1947. 

Liska, George. Nations in Alliance. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press, 1962. 

Litwak, Robert S. Détente and the Nixon Doctrine. Cambridge: Cambridge University 

Press, 1986. 

Lowe, C.J. Italian Foreign Policy 1870-1940. USA: Routledge, 2002.  

Lüthi, Lorenz M. Sino Soviet Split: Cold War in the Communist World. Princeton 

University: Princeton, 2008. 

[Michael Scheuer], Imperial Hubris: Why the West is losing the War on Terror, Dulles, 

VA: Brassey’s Inc, 2004.  

Majumdar, R.C., H.C. Raychaudhuri & Kaukinkar Datta. An Advanced History of India, 

London: Macmillan, 1946. 

Malik, Tajammal H. The Story of My Struggle (Lahore: Jang Publishers, 1991. 

Malik, V. P. Kargil: From Surprise to Victory. New Delhi: Harper Collins & The India 

Today Group, 2007. 

Mansbach, R. W. & J. A. Vasquez, In Search of Theory: A New Paradigm for Global 

Politics, New York: Columbia University Press, 1981. 

Matinuddin, Kamal. The Nuclearization of South Asia. Karachi: Oxford University Press, 

2002. 

Matinuddin, Kamal. Tragedy of Errors: East Pakistan Crisis, 1968-1971. Lahore: 

WajidAlis Pvt Ltd, 1994. 

Maxwell, Neville. India’s China War. London: Jonathon Cape Limited, 1970. 

Mazari, Shireen. Kargil Conflict: Separating Fact from Fiction. Islamabad: Ferozsons, 

2005. 



  

340 
 

McDougall, Walter A. Promised Land, Crusader State: The American Encounter with the 

World since 1776. New York: Houghton Mifflin, 1997. 

Mirza, Humayun. From Plassey to Pakistan: The Family History of Iskandaer Mirza- 

The First President of Pakistan. Lahore: Ferozsons, 1999.  

Mitha, A.O. Unlikely Beginnings: A Soldier’s Life. Karachi: Oxford University Press, 

2003. 

Mogenthau, Hans J. Politics among Nations: The Struggle for Power and Peace. New 

York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1973, 5th Edition. 

Mohan, C. Raja. Crossing the Rubicon: The Shaping of India’s New Foreign Policy. New 

York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2004. 

Moise, Edwin E. Tonkin Gulf and the Escalation of Vietnam War. USA: University of 

North Carolina Press, 1996. 

Morgan, Patrick M., Deterrence Now, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003.  

Murray, Gilbert. From the League to UN, London: Oxford University Press, 1948. 

Musharraf, Pervez. In the Line of Fire: A Memoir. New York: Simon & Schuster, 2008. 

Nawaz, Shuja. Crossed Swords: Pakistan, its Army and the Wars Within. Karachi: 

Oxford University Press, 2008.   

Nehru, Jawaharlal, Selected Works, Second Series, Vol. 4. New Delhi: Oxford University 

Press, 1986. 

Nehru, Jawaharlal. The Discovery of India. New Delhi: Penguin Books, 2004.  

Noorani, A.G. Indian Political Trials: 1775-1947. New Delhi, Oxford University Press, 

2005. 

Northedge, F. S., & M. J. Grieve, A Hundred Years of International Relations, London, 

UK: Gerald Duckworth & Co Ltd, 1971. 

Nye, Joseph S. Nuclear Ethics. New York: Free Press, 1986. 

Panikkar, K.M. Asia and Western Dominance: A Survey of the Vasco Da Gama Epoch of 

Asian History 1498-1945. London:  George Allen & Unwin Ltd, 1953.  

Paul, T. V., ed. The India-Pakistan Conflict: An Enduring Rivalry. New York: 

Cambridge University Press, 2005. 



  

341 
 

Pearson, F. S. & J. M. Rochester, International Relations: The Global Condition in the 

Twenty-First Century, New York: McGraw-Hill Publications, 1997, 4th edition. 

Perkovich, George. India’s Nuclear Bomb: The Impact on Global Proliferation. Berkley: 

University of California Press, 1999.  

Preble, Christopher A. John F. Kennedy and the Missile Gap. Northern Illinois 

University Press, 2004. 

Pollack, Kenneth. The Persian Puzzle: The Conflict between Iran & America. New York: 

Random House, 2004. 

Ramsbotham, Oliver, Tom Woodhouse & Hugh Miall. Contemporary Conflict 

Resolution. Malden, MA: Polity Press, 2005, 2nd Edition. 

Rhodes, Richard. Arsenals of Folly: The Making of the Nuclear Arms Race. New York: 

Alfred A. Knopf, 2007. 

Ridgeway, Mathew B. The Korean War. New York: Doubleday, 1967.  

Rikhye, Ravi The Fourth Round: lndo-Pak War in 1984 (New Delhi: ABC Publishing 

House, 1982. 

Ritter, Scott. Dangerous Ground: America’s Failed Armed Controls Policy, From FDR 

to Obama. New York: Nation Books, 2010. 

Riza, Shaukat. The History of Pakistan Army: 1947-49.  Rawalpindi: Services Book 

Club, 1989.  

Riza, Shaukat. The Pakistan Army: War 1965. Lahore: WajidAlis Ltd, 1984. 

Rizvi, Hasan Askari. Military, State and Society in Pakistan. London: Palgrave 

Macmillan, 2000.  

Rizvi, Hasan Askari. The Military and Politics in Pakistan 1947-86. Lahore: Progressive, 

1987. 

Ross, Robert S. & Jiang Changbin, eds., Re-examining the Cold War: U.S.-China 

Diplomacy, 1954-1973. Harvard: Harvard University Asia Center, 2002. 

Rüger, Jan. The Great Naval Game: Britain and Germany in the Age of Empire. 

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007. 

Sagan, Scott D. & Kenneth N. Waltz. The Spread of Nuclear Weapons: A Debate 

Renewed. New York: W.W. Norton & Company, 2003, 2nd Edition.  



  

342 
 

Sagan, Scott D. The Limits of Safety: Organizations, Accidents, and Nuclear Weapons. 

New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1995. 

Salik, Naeem A. The Genesis of South Asian Nuclear Deterrence: Pakistan’s 

Perspective. Karachi: Oxford University Press, 2009.   

Salik, Siddiq. Witness to Surrender. Karachi: Oxford University Press, 1977. 

Sanger, David E. Inheritance: The World Obama Confronts and the Challenges to 

American Power, New York: Harmony Book, 2009. 

Sattar, Abdul. Pakistan’s Foreign Policy: A Concise History. Karachi: Oxford University 

Press, 2007.  

Sauer, Tom. Nuclear Inertia: US Nuclear Weapons Policy after the Cold War, New 

York: I.B. Taurus, 2005. 

Schell, Jonathan. The Seventh Decade: The New Shape of Nuclear Danger. New York: 

Metropolitan Books, Henry Holt and Company, 2007. 

Schelling, Thomas C. Arms and Influence, Yale: Yale University Press, 1967.   

Schelling, Thomas C. The Strategy of Conflict, Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 

1960.   

Schoenbaum, David. The United States and the State of Israel. NewYork: Oxford 

University Press. 

Schofield, Victoria. Kashmir in Crossfire. New York: I.B. Tauris, 1996. 

Schofield, Victoria. Kashmir in Crucible: India, Pakistan and the Unending War. New 

York: I. B. Tauris, 2003. 

Schon, August & Andre Olav Brundtland, eds. Small States in International Relations. 

Uppsala: Almqvist & Wicksells Botryckeri AB.  

Sen, L.P. Kashmir War of 1947-48: Slender was the Thread. New Delhi: Sangam Books, 

1973. 

Shahpuri, Abad. Mazil-e-Murad: Safar-e-Azadi kay 161 Toofani Barson ki Sarguzasht 

[The Cherished Destination: The Story of 161 Stormy Years of the Journey of 

Independence] (Islamabad: Book Promoters, 1995).  

Shahi, Agha. Pakistan’s Security & Foreign Policy. Lahore: Progressive Publishers, 

1988.  



  

343 
 

Shamim, M. Anwar. The Cutting Edge PAF: A Former Air Chief’s Reminiscences of a 

Developing Air Force. Lahore: Vanguard Books, 2010.   

Sheehan, Michael. The Balance of Power: History & Theory. London: Routledge, 2000. 

Shirer, William L. The Rise and Fall of the Third Reich: A History of Nazi Germany 

Revised Edition. New York: Touchstone, 1990.  

Siddiqa, Ayesha. Military Inc.: Inside Pakistan’s Military Economy. Karachi: Oxford 

University Press, 2007.   

Siddiqui, Aslam. Pakistan Seeks Security. London: Longman Green, 1960. 

Singh, Harbaksh. War Despatches: The Indo-Pak Conflict, 1965. New Delhi: Lancer 

Publishers, 1988. 

Singh, Jaswant & S.P. Bhatia. Conflict & Diplomacy: US and the Birth of Bangladesh 

Pakistan Divides. New Dehli: Rupa & Company, 2008. 

Spalding, Elizabeth Edwards. The First Cold Warrior: Harry Truman, Containment and 

the Remaking of Liberal Internationalism. Kentucky: University Press of 

Kentucky 2006.  

Sridharan, E., ed. The India-Pakistan Nuclear Relationship: Theories of Deterrence and 

International Relations. New Delhi: Routledge, 2007. 

Strachan, Hew & Andreas Herberg-Rothe, eds., Clausewitz in the Twenty First Century. 

Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007. 

Strachan, Hew. The First World War. London: Simon & Schuster, 2006.  

Sundarji, Krishnaswamy. Blind Men of Hindoostan: Indo-Pak Nuclear War. New Delhi: 

UBS Publishers Distributors, 1993. 

Talbot, Ian. Pakistan: A Modern History. New Delhi: Foundation Books, 2009.  

Talbot, Strobe. Engaging India: Diplomacy, Democracy, and the Bomb. Washington DC: 

Brookings Institution Press, 2004. 

Tellis, Ashley India’s Emerging Nuclear Posture: Between Recessed Deterrent and 

Ready Arsenal. Santa Monica, Cal.: Rand Corp, 2001.  

The History of the Pakistan Air Force 1988-1989: A Battle against all Odds. Shaheen 

Foundation: Islamabad, 2000.  



  

344 
 

The Kargil Review Committee Report: From Surprise to Reckoning. New Delhi: Sage 

Publications, 1999. 

Trauschweizer, Ingo. The Cold War U.S. Army: Building Deterrence for Limited War. 

Kansas: University Press of Kansas, 2008. 

Trautmann, Thomas R. Kauṭilya and the Arthaśāstra: A Statistical Investigation of the 

Authorship and Evolution of the Text. Leiden: Brill, 1971. 

Villalon, L. J., Andrew & Donald J. Kagay, eds. The Hundred Years War: A Wider 

Focus. Boston: Brill, 2005. 

von Clausewitz, Carl. On War, London: N. Trübner, 1873, trans. Col J.J. Graham. 

Waltz, Kenneth N. Theory of International Politics. New York: McGraw-Hill 

Publications, 1979. 

Warraich, Suhail. The Traitor Within: Nawaz Sharif's Story In His Own Words. Sagar 

Publishers, 2008. 

Weeks, William E. John Quincy Adams and American Global Empire. Kentucky: 

University Press of Kentucky, 2002.   

Windsor, Philip. Strategic Thinking: An Introduction and Farewell, Marts Berdel & 

Spyros Economides, eds. New Delhi: Viva Books Private Limited, 2006. 

Wirsing, Robert G. India, Pakistan and the Kashmir Dispute: On Regional Conflict and 

Its Resolution. New York: M.E. Sharpe, 2003.  

Wirsing, Robert G. Kashmir in the Shadow of War: Regional Rivalries in the Nuclear 

Age. New York: M.E. Sharpe, 2003.  

Wolpert, Stanley. India and Pakistan: Continued Conflict or Cooperation. Berkley: 

University of California Press, 2010.  

Wolpert, Stanley. Nehru: A Tryst with Destiny. New York, Oxford University Press: 

1996. 

Wolpert, Stanley. Shameful Flight: The Last Years of the British Empire in India. 

Karachi: Oxford University Press, 2006.  

Woodward, Bob. Obama’s War: The Inside Story. London: Simon & Schuster, 2010.    

Zagare, Frank D. & D. Marc Kilgour. Perfect Deterrence. Cambridge: Cambridge 

University Press, 2000.  



  

345 
 

Zaheer, Hasan. The Time and Trial of the Rawalpindi Conspiracy, 1951: The First Coup 

Attempt in Pakistan. Karachi: Oxford University Press, 1998. 

Ziegler, Philip. Mountbatten: The Official Biography. London: Phoenix Press, 2001. 

Zimmermann, Matilde. Sandinista: Carlos Fonseca and the Nicaraguan Revolution. 

Durham, NC: Duke University Press Books, 2000.  

 

 

 

MAGAZINES/JOURNALS/YEARBOOK 

Ali, Tariq, ‘Bitter Chill of Winter,’ London Review of Books, Vol. 23 No. 8 · 19 (April 

19, 2001), www.lrb.co.uk/v23/n08/ ali_01_.html. 

Adams, D. K. A Note: Geopolitics and Political Geography in the United States Between 

the Wars, Australian Journal of Politics and History, Vol. 6, Issue 1 (May 1960): 

77-82,  onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1467-8497. 1960. tb00783. x/full. 

Ali, Mubarak, ‘Reinterpretation of Arab Conquest of Sindh,’ New Age Islam (July 28, 

2007), http://www.newageislam.com/NewAgeIslamArticleDetail.aspx?ArticleID 

=3203. 

Amin, A. H., The Sepoy Rebellion of 1857-59, Defence Journal (August 2001), 

www.defencejournal.com/2001/august/sepoy.htm. 

Amin, A.H., Remembering our Warriors: Interview with Tajammal H. Malik, Defence 

Journal, September 2001, pakistan-army-interviews.blogspot.com/2008/11 /maj-

gen-retd-tajammal-hussain-malik.html. 

Akhtar, Shaheen, ‘War on Terrorism & Kashmir Issue,’ Institute of Regional Studies, 

Islamabad, 

  www.pu.edu.pk/polsc/jops/Currentissue-pdf/SHAHEEN%20 AKHTAR.pdf. 

Anderson, James. ‘The Airstrike Option to Iran’s Nuclear Ambitions,’ DefenseNews, 

(January 18, 2010).  

Ashraf, Tariq Mahmud, ‘Airpower Imbalance – Nuclear Pakistan’s Achilles’ heel,’ Air 

Power Journal (Fall 2008).  



  

346 
 

‘Australia Takes Command of Combined Task Force CTF-150,’ India Defence, October 

15, 2010, www.india-defence.com/reports-4634.  

Baluyevsky, Yuri, ‘Strategic Stability in a Globalized World.’ Russia in Global Affairs, 

No.5 (December 1, 2003), eng.globalaffairs.ru/numbers/5 /500.html.     

Baluyevsky, Yuri. ‘Strategic Stability in a Globalized World: A Common Agenda for 

Russia and the United States.’ Russia in Global Affairs (December 1, 2003), 

eng.globalaffairs.ru/number/n_2142  

Birdwood, Lord, Kashmir, International Affairs, Vol. 28, No. 3, Royal Institute of 

International Affairs 1944 (July 1952): 299-309.  

Brzezinski, Zbignew, “An Agenda for NATO: Towards a Global Security Net,” Foreign 

Affairs (September/October 2009), www.ForeignAffairs .com.  

Buchan, Bruce, ‘Explaining War and Peace: Kant and Liberal IR Theory,’ Alternatives: 

Global, Local, Political, Vol. 27, No. 4 (Oct-Dec 2002): 407-428, 

findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_hb3225/is_4_27/ai_n28967444/pg_1.   

Bukhari, Parvaiz. ‘Cruel Summer: Kashmir’s Season of Unrest Challenges India,’ Jane’s 

Intelligence Review, Vol. 32, No. 12, (December 2010): 8-13.  

Burns, R. Nicholas, America’s Strategic Opportunity with India: The New US India 

Partnership, Foreign Affairs (November/December 2007). 

Chang, Gordon H., ‘To the Nuclear Brink: Eisenhower, Dulles, and the Quemoy-Matsu 

Crisis,’ International Security, Vol. 12, No. 4 (Spring 1988): 96-123, 

www.globalsecurity.org/military/ops/quemoy_ matsu.htm. 

Charmley, John, “Balance of Power,” New Perspective, Vol. 6, No. 1, www.history 

-ontheweb.co.uk/ concepts/balanceofpower61.htm.  

Cheema, Z. I., ‘The Role of Nuclear Weapons in Pakistan’s Defence Strategy,’ IPRI 

Journal (Summer 2004), ipripak.org/journal/summer2004/therole.shtml.  

Ch VIII: Pakistani Nuclear Forces, Military Spending and Armament 2008, SIPRI 

Yearbook 2009: Armament, Disarmament and International Security, 374, 

www.sipri.org/research/armaments/nbc/nuclear/pakistan. 

Cimbala, Stephen J., ‘Is a Soviet ‘Bolt From The Blue’ Impossible?’ Air University 

Review (May-June 1985),  



  

347 
 

 www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/aureview/1985/may-jun/cimbala.html. 

Cotta-Ramusino, Paolo, ‘The Unasked Question,’ The Bulletin of Atomic Scientists, Vol. 

55, No. 4 (July/August 1999), thebulletin.metapress.com/index/ 

V6V623P14538U296.pdf. 

Dannat, Richard. Interview: “Standing Firm,” Jane’s Intelligence Review, Vol. 23, No. 01 

(January 2011).   

Evans, Alexander, ‘Why Peace Won’t Come to Kashmir,’ Current History, Vol. 100, No. 

645 (April 2001): 160-165. 

Fair, C. Christine, ‘India and Iran: New Delhi’s Balancing Act,’ The Washington 

Quarterly, Vol. 30, No. 3 (Summer 2007): 145-155. 

Forden, Geoffrey, Pavel Podvig & Theodore A. Postol, ‘Russian Strategic Nuclear Forces 

– False Alarms, Nuclear Danger.’  IEEE Spectrum, Vol. 37, No 3, (March 2000), 

russianforces.org/podvig/eng/publications/sprn/20000300ieee /index.shtml.  

Gaddis, John Lewis. ‘The Rise, Fall and Future of Détente,’ Foreign Affairs (Winter 

1983/84), http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/38231/john-lewis-gaddis/the-

rise-fall-and-future-of-d%C3%83%C2%A9tente.  

Gill, John H., ‘Dissuasion and Confrontation: US Policy in India and Pakistan Crises,’ 

Strategic Insights Vol. III, Issue 10, (October 2004), www.ccc.nps.navy.mil/si 

 /2004/oct/gillOct04.asp.  

Gilles, Wetter, J. ‘The Rann of Kutch Arbitration,’ The American Journal of 

International Law, Vol. 65, No. 346 (1971): 346, www.jstor.org/stable/2199243.  

Grant, Rebecca, Dien Bien Phu, The Air Force Magazine, Vol. 87, No. 8 (August 2004), 

           http://www.airforce-magazine.com/MagazineArchive/Pages/2004/August 

%202004/0804dien.aspx.  

Gray, Colin S. ‘National Style in Strategy: The American Example,’ International 

Security, 6, No. 2 (Fall 1981). 

Gray, Colin S. ‘Strategic Culture as the Context: The First Generation of Theory Strikes 

Back’ Review of International Studies, 25: 1 (January 99): 49-69.  

Guo, Jerry. “North Korea’s New Hard Line,” Newsweek Pakistan (December 6, 2010): 

38-39. 



  

348 
 

Haas, Mark L. ‘Prospect Theory and the Cuban Missile Crisis,’ International Studies 

Quarterly (2001), 45: 241-270, www.jstor.org/stable/3096110. 

Haas, Mark L. “Prospect Theory and the Cuban Missile Crisis,” International Studies 

Quarterly, Vol. 45, No. 2, (2001): 241-270. 

Hagerty, Devin T. ‘Nuclear Deterrence in South Asia: the 1990 Indo-Pakistani Crisis,’ 

International Security, Vol. 20, No 3, (Winter 1995), www.mtholyoke.edu/acad 

          /intrel/sasianuk.htm. 

Hasan, Khalid, “Private View:  The Truth about Ganga Hijacking,” The Friday Times, 

April 11, 2003, www.khalidhasan.net/columns-private-view-friday-times. 

Hibbs, Mark. ‘US now believes Pakistan to use Khushab Plutonium in Bomb,’ 

Nucleonics Week (July16, 1998), www.globalsecurity.org/wmd/world 

 /pakistan/khushab.htm.   

Hecker, Siegfried S., “What I found in North Korea: Pyongyang’s Plutonium is no longer 

the only Problem,” Foreign Affairs (December 9, 2010),  

 www.foreignaffairs.com/.../siegfried-s-hecker/what-i-found-in-north-korea. 

Heinze, Eric A. ‘Humanitarian Intervention and the War in Iraq: Norms, Discourse and 

State Practice,’ Parameters (Spring 2006): 20-34,  

 www.carlisle.army.mil/usawc/Parameters/06spring/heinze.htm. 

Heiss, Mary Ann S. & Victor Papacosma, eds., NATO and the Warsaw Pact: Intrabloc 

Conflicts. Kent: Kent State University, 2008. 

Herring, George C., & Richard H. Immerman, ‘Dienbienphu: “The Day we didn’t go to 

War” revisited,’ The Journal of American History, Vol. 71, No. 2 (September 

1984): 343, www.jstor.org/stable/1901759.  

Hershberg, Jim, “Anatomy of a Controversy: Anatoly F. Dobrynin’s Meeting with 

Robert F. Kennedy, Saturday, 27 October 1962,” The Cold War International 

History Project Bulletin, Issue 5 (Spring 1995),  

 www.gwu.edu/~nsarchiv/nsa/cuba_mis_cri/moment.htm  . 

Hoeber, Amoretta M. ‘Strategic Stability,’ Air University Review, (July-August 1968), 

www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/aureview/1968/jul-aug/hoeber .html.   



  

349 
 

Ignatius, Adi, ‘Ussuri River: Icy Wargames 1969, Clashing with the ex Soviet Master,’ 

Times, Vol. 154, No. 10 (September 27, 1999), www.time.com/time/asia 

 /magazine/99/0927/ussuri.html. 

 “India: ‘Intolerable’ Goa,” Time (Dec. 22, 1961), www.time.com/time/magazine 

/article/0,9171,827139,00.html. 

‘Induction of First Ever IW/EW Jet Aircraft and Second Batch of Z9EC Helicopters,’ 

Hilal (December 2010): 44.   

International Boundary Consultants, ‘India’s Boundary Disputes with China, Nepal, and 

Pakistan,’ International Boundary Monitor (May 15, 1998), www.boundaries 

          .com/India.htm.  

Ivanov, Igor, ‘The Missile-Defense Mistake: Undermining Strategic Stability and the 

ABM Treaty,’ Foreign Affairs, Vol. 79, No. 5 (September/October 2000): 15-20, 

www.missilethreat.com /resources/pageID.257/default.asp.  

Jervis, Robert “Weapons without Purpose? Nuclear Strategy in the Post Cold War Era,” 

Foreign Affairs (July/August 2001): 143-148.  

Jervis, Robert, ‘The Political Effects of Nuclear Weapons: A Comment,’ International 

Security, Vol. 13, No. 2 (Fall 1988): 90. 

Jervis, Robert, ‘Weapons without Purpose? Nuclear Strategy in the Post Cold War era,’ 

Foreign Affairs, Vol. 80, no. 4 (July/August 2001),  

 www.foreignaffairs.com/robert-jervis/weapons-without-purpose-nuclear-strategy-

in-the-post-cold-war-era. 

Jing-dong Yuan, “The Dragon and the Elephant: Chinese-Indian Relations in the 21st 

Century,” The Washington Quarterly, Vol.30, No. 3 (Summer 2007): 132. 

Johnston, Alastair Iain, ‘Thinking about Strategic Culture,’ International Security, Vol. 

19, No. 4 (Spring 1995): 32-64. 

Joshi, Yogesh, ‘The Cold End of Cold Start Doctrine,’ IPCS, October 13, 2010, 

http://www.ipcs.org/article/india/the-cold-end-of-cold-start-doctrine-3258.html. 

Kanwal, Gurmeet, ‘Artillery Guns for New Weapons,’ India Strategic (May 2008) 

www.indiastrategic.in/topstories115.htm. 



  

350 
 

Kaplan, Robert, ‘Center Stage for the Twenty First Century: Power Play in the Indian 

Ocean,’ Foreign Affairs, (March/April 2009): 21. 

Kapur, Ashok ‘A Nuclearizing Pakistan: Some Hypothesis,’ Asian Survey, Vol. 20, No. 5 

(May 1980): 495.   

Kahneman, Daniel, & Amos Tversky. ‘Prospect Theory: An Analysis of Decision under 

Risk,’ Econometrica, Vol. 47, No. 2. (March 1979): 263-292, 

http://links.jstor.org/sici?sici=00129682%28197903%2947%3A2%3C263%3APT

AAOD%3E2.0.CO%3B2-3. 

Kapur, S. Paul, “India and Pakistan’s Unstable Peace – Why Nuclear South Asia is not 

like Cold War Europe,” International Security, Vol. 30, No. 2 (Fall 2005).  

Kazi, Reshmi, “Pakistan’s Nuclear Doctrine and Strategy,” Military Articles #2361, 

Institute of Peace and Conflict Studies, (August 23, 2007), 

www.ipcs.org/article_details.php?articleNo=2361&cID=4. 

Khan, M. Ayub, ‘The Pakistan-American Alliance,’ Foreign Affairs (January 1964), 

www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/23567/mohammed-ayub-khan/the-pakistan-

american-alliance. 

Khan, Muhammad Asghar, The Hanging of Bhutto, Pakistan Link, April 2002, 

www.pakistanlink.com/Letters/2002/April/12/01.html. 

Kennan, George F. “The Sources of Soviet Conduct,” Foreign Affairs (July 1947).  

Kipp, Jacob Lester Grau, Karl Prinslow and Captain Don Smith, The Human Terrain 

System: A CORDS for the 21st Century, Military Review (September-October 

2006): 10, www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/milreview/kipp.pdf. 

Kissinger, Henry A. ‘Our Nuclear Nightmare,’ Newsweek, February 7,  

 www.newsweek.com/id/183673.  

Knight, Andrew, “The Conduct of American Foreign Policy: Ronald Reagan’s Watershed 

Year?” Foreign Affairs (1982).  

 www.foreignaffairs.org/19830201faessay8311/andrew.../the-conduct-of-

american-foreign-policy-ronald-reagan-s-watershed-year.html. 

Kreppon, Michael ‘The Mushroom Cloud that wasn’t,’ Foreign Affairs, (May/June 

2009): 4. 



  

351 
 

Ladwig III, Walter C., ‘A Cold Start for Hot War? The Indian Army’s New Limited War 

Doctrine,’ International Security, Vol. 32, No. 3(Winter 2007/08): 158-190, 

http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/17972/cold_start_for 

_hot_wars_the_indian_armys_new_limited_war_doctrine.htmlMackinder, 

Halford J. “The Geographical Pivots of History,” The Geographical Journal, Vol. 

XXIII, No. 4 (April 1904): 421–37.   

Lavoy, Peter R. & Stephen A. Smith. ‘The Risk of Inadvertent Nuclear Use between 

India and Pakistan,’ Strategic Insights (February 2003),  

http://www.nps.edu/Academics/centers/ccc/publications/OnlineJournal/2003/ 

feb03/southAsia2.html.  

Lavoy, Peter R. and Stephen  A. Smith, The Risk of Inadvertent Nuclear Use Between 

India and Pakistan, Strategic Insights, Vol. II, No. 2 (February 2003), 

www.ccc.nps.navy.mil/people/lavoy.asp. 

Lavoy, Peter, and Surinder Rana, Standoff between India and Pakistan, Strategic Insights, 

Vol.  I, Issue 1 (March 2002). www.ccc.nps.navy.mil/si/mar02/southAsia.asp. 

Lewis, Jeffrey, “Regional Restraint: The Uses of Nuclear Weapons-Free Zones,” Jane’s 

Intelligence Review, Vol. 22, No. 02 (February 2010): 48-51.   

Lodhi, Sardar F.S., ‘General Jehangir Karamat,’ Cover Story in Defence Journal 

(November 1998), accessed April 25, 2008, www.defencejournal.com/nov98 

/genjehangir.htm.   

Loo, Bernard, ‘Geography and Strategic Stability, Journal of Strategic Studies, Vol. 26 

(March 1, 2003): 156 – 174,  www.informaworld.com/index/791531456.pdf. 

Mackinder, Halford J. “The Round World and the Winning of the Peace,” Foreign 

Affairs, Vol. 21, No. 4 (July 1943): 595-605.  

Mackinder, Halford J., ‘The Geographical Pivots of History,’ The Geographical Journal, 

23 (1904): 421–37.  

Making, Douglas C., ‘War, No-War, and the India-Pakistan Negotiating Process,’ 

Pacific Affairs, Vol. 60, No. 2 (Summer 1987): 271-294.    

 ‘Nuclear Sharing: NATO and N-1 Country,’ Foreign Affairs, Vol. 39, No. 3. (April 

1961): 355-387.   



  

352 
 

‘The Start of SALT,’ Time, Vol. 94, No. 21 (November 21, 1969), 

www.time.com/time/magazine/0,9263,7601691121,00.html. 

Mian, Zia and A.H. Nayyar, Again, Desperate Times: General Musharraf’s 1999 Coup, 

Himal (November 1999), Vol. 12, No. 11, www.ssrc.org/pakistancrisis /wp-

content/ uploads/2008/01/mian-nayyar-1999.pdf .  

Mumtaz, Kashif, Changing Patterns of Iran-India Relations, ISSI Journal (2006), 

www.issi.org.pk/journal/2006_files/no_2/article/a1.htm. 

Noorani, A.G. ‘The Dixon Plan,’ Frontline, Vol. 19, Issue 21 (October 12-25, 2002), 

www.frontline.in/fll921/stories/20021025002508200.htm. 

Noorani, A.G., The Truth about Agra, Frontline, Vol. 22, Issue 15 (July 16-29 2005), 

www.hinduonnet.com/fline/fl2215/.../20050729002104400.htm.   

Olmert, Ehud. Interview: ‘Israel does not rule out Military Strike on Iran,’ Der Spiegel, 

(December 11, 2006), www.spiegel.de/international/spiegel/0 

,1518,453678,00.html.  

Opall-Rome, Barbara & Vivek Raghuvanshi, ‘India Seeks Israeli Ofeq 5 Spy Satellite 

Imagery,’ Space News, October 3, 2003, wwww.space.com/spacenews/archive03/ 

spyarch_100303.html. 

Opall-Rome, Barbara ‘Develop it Yourself: Eilam Book Recounts Decades of US-Israeli 

R&D, Acquisition Deals,’ DefenseNews (January 11, 2010): 7.  

Opall-Rome, Barbara, ‘US Expands War Stocks in Israel,’ DefenseNews (January 11, 

2010): 4.  

Palmer, Norman D., ‘The Changing Scene in Kashmir,’ Far Eastern Survey, Vol. 22, 

No. 12 (Nov. 1953): 157-163, links.jstor.org/sici?sici=0362...0.CO%3B2-6.2004, 

www.saarc-sec.org/main.php?id=14&t=4.  

Parrington, Alan J., ‘Mutually Assured Destruction Revisited – Strategic Doctrine in 

Question,’ Aerospace Power Journal (Spring 1997),  

 www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj97/win97/parrin. html. 

Qadir, Shaukat, “An Analysis of the Kargil Conflict 1999,” RUSI Journal, (April 2002). 

Raghuvanshi, Vivek “Indian Aerospace Command to Operate Military Satellites,” Space 

News, April 4, 2005,  



  

353 
 

 www.space.com/spacenews/archive05 /Milspace_040405.html. 

Raghuvanshi, Vivek, ‘India fears Airfield Project Dispute could hurt Readiness,’ 

DefenseNews, (January 11, 2010): 16.  

Raghuvanshi, Vivek, ‘India Plans to Acquire U.S., Israeli MDs,’ DefenseNews 

(September 6, 2010): 16.    

Raghuvanshi, Vivek, ‘India Strives to Field Missile Defense by 2012,’ Defense News, 

March 30, 2009, www.defensenews.com.    

Raghuvanshi, Vivek, ‘India Wants First 2 Subs Built Overseas for Quick Delivery,’ 

DefenseNews (September 13, 2010): 30.   

Raghuvanshi, Vivek, ‘Indian Defense Budget Focus Shifts,’ DefenseNews, (September 

20, 2010):  

Rahman, S.M., ‘Denigrating our Heroes,’ Defence Journal (July 1998),  

http://www.defencejournal.com/july98/denigrating.htm. 

Ramberg, Bennet, “The Next Mumbai: The Future of India Pakistan Deterrence,” World 

Politics Review (December 8, 2009), www.worldpoliticsreview.com/article 

 .aspx?id=4769. 

Ray, Ayesha, The Effects of Pakistan’s Nuclear Weapons on Civil-Military Relations in 

India, Strategic Studies Quarterly (Summer 2009): 13-45, http://oai.dtic.mil/oai 

 /oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA510338. 

Record, Jeffrey ‘Nuclear Deterrence, Preventive War, and Counterproliferation,’ Policy 

Analysis, No 519 (July 8, 2004): 1, www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa519.pdf. 

Rosen, Stephen Peter. ‘After Proliferation: What to do if more States go Nuclear,’ 

Foreign Affairs (September/October 2006),  

 www.foreignaffairs.org/20060901facomment85502/stephen-peter-rosen/after-

proliferation-what-to-do-if-more-states-go-nuclear.html.  

Rizvi, Hasan Askari ‘Pakistan’s Nuclear Testing,’ Asian Survey, Vol. XLI, No. 6, 

(November/December 2001):  943.   

Rethniraj, T.S. Gopi, “Bang or Whimper? Reconsidering India’s Nuclear Capabilities,” 

Jane’s Intelligence Review, Vol. 21, No12 (December 2009): 48.  



  

354 
 

Salik, Naeem A., ‘Confidence Building Measures between India and Pakistan,’ NDU 

Journal (2010): 45-82.   

Salik, Naeem A., ‘Much Fuss about Nothing,’ The Friday Times (May 29-June 4, 2009).  

Seshu, Geeta, “Media and Kargil: Information Blitz with Dummy Missiles,” Economic 

and Political Weekly (October 9, 1999), www.jstor.org/stable/4408501. 

Siddiqui, Fazalur Rahman, ‘Indus Basin Irrigation System of Pakistan,’ TBL CSR 

Journal, (July 10, 2008), www.tbl.com.pk/indus-basin-irrigation-system-of-

pakistan/. 

Singh, Jaswant, ‘Against Nuclear Apartheid,’ Foreign Affairs (September/October 1998), 

http://www.indianembassy.org/pic/js/js(foreignaffairs).html. 

Unatewale, Mukund G., ‘The Kutch Sind Dispute: A Case Study in International 

Arbitration,’ International & Comparative Law Quarterly: 818. 

links.jstor.org/sici?sici=0020...0.CO%3B2-%23.  

Vandenbroucke, Lucien S, “The Israeli Attack Against Osiraq – The Dynamics of Fear 

and Proliferation in the Middle East,” Air University Review (September-October 

1984), www.airpower.au.af.mil/airchronicles/aureview/1984/sep-oct/vanden.html.  

Viana, Alfred, “Overseas Military Presence: US Land Forces in Europe,” US Army War 

College, Carlisle Barracks Pa, July 4, 2003.  

Wohlstetter, Albert, ‘The Delicate Balance of Terror,’ Foreign Affairs, (January 1959), 

www.rand.org/publications/classics/wohlstetter/P1472/P1472.html. 

Wohlstetter, Albert, ‘The Delicate Balance of Terror,’ Foreign Affairs, Vol. 37, No. 2 

(January 1959):  230.  

Wohlstetter, Albert. ‘Nuclear Sharing: NATO and N-1 Country,’ Foreign Affairs, Vol. 

39, No. 3 (April 1961): 355-387. 

Waltz, Kenneth N. ‘Structural Realism after the Cold War,’ International Security, Vol. 

25, No. 1. (Summer 2000): 18-19., http://mitpress.mit.edu/journals. 

Wohlstetter, Albert. “Balance of Terror,” Foreign Affairs, (January 1959):  211-234. 

X (George F. Kennan), ‘The Sources of Soviet Conduct,’ Foreign Affairs (July 1947), 

www.mtholyoke.edu/acad/intrel/coldwar/x.htm.   



  

355 
 

Yamin, Tughral 123 Agreement Revisited, Pakistan Defence Review, Vol. XXI, No. 

11(Winter 2007).  

Yamin, Tughral. ‘Nuclear Terrorism: Are we prepared for it?’ NDU Journal (2010): 83-

100.  

Yost, David S. ‘Debating Security Strategies,’ NATO Review, Issue 4 (2003),  

 www.nato.int/docu/review/2003/issue4/english/art4.html. 

Zeb, Rizwan, ‘Pakistan’s Nukes: How Safe is Safe Enough?’ Swords and Ploughshares 

series titled Reassessing Nuclear South Asia, Vol. XVIII/No. (1/Fall 2010): 15-19. 

 

ARTICLES, BLOGS, DOCUMENTS, REPORTS, SPEECHES, MISC WEBSITES 

‘1971 War: Remembering a Liberation War, Part Four: Blockade from the Seas,’ 

http://www.subcontinent.com/1971war/seawar.html.   

‘A Chronology of Nuclear Threats,’ IEER, Energy & Security No. 6, 

www.ieer.org/ensec/no-6/threats.html.   

‘A Comprehensive Note on Jammu & Kashmir - The Accession,’ Embassy of India, 

Washington D.C., 

 http://www.indianembassy.org/policylKashmir/Kashmir_MEA/accession.htm. 

‘Anti Piracy Operations: Indian Navy,’ indiannavy.nic.in/AntiPiracy.htm.  

‘Britain, France to cooperate more on Nuclear Defence: PM,’ The Tocqueville 

Connection, March 19, 2010, ttc.org/cgi-binloc/searchTTC.cgi?curstory 

+20100319041617 _BOG90.htm France, Britain, joint nuclear strategy. 

‘East-West Summit in Tatters after Spy Plane Row,’ BBC News, 17 May1960, 

news.bbc.co.uk/onthisday/hi/dates/stories/may/17/newsid_2512000/2512335.stm. 

‘India Deploys Israeli Hi-Tech War Equipment in War Preparations,’ DEBKAfile, 

December 31, 2001, www.debka.com/article.php?aid=728. 

‘India Facing Eviction from Tajikistan Military Base?’ September 9, 2007, www.india-

defence.com/reports-3550. 

‘Iraq to sue US, Britain over depleted uranium bombs,’ Press TV, 

http://www.presstv.ir/detail.aspx?id=117557&sectionid=351020201. 



  

356 
 

‘Missile Defense: Obama shifts gear on Missile Defense,’ Arms Control Association, 

(October 5, 2009), www.armscontrol.org/subject/18/date. 

 ‘Pakistan Army Equipment,’ GlobalSecurity.org, (February 16, 2009), 

http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/world/pakistan/army-equipment.htm. 

‘Pakistan Ex-Army Chief Details Iran’s Quest for Nukes,’ FOXNews.com, May 12, 2006, 

www.foxnews.com/story/0,2933,195304,00.html. 

‘Pakistan Missile: Special Weapon Delivery System,’ FAS, 

www.fas.org/nuke/guide/pakistan/missile/index.html. 

‘Ping Pong Diplomacy – China through a Lens,’ China.org.cn., 

www.china.org.cn/english/features/ olympics/100660.htm. 

 ‘Q&A US Missile Defence: Russia’s President has threatened to retaliate against a 

proposed US Missile Defence System in Europe by Targeting Russian Missiles 

against Europe – What is the US proposing to do?’ BBC News, June 8, 2007, 

news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/europe/6720153 .stm. 

‘Q&A: US Missile Defence – US President Barack Obama has cancelled plans to station 

an anti-ballistic missile system in Poland and the Czech Republic,’ BBC News, 

September 20, 2009, news.bbc .co.uk/2/hi/europe/6720153.stm. 

‘Security Council Demands Iran Suspend Uranium Enrichment by 31 August, or Face 

Possible Economic, Diplomatic Sanctions, Resolution 1696 (2006) Adopted by 

Vote of 14 - 1 (Qatar), Iran says Peaceful no Threat, Council’s Consideration 

Unwarranted,’ Security Council SC/8792, July 31, 2006,  

www.un.org/News/Press/docs/2006/sc8792.doc.htm. 

‘The Forgotten Mutiny,’ www.scribd.com/doc/19056/Naval-Mutiny. 

 ‘US-China Spy Plane Row’, BBC News, news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/world/asia-

pacific/1260109.stm. 

 ‘World Relief as Cuban Missile Crisis Ends,’ BBC News, October 28, 1962, 

news.bbc.co.uk/onthisday/hi/dates/stories/october/28/newsid_2621000 

/2621915.stm. 

“Air Force Loses Contact with 50 ICBMs at Wyoming Base,” Proliferation News, 

Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, October 29, 2010.   



  

357 
 

“Canada and India sign nuclear co-operation deal,” BBC News, June 28, 2010, 

www.bbc.co.uk/news/10430904.  

“IAEA approves global nuclear fuel bank,” World Nuclear News (WNN), December 6, 

2010, proliferationnews@carnegieendowment.org.   

“Iran Launches Controversial Bushehr Nuclear Plant,” VOANews.com, August 21, 2010, 

http://www.voanews.com/english/news/Iran-Launches-First-Nuclear-Power-

Plant-101214339.html. 

 “NATO cooperation with Japan,” www.nato.int/issues/nato_japan/index.html. 

“Russia signs India nuclear reactor deal,” BBC News, March 12, 2010, 

news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/8561365.stm.    

“Sharif appeals for Kashmir solution,” BBC News: South Asia, July 12, 1999, 

news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/south_asia/387702.stm. 

 “The historic 6-point Program: The ‘Megna (sic) Carta’ of the Bangalees’ national 

struggle,” Bangladesh Awami League website, http://www.albd.org/autoalbd 

/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=1081& Itemid=1. 

9/11 Commission Report, www.9-11commission.gov /report/911Report.pdf. 

Aegis Ballistic Missile Defense, Lockheed Martin, www .lockheedmartin.com. 

Afghanistan: The Making of US Policy, 1973- 1990,  

 www.gwu.edu/~nsarchiv/nsa/publications/ afghanistan/afghanistan.html. 

Ahmed, Eqbal, ‘A Kashmiri Solution for Kashmiris,’ accessed 12 January 2008, 

www.gcocities.com/CollegePark/Library/9803/ eqbal ahmad/kashmir .html. 

Aircraft & Helicopter – Indian Navy, indiannavy.nic.in/helicopter .htm. 

Albright, David & Kevin O’Neill, ‘Pakistan’s Nuclear Stockpile,’ Institute for Science 

and International Security (June 1, 1998), isis-online.org/isis-reports/category/ 

pakistan/.  

Albright, David & Paul Brannan, ‘Pakistan Appears to be Building a Third Plutonium 

Production Reactor at Khushab Nuclear Site,’ Arms Control Today (September 1, 

2007), http://www.isis-online.org/publications/southasia /ThirdKhushabReactor 

.pdf. 



  

358 
 

Albright, David and Andrea Stricker, Iran’s Nuclear Program, Iran Primer, 

iranprimer.usip.org/resource/irans-nuclear-program.   

Albright, David and Kevin O'Neill, ‘Pakistan Nuclear Stockpile,’ (April 28, 2005), 

http://www.globalsecurity.org/wmd/world/pakistan/nuke-stockpile.htm. 

Albright, David and Susan Basu, ‘India’s Gas Centrifuge Programme,’ January 18, 2008, 

www.isis-online.org/publications/southasia/indiagrowingcapacity.pdf. 

Albright, David, Paul Brennan & Andrea Scheel, ‘An Inside Look: India’s Procurement 

of Tributyl Phosphate (TBP) for its Unsafeguarded Nuclear Program,’ ISIS 

Report, January 28, 2009.   

Anti Ballistic Missile Treaty, FAS, www.fas.org/nuke/control/abmt. 

Arab-Israeli War 1973, US Department of State website, www.state.gov/r/pa/ho/time 

/dr/97192.htm. 

Article 1, Chapter 1, Charter of the United Nations Organisation.  

www.un.org/en/documents/charter/.   

Article IV of the NPT provides a country the undeniable “right to develop research, 

production and use of nuclear energy for peaceful proposes without 

discrimination, and acquire equipment, materials, and scientific and technological 

information.” Text of the NPT is available at the website of the 2005 NPT Review 

Conference, www.un.org/events/npt2005/npt treaty.html. 

Atomic Diplomacy, www.state.gov/r/pa/ho/time/cwr/104434.htm. 

Ayson, Robert, The Complex Stability of Political Equilibria (Draft), September 20, 

2006, accessed September 19, 2007, unjobs.org/authors/robert-ayson.   

Bagla, Pallava, “India Acquires Israeli Spy Satellite,” NDTV, March 19, 2009, 

www.ndtv.com/ndtvfuture/ndtv/story.aspx?id=NEWEN20090088139. 

Bajoria, Jayshree and Esther Pan, The US-India Nuclear Deal, CFR Backgrounder, 

October 2, 2008, www.cfr.org/publication/ 9663/. 

BARC official website: www.barc.ernet.in. 

Barry, Tom. A History of Threat Escalation Remembering Team B, February 12, 2004, 

rightweb.irc-online.org/analysis/2004/0402teamb.php. 

Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC), GlobalSecurity.org,  



  

359 
 

 www.globalsecurity.org/military/facility/brac.htm. 

Beg, Mirza Aslam, Nuclear Security Imperatives of Pakistan, Transcript of the lecture 

delivered at the Peshawar University International Conference on A Decade of the 

Nuclear Power, 2008, www.friends.com.pk.   

Bharatiya Janata Party: The Party with a difference – BJP History: Its Birth and Early 

Growth, BJP’s website, www.bjp.org/content/view/432/284/.  

Bidwai, Praful, “From the World’s Most Dangerous Place: Closer to Nuclear Madness,” 

January 20, 2003, www.antiwar.com/bidwai/bi012003.html. 

Boosting Missile Defence: Technologies Focus on Early Interception Challenges, Janes, 

http://idr.janes.com.  

Burr, William ed., Launch on Warning: The Development of U.S. Capabilities (1959-

1979), A National Security Archive Electronic Briefing Book, April 2001, 

www.gwu.edu/~nsarchiv/NSAEBB/NSAEBB43/. 

Burr, William, & Jeffrey Kimball, eds., “Nixon White House considered Nuclear Option 

against North Vietnam, Declassified Documents reveal,” National Security 

Archive Electronic Briefing Book, No. 195,  

 www.gwu.edu/~nsarchiv/NSAEBB/NSAEBB195/index.htm. 

Bush, George W. National Security Presidential Directives (NSPD’s), FAS, www.fas.org/ 

irp/offdocs/nspd/index.html. 

Bush, George W., Radio Address: Operation Iraqi Freedom, Press Release by the Office 

of the White House Press Secretary, March 22, 2003,  

 http://georgewbush-whitehouse.archives.gov/news/releases/2003/03/ 20030322.html.    

Bush, George, State of the Union Address, January 2002,  

 www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2002/ 01/ 20020129-11.html. 

Cabasso, Jacqueline. “Irreversibility and Verification,”  

 www.reachingcriticalwill.org/legal/npt/ NGO pres02/11.pdf.  

Carrier Task Force (CTF), GlobalSecurity.org, www.globalsecurity.org/military 

 /agency/navy/ctf.htm.  

Census of India, 2001: Profile by Religion, http://www.censusindia.net/religiondata 

 /index.html. 



  

360 
 

Century of Biological and Chemical Weapons, BBC News, September 25, 2001, 

news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/world/americas/1562534.stm. 

Chapter I: Evolution of  the Non-Proliferation Regime, www.ppnn .soton.ac.uk/bb1 

/Bb1Chap1.pdf. 

Charles de Gaulle and the Force de Frappe, www.acdis.uiuc.edu/ research/OPs/ 

Pederson/html/ contents/sect8.html. 

Cheema, Z. I., ‘Conflict, Crisis and Nuclear Stability in South Asia,’ SASSI, 

www.sassi.org/pdfs/Cheema.pdf. 

Churchill, Winston, Sinews of Peace (the Iron Curtain Speech), Westminster College, 

Fulton, Missouri, March 5, 1946, www.historyguide.org/europe/churchill 

 .html. 

CIRUS and DHRUVA Reactors, Trombay. www.globalsecurity.org/wmd/world/india 

/trombay-reactor.htm. 

Clinton, William J., Preface, A National Security Strategy for a Global Age, December 

2000, http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/library/policy/national/nss-0012 

.pdf. 

 Comparing Nuclear Accident Risks with those from other Energy Sources, Nuclear 

Energy Agency (NEA) No. 6861, Organisation for Economic Cooperation 

(OECD) 2010, www.nea.fr/ndd/reports/2010/nea6862-comparing-risks.pdf.  

Congressional Record: March 10, 2003 (Senate) Page S3405 – Release of Vietnam 

Nuclear Weapons Report (Jason Division of the Institute of Defense Analyses 

1967 Study: Use of Tactical Nuclear Weapons in South East Asia), 

www.fas.org/sgpcongress/22003/s031003.htmal.  

Conventional Armed Forces in Europe (CFE) Treaty, Updated October 4, 2004, 

www.policyalmanac.org/world/archive/usnato_cfe.shtml. 

Cotta-Ramusino, P. & M. Martellini, Nuclear Safety, Nuclear Stability and Nuclear 

Strategy in Pakistan, Landau Network-Centro Volta, Como, Italy, January 14, 

2002, http://www.centrovolta.it/landau/content/binary/A%20Cooperative 

 %20Threat%20Reduction%20and%20Regiona%20lVerification-%20Monitoring 

%20Model%20for%20South%20Asia.%20The%20Pakistan% 20View.pdf . 



  

361 
 

Cotta-Ramusino, Paolo, ‘Forgotten Nukes: American Nuclear Weapons in Europe,’ 

Landau Network-Centro Volta, Como, Italy, accessed March 26, 2009, 

www.uspid.org/sections/02_Books_Documents/Proceedings/nonecast97/cotta 

.html.  

Cox, Michael, ‘Hans J. Morgenthau, Classical Realism and the Cold War,’ (Annual 

Meeting of the International Studies Association, Town & Country Resort and 

Convention Center, San Diego, Cal., March 22, 2006),  http://www.allacademic 

  .com/meta/p100824_index.html.  

Crail, Peter, “Stalled CD Sparks Plans for Sept. UN Meeting,” Arms Control (September 

2010), www.armscontrol.org. 

Cronin, Patrick M. & Audrey K. Cronin, Challenging Deterrence: Strategic Stability in 

the 21st Century, A Special Joint Report of the International Institute for Strategic 

Studies (IISS) and the Oxford University on Changing Character of War  

(February 2007): 15-19,   

 www.iiss.org/EasysiteWeb/getresource.axd?AssetID=2302&type=full&

servicetype=Attachment. 

Cronin, Richard P. K, Alan Kronstadt, and Sharon Squassoni, Pakistan’s Nuclear 

Proliferation Activities and the Recommendations of the 9/11 Commission: U.S. 

Policy Constraints and Options, CRS Report for Congress (Order Code 

RL32745), Updated May 24, 2005, 1,  www.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/RL32745.pdf. 

Cummings, Bruce, ‘Why did Truman really fire MacArthur? The Obscure History of 

Nuclear Weapons and the Korean War Provides the Answer,’ George Mason 

University’s History News Network, hnn.us/articles/9245.html. 

Daalder, Ivo H., Policy Implications of the Bush Doctrine on Preemption, CFR, 

November 16, 2002, www.cfr.org/publication.html?id=5251. 

Definition of Principal Terms in International Relations, cf.linnbenton.edu/artcom 

/social_science/clarkd/upload/Principal%20Terms.pdf.    

Delpech, Thérèse, “BMD and Strategic Stability,” www.mi.infn.it/~landnet     

/NMD/delpech.pdf.  

Disarmament: United Nations in the Heart of Europe, http://www.unog.ch 



  

362 
 

/80256EE600585943/(httpHomepages)/6A03113D1857348E80256F04006755F6. 

DoD News: Defense Department Background Briefing on Global Posture Review, 

August 16, 2004, GlobalSecurity.org, www.globalsecurity.org/military/.../mil-

040816-dod02.htm. 

Drell, Sidney D., ‘The Impact of a Public Constituency on Arms Control,’ www-

ee.stanford.edu/~hellman/Breakthrough/ book/chapters/drell.html . 

Dulles, John F., ‘The Evolution of Foreign Policy,’ Department of Defense Bulletin 30 

(January 25, 1962): 107-110,  

www.nuclearfiles.org/.../nuclear-weapons/history/cold-war/strategy/article-dulles-

retaliation_1962-01-25.htm.  

Eisenhower,  Dwight D. Atoms for Peace Speech, December 8, 1953,   www.iaea.org 

 /About /history_speech. html.ace: 

Eisenhower, Dwight D. ‘Military Industrial Complex’ Speech, Public Papers of the 

President Dwight D. Eisenhower, 1960, www.militaryindustrialcomplex.com/.      

Eisenhower, Dwight D., Foreign Policy, http://millercenter.org/president/eisenhower/ 

essays/biography/5. 

Eshel, David, ‘US Ballistic Missile Shield in Europe: Logic or mere Provocation?’                

www.defense-update.com/newscast/0307/analysis/analysis-150307.htm. 

F-16 Air Forces, PAF, F16.net, www.f-16.net/f-16_users _article14.html.     

F-7P ‘SKYBOLT,’ fizaia.netfirms.com/f7.html - United States.  

Fair, C. Christine, Remarks at the Foreign Affairs roundtable discussion held in March 

2009 on the causes of instability in Pakistan, www.foreignaffairs.com 

/discussions/roundtables/whats-the-problem-with-pakistan. 

Fall of Saigon, April 1975, www.u-s-history.com/pages/h1880.htmal. 

Farooq, Agha Umer, Nuclear Deterrence in South Asia: A Strategic Failure or Beginning 

of Regional Stability, USAWC Strategy Research Project, March 19, 2004, 

www.stormingmedia.us/98/9804/A980424.html.  

Farr, Warner D. ‘The Third Temple’s Holy Of Holies: Israel’s Nuclear Weapons,’ The 

Counterproliferation Papers, Future Warfare Series No. 2, (USAF 



  

363 
 

Counterproliferation Center, Air War College, Air University, Maxwell Air Force 

Base, Alabama, September 1999), www.fas.org/nuke/guide/israel /nuke/farr.htm. 

Ferdinand de Lesseps, Academic Dictionaries and Encyclopaedias, en.academic.ru 

 /dic.nsf/enwiki/188075. 

Ferguson, Charles D., ‘Nuclear Posture Review,’ NTI Issue Brief, August 2002, 

www.nti.org/e_research/e3_15a.html. 

Field, Alexander J., ‘Schelling, Irrationality and the Event that did not Occur,’ Santa 

Clara University - Leavey School of Business - Economics Department, May 

2008, Social Sciences Research Network, http://www.ssrn.com/link/Santa-Clara 

-BUS.html.  

Forden, Geoffrey, ‘False Alarms on the Nuclear Front,’ Nova online, 

www.pbs.org/wgbh/nova/missileers/ falsealarms.html.  

France’s Nuclear Weapon Program, www.atomicforum.org/france/ france.html.  

French Nuclear Strategy,  www.tgarden.demon.co.uk/writings/candet /cdl5.html. 

French Nuclear Strategy, accessed June 20, 2007, www.tgarden.demon.co.uk 

/writings/candet /cdl5.html. 

Friedman, Benjamin, ‘India and Pakistan: War in the Nuclear Shadows,’ CDI, June 18, 

2002, www.cdi.org/nuclear/nuclearshadow.cfm. 

Friedman, George, ‘A Defensive Buildup in the Gulf,’ Geopolitical Intelligence Report, 

February 1, 2010, www.stratfor.com. 

Garden, Timothy, ‘Why States Pursue Nuclear Weapons?’ (Paper for Nuclear 

Proliferation in the Indian Ocean Area Conference, Indiana University, March 1, 

2001), www.tgarden.demon.co.uk/writings/articles/2001/010301nuc.html. 

German Nuclear Weapons, Globalsecurity.org, www.globalsecurity.org/wmd 

/world/germany/nuke.htm. 

Gouré, Daniel, ‘Nuclear Deterrence - Then and Now,’ Hoover Institution Policy Review, 

December 2002 & January 2003, www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/ 

3458886.html. 

Green, Steven L., “Rational Choice Theory: An Overview,” (Baylor University, Faculty 

Development Seminar, May 2002).   



  

364 
 

Grossman, Elaine M., “NATO Seen Likely to Delay Nuke Pullback Decision,” Global 

Security Newswire, October 28, 2010,  proliferationnews@carnegieendowment 

 .org.  

Hamm, Manfred R. ‘Missiles in Europe: The Case for Deployment,’ October 27, 1983, 

Backgounder No. 300, The Heritage Foundation, accessed March 27, 2009, 

www.heritage.org/Research/Europe/bg300.cfm.  

Harpy, www.israeli-weapons.com/weapons/aircraft/uav/harpy/HARPY .html. 

Hartung, William, ‘Ballistic Missile Defense in the Bush Defense Review: Problems and 

Prospects,’ Arms Trade Resource Center, May 14, 2001,  www.worldpolicy.org 

/projects/arms/updates/051401.htm. 

Hashmi, Jamshed Azim. ‘Developing a Robust Nuclear Security Infrastructure in a 

Country Planning or Operating Nuclear Power Plants,’ Research Report No. 25, 

SASSI, June 2009.  

Hassan, H.D., ‘Iranian Nuclear Sites’ CRS Report, Order Code RS22531 (November 13, 

2006), www.investigativeproject.org/documents/testimony/31.pdf. 

History of the US Army in Europe, GlobalSecurity.org,  

 www.globalsecurity.org/military/agency/army/usaeur-history.htm. 

Hoodbhoy, Pervez, “The Pakistani Nuclear Weapons Program,” Presentation in New 

York City sponsored by the Lawyers Committee on Nuclear Policy and The 

Nation, July 14, 2009, lcnp.org/pubs/Pervez%20Hoodbhoy%20final2.pdf.    

Horn, Sally. ‘NPT: Article X. Statement to the 2005 Review Conference of the Treaty on 

the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, New York, May 23, 2005,’ 

www.state.gov/t/vci/rls/rm/46644.htm. 

Hussain, Hassan D Iranian Nuclear Sites, CRS Report, November 13 2006, accessed July 

18, 2007, www.fas.org/sgp/crs/ nuke/RS22531.pdf. 

Hyland, Tom, ‘When Australia had a Bombshell for US,’ The Age, July 6, 2008, 

theage.com.au. 

IAEA, www.iaea.org/About/Policy/ MemberStates/. 



  

365 
 

India Building a Military Satellite Reconnaissance System, Defense Industry Daily, 

August 10, 2005, www.defenseindustrydaily.com/india-building-a-military-

satellite-reconnaissance-system-0996/. 

India-Iran Bilateral Relations, Embassy of India Tehran, www.indianembassy-

tehran.ir/indoiranrelations-indiairanrelations-en.html. 

Indian Army Strength, Bharat Rakshak, http://www.bharat-rakshak.com/LAND-

FORCES/Today/22-Army-Orbat.html. 

INF Treaty, FAS, www.fas.org/nuke/control/inf/index.html. 

Iran’s Key Nuclear Sites, BBC, www.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/middle_east /4617398.stm. 

Isaacs, Jeremy & Taylor Downing, ‘Epilogue: What the Cold War Cost?’ CNN,   

www.cnn.com/SPECIALS/cold.war/episodes/24/epilogue/. 

Israel Profile: Nuclear Overview, NTI, Updated November 2008, www.nti.org/e_research 

 /profiles/Israel/Nuclear. 

Israel: Country Overview, NTI, www.nti.org/e_research/profiles/Israel/Nuclear/index 

.html. 

JF-17 Thunder, Global Security, www.globalsecurity.org/military/world/pakistan/jf-

17.htm . 

Jones, Rodney W. “Conventional Military Asymmetry and Regional Stability Among 

Emerging Nuclear States: India and Pakistan,” Fourth Nuclear Stability 

Roundtable: Conference on Strategic Stability and Global Change, (March 12-13, 

2002), http://www.policyarchitects.org/pdf/NucStability_IndiaPakistan1.pdf.  

Jones, Rodney W. “Force Modernization Trends-India and Pakistan,” (October 23-25, 

2001) Conventional Arms Modernization in Asia and the Pacific, Honolulu: Asia-

Pacific Center for Security Studies (APCSS),  

 http://www.policyarchitects.org/pdf/ForceModern_IndiaPakistan2.pdf. 

Jones, Rodney W., ‘Military Asymmetry and Instability in Emerging Nuclear States’ 

(March 2002), www.policyarchitects.org/pdf/NucStability_IndiaPakistan1.pdf. 

Jones, Rodney W., ‘Minimum Nuclear Deterrence Postures in South Asia: An 

Overview,’ www.sassu.org.uk/html/R_Jones.htm.   



  

366 
 

Jones, Tyler, U’.S. Navy Decoms Trenton, Transfers to Indian Navy,’ January 17, 2007, 

www.news.navy.mil/search/display.asp?story_id=27342. 

Kaluchak Massacre, Indian Ministry of External Affairs website, May 14, 2002, 

meaindia.nic.in/jk/kaluchak-massacre.htm. 

Kashmir Legal Documents: Reply from Lord Mountbatten to Maharaja Hari Singh, 

October 27, 1947, 

  www.kashmir-information.com/LegalDocs/Maharaja _letter.html. 

Kashmir Media Service, India’s Rape of Own Commitments,  

 www.kmsnews.org/databank/indias-rape-own-commitments. 

Kashmir, the oldest dispute at the UN Agenda, www.pakun.org/kashmir.   

Keefe, Courtney, “The Presidential Nuclear Initiatives (PNI’s) on Tactical Nuclear 

Weapons at a Glance,” Strategic Arms Control and Policy Fact Sheet (March 

2006). 

Keefe, Courtney, “The Presidential Nuclear Initiatives (PNI’s) on Tactical Nuclear 

Weapons at a Glance,” Strategic Arms Control and Policy Fact Sheet, March 

2006, www.armscontrol.org/factsheets/pniglance. 

Kennan, George F. Long Telegram, http://www.gwu.edu/~nsarchiv/coldwar/documents 

/episode-1/kennan.htm. 

Kennan and Containment, 1947, www.state.gov/r/pa/ho/time/cwr/17601.htm. 

Kerr, Paul K. and Marry Beth Nikitin, Pakistan’s Nuclear Weapons: Proliferation and 

Security Issues, CRS No: 7-5700, May 15, 2009, p.3, www.crs.gov. 

Kirby, Alex, “Afghans’ Uranium Levels Spark Alert,” BBC News, May 22, 2003,  

news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/science/nature/3050317.stm. 

Kirstensen, Hans M., ‘Large U.S. Nuclear Forces Remain in Europe,’ National Resources 

Defense Council, 2005, www.nrdc.org/nuclear/euro/euro_pt1.pdf. 

Korean War 1950-53, Australian War Memorial, www.history.navy.mil/photos 

/events/kowar/kowar. htm. 

Krepon, Michael, ‘Nuclear Risk Reduction: Is Cold War Experience Applicable to 

Southern Asia?’ www.stimson.org/southasia/pdf/NRRMKrepon.pdf.    



  

367 
 

Krepon, Michael, ‘The Stability-Instability Paradox in South Asia,’ (December 2004): 

20, www.stimson.org/southasia/pdf/kreponmay03.pdf. 

Kreppon, Michael. ‘Stability-Instability Paradox, Misperceptions, and Escalation Control 

in South Asia.’ Stimson Institute,  

 www.stimson.org/southasia/pdf/ESCCONTROLCHAPTER1.pdf. 

Kristensen, Hans M. ‘Japan under the US Nuclear Umbrella,’ Nautilus Institute, July 21, 

1999, www.nautilus.org/archives/nukepolicy/Nuclear-Umbrella/index .html. 

Kristensen, Hans M. ‘The US Nuclear Umbrella over South Korea,’ Federation of 

American Scientists, 2004-2006, www.nukestrat .com  

Kristensen, Hans M., ‘Pakistani Nuclear Forces 2009,’ www.fas.org/blog/ssp/2009/08 

/pakistan2009.php.  

 Kristensen, Hans M., ‘The Role of US Nuclear Weapons: New Doctrine Falls Short of 

Bush Pledge,’ Arms Control Today (September 2005), www.armscontrol 

.org/act/2005 _09/Kristensen.asp.   

Kristensen, Hans M., “Pakistani Nuclear Forces 2009,” FAS Security Blog, August 28, 

2009, www.fas.org/blog/ssp/2009/08/pakistan2009.php. 

Kristensen, Hans M., “Tac Nuke Numbers Confirmed?”  FAS Strategic Security Blog, 

December 7, 2010, cited by Proliferation News, Carnegie Endowment for Peace, 

December 9, 2010. 

Kronstadt, K. Alan, India – US Relations, CRS Brief (February 23, 2005), 

fpc.state.gov/documents/organization/42978.pdf. 

Kronstadt, K. Alan, Pakistan – US Relations, CRS Report (Updated November 10, 2008): 

33, www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/index.html.  

Lamb, Alastair. ‘The Myth to Indian Claim to Jammu & Kashmir: A Reappraisal,’ 

http://indianterrorism.mybravenet.com/alistairlamb.htm cited in IPRI Fact Files, 

ipripak.org/factfiles/ff31.shtml. 

Lauer, Carolyn, ‘The Daisy Cutter Bomb: The Largest Bomb in Existence,’  

www.nd.edu/~techrev/Archive/Spring2002/a8.html. 

Lavoy, Peter and Surinder Rana, eds., ‘Standoff between India and Pakistan,’ Strategic 

Insights (March 2002).  



  

368 
 

Lavoy, Peter R. & Christopher Clary, (Report on the conference held on ‘Strategic 

Stability in South Asia,’ June 29 – July 1, 2004).  

 www.ccc.nps.navy.mil/events/recent/jul04southasia.pdf. 

Le Redoubtable/L’Inflexible, FAS, www.fas.org/nuke/guide/france /slbm/inflexible.htm..                    

League of Nations: History (1919-1946), UN Office in Geneva – Archives /Library, 

http://www.unog.ch/80256ee60057d930/(httppages)/1247483e6fed755a80256ef8

004fe8fd?opendocument. 

Litwak, Robert S., The New Calculus of Pre-Emption, 2002, 1, Wilson Center, 

www.wilsoncenter.org/topics/pubs/ newcalc.pdf. 

McDermont, Rose. Risk-taking in International Politics, Chapter VI: The 1956 Suez 

Crisis (University of Michigan Press, 1998) 135-164, accessed June 6, 2007,  

 www.press.umich.edu/pdf/0472108670-06.pdf. 

Maitra, Ramtanu, ‘Indian Military Shadow over Central Asia,’ Asia Time on line, 

www.atimes.com/atimes/South_Asia/DI10Df01.html. 

Marcus, Jonathan, “India-Pakistan military balance,” BBC News, Last updated May 9, 

2003, news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/1735912.stm. 

Markey, Daniel, ‘Terrorism & Indo Pakistani Escalation,’ Contingency Planning 

Memorandum No.6, Center for Preventive Action, CFR, January 2010.  

Marshall Plan 1948, US Department of State website:  

 www.state.gov/r/pa/ho/time/cwr/16328.htm (accessed June 15, 2007). 

Matus, Victorino, ‘Sucking the Oxygen Out of a Cave,’ The Weekly Standard (December 

3, 2002),  

www.weeklystandard.com/Content/Public /Articles/000/000 /001/005abyvw.asp.  

Mian, Zia A.H. Nayyar, R. Rajaraman, and M.V. Ramana, Fissile Materials in South 

Asia: The Implications of the U.S.-India Nuclear Deal, International Panel on 

Fissile Materials, Research Report No.1, September 2006,  

 www.fissilematerials.org. 

Military Balance 2009 - Press Statement, accessed April 22, 2009,  

 www.iiss.org/publications/military-balance/the-military-balance-2009/military-

balance-2009-press-statement/. 



  

369 
 

Military Wars fought between India and Pakistan, Nuclear Weapons and Military 

Expenditure, SIPRI, indiapakistancongress.mcgill.ca/MilitaryFinal.doc. 

Morgenthau, Hans J., ‘Observations on Massive Retaliation,’ March 1954, 

teachingamericanhistory.org/library/index.asp?document =1614. 

Morgenthau, Hans. ‘Alliances,’ in Julian R. Friedman ed., et al. Alliance in International 

Politics. Boston: Allyn and Bacon, Inc., 1970.   

Mosher, David, ‘Understanding the extraordinary cost of  Missile Defense,’ Arms 

Control Today, (December 2000), www.rand.org/natsec_area/products 

 /missiledefense.html. 

Mossad, www.mossad.gov.il/Eng/AboutUs.aspx. 

MoU between USA and the USSR - Establishment of direct communications link, 

Geneva 20th June 1963.  www.fas.org/nuke/control/hotline/text/index.html.  

Musharraf, Pervez, Speech Highlights, January 12, 2002, BBC,  

 news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/south_asia/1757251.stm. 

Napoleon and the Scientific Expedition to Egypt: The Search for the Ancient Suez Canal, 

Linda Hall Library, Kansas City,  

http://www.lindahall.org /events_exhib/exhibit/exhibits/napoleon/suez_canal.shtml. 

Narula, Sunil, Ludwina A. Joseph, & Mariana Baabar, “We’ll Go Nuclear”-If the BJP 

comes to power, it will exercise India’s nuclear option—make the bomb. The 

West isn’t smiling, OutlookIndia.com, February 9, 1996,   

 www.outlookindia.com/article.aspx ?205047. 

NASA, www.nasa.gov/.  

Nash, John F., “Equilibrium points in n-person games,’ Proceedings of the National 

Academy of the USA, 1950,  36(1): 48-49, www.rasmusen.org/GI/reader 

/rcontents.htm. 

NATO, www.nato.int/. 

Nayak, Polly, and Michael Krepon. ‘U.S. Crisis Management in South Asia’s Twin Peaks 

Crisis,’ Henry L. Stimson Center, September 2006, www.stimson.org/southasia 

/pdf/USCrisisManagementFull.pdf. 



  

370 
 

Neufeld, Gabrielle M., ‘A Chronology of US Marine Corps 1965-69,’ Marine Corps 

Historical Reference Pamphlet, Vol. IV (Washington DC: Historical Division US 

Marine Corps, 1971), http://www.usmc.mil/directiv. 

NFWZ-Statements & Developments, NTI, www.nti.org/db/china/nwfzchr.htm. 

Niazy, Kausar, Last Days of Premier Bhutto, www.bhutto.org/Acrobat/Last%20Dayf 

%20of% 20Premier%20Bhutto.pdf. 

North Korea: Nuclear Overview, NTI,  

www.nti.org/e_research/profiles /NK/Nuclear/index.html. 

NPT, www.un.org/Depts/dda/WMD/treaty/. 

NSG, www.nuclearsuppliersgroup.org/. 

NSPD-17/HSPD 4 (unclassified version): National Strategy to Combat Weapons of Mass 

Destruction, FAS, December 2002, www.fas.org/irp/offdocs/nspd/nspd-17.html. 

Nuclear and WMD: History of the National Missile Defense,  

 www.basicint.org/nuclear/NMD/ history70.htm. 

Nuclear Deterrence, www.army-technology.com/glossary/nuclear-deterrence.html. 

Nuclear Energy and Non-Proliferation Treaty: An Unauthorized Albatross? Comments 

on Article IV of the NPT, www.lcnp.org/energy/NPT%20article%204.htm. 

Nuclear Posture Review Report, April US DoD, 2010,  

 www.defense.gov/news/d20090602NPR.pdf and www.defense.gov/npr/. 

Nuclear Programs –Brazil, FAS, www.fas.org/nuke/guide/brazil /nuke/index.html.  

Nuclear Strategy: Taming the Evil Empire, Columbia Encyclopaedia,  

 www.answers.com/topic/ nuclear-strategy. 

Nuclear Suppliers Group, FAS, www.fas.org/nuke/control /nsg/index.html.  

Nuclear Weapons – France’s Nuclear Forces,  Globalsecurity.org, accessed June 20, 

2007, www.globalsecurity.org/wmd/world/france/nuke.htm. 

Nuclear Weapons – Israel, FAS, www.fas.org/nuke/guide/israel/nuke/. 

Nuclear Weapons Agreement, International Relations, April 15, 2007,  

 shae1283.wordpress.com/2007/04/15/nuclear-weapons-agreement/. 

Nuclear Weapons Free Zones Around the World, www.opanal.org/NWFZ/NWFZ’s.htm. 



  

371 
 

Nuclear Weapons Programs – Argentina, FAS,  

www.fas.org/nuke /guide/argentina/nuke/index.html. 

Nuclear Weapons Programs – Japan, FAS, www.fas.org /nuke/guide/japan/nuke/. 

Nuclear Weapons Programs – South Africa, FAS, 

www.fas.org /nuke/guide/rsa/nuke/index.html. 

Operation Linebacker II, GlobalSecurity.org,  

www.globalsecurity.org/military /ops/linebacker-2.htm. 

Otterman, Sharon and Jayshree Bajoria, Controls on Pakistan’s Nuclear Technology, 

CFR Backgrounder, February 20, 2008, www.cfr.org/publication/7742/. 

PAF, www.paf.gov.pk/. 

Pakistan Air Force Equipment, Global Security,  

 http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/world/pakistan/air-force-equipment.htm .  

Pakistan Air Force Modernization, http://www.f-16.net/f-16_ forum_viewtopic-t-

2761.html . 

Pakistan Air Force, Global Security,  

http://www.globalsecurity.org/military /world/pakistan/air-force.htm.  

Pakistan Army Aviation Corps,  

 www.globalsecurity.org/military/world/ pakistan/aviation-corps.htm. 

Pakistan Army Equipment, Global Security.org, 

 www.globalsecurity .org/military/world/pakistan/army-equipment.htm. 

Pakistan Missile: Special Weapon Delivery System, 

 www.globalsecurity.org/wmd/world/pakistan/missile.htm. 

Pakistan Navy, tsunami relief operations, www.paknavy.gov.pk/misc_photo.htm.  

Pakistan Navy, www.paknavy.gov.pk/. 

Pakistan Nuclear Stockpile, GlobalSecurity.org, www.globalsecurity.org/wmd/world 

/pakistan/nuke-stockpile.htm. 

Palmedo, Philip F. ‘The Debate on “Force de Frappe” takes shape,’ Bulletin of the Atomic 

Scientists, Vol. 20, No. 6 (June 1964): 29-30. 

 Paragraph 40, Islamabad Declaration, Twelfth SAARC Summit, Islamabad, January 4-6,  



  

372 
 

Perez-Rivas, Manuel, ‘US quits ABM treaty,’ CNN.com, December 14, 2001,  

www.cnn.com/2001/ ALLPOLITICS/12/13/rec.bush.abm/. 

Perlo-Freeman, Sam, SIPRI Yearbook 2010Armament, Disarmament and International 

Security, www.sipri.org/yearbook/2010/files/SIPRIYB201005-AB.pdf.   

Pflatzgraff Jr, Robert L., China-US Strategic Stability, The Nuclear Order-Build or 

Break, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, Washington DC, 

www.carnegieendowmnet.org/file2009_prepared_pfaltz.  

Phalcon, www.israeli-weapons.com/weapons/aircraft/phalcon/ Phalcon.html; ‘Israeli 

Phalcon AWACS arrive in India,’ rediff.com, May 25, 2009, 

  news.rediff.com/report/2009/may/25/israeli-phalcon-awacs-arrives-in-india.htm. 

Philips, Alan ‘20 Mishaps that might have started a Nuclear War,’ Nuclear Age Peace 

Foundation, 

 www.nuclearfiles.org/menu/key-issues/nuclear-weapons/issues/accidents/20-

mishaps-maybe-caused-nuclear-war.htm. 

Phillips, Alan and Steven Starr, ‘Change Launch on Warning Policy,’ Arms Control,  

Phillips, Alan, ‘Launch on Warning,’ Science for Peace Bulletin, May 2003,  

scienceforpeace.sa.utoronto.ca/Essays_Briefs/Phillips/Phillips-LOW.html.  

Pifer, Steven, An Agenda for U.S.-Russian Relations in 2009, Testimony before the 

House Committee on Foreign Affairs, February 25, 2009, www.brookings.edu 

/testimony/2009/0225_russia_pifer.aspx. 

Plummer, Robert, Falkland Islands: Oil boom or no oil boom? BBC News, February 18, 

2010, www.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/business/8519807.stm.    

Possible Soviet Responses to the US Strategic Defense Initiative, FAS, September 12, 1983, 

www.fas.org/spp/starwars/offdocs/m8310017.htm. 

Powell, Colin, CNN Interview on Anti-Terrorism Campaign, September 16, 2001, 

accessed February 2, 2010,  

 www.americanrhetoric.com/speeches/colinpowellcnn91601.htm. 

Prakash, Swaraj, ‘Cold War Games’ (Indian Naval War College Press), 

http://www.bharat-rakshak.com/NAVY/History /1971War/Games.html. 



  

373 
 

Preble, Christopher, ‘The Bush Doctrine and “Rogue” States,’ Foreign Service Journal 

(October 2005): 24-30, www.afsa.org/fsj/2005.cfm. 

Preez, Jeen du & William Potter, North Korea Withdrawal from NPT,  

 cns.miis.edu/pubs/week/030409.htm. 

Putin defends CFE withdrawal, says Treaty outdated, Radio Free Europe, July 25, 2007, 

www.rferl.org/content/Article/1077814.html. 

QDR 2001, www.ndu.edu/inss/press/QDR_2001/sdcasqdr.pdf and  

 www.defenselink.mil/pubs/pdfs/ qdr2001.pdf. 

Radio Pakistan Home Broadcasts 0700/0800 Hrs, May 5, 1998, GlobalSecurity.org, 

http://www.globalsecurity.org/wmd/library/news/pakistan/1998/980531-pbc.htm. 

Reagan, Ronald, Evil Empire speech, Annual Convention of the National Association of 

Evangelicals, on March 8, 1983, Orlando, Fla,  

 http://www.americanrhetoric.com/speeches/ronaldreaganevilempire.htm.    

Report on US Department of Energy (DoE) Nuclear Initiatives: Maintaining Nuclear 

Deterrence in the 21st Century, June 16, 2005.   

Request for Proposal for Indian Air Force 126 Medium Multi-Role Combat Aircraft 

Issued, www.india-defence.com/reports/3512. 

Review: New Maps, (1912) Bulletin of the American Geographical Society 44(3): 235-

240. 

Riedel, Bruce, American Diplomacy and the 1999 Kargil Summit at Blair House (Center 

for the Advanced Study of India, 2002), 

 www.ccc.nps.navv.mil/research/kargillreidel.pdf. 

Rivaz, Manuel Perez, President Bush’s speech, December 14, 2001, CNN.com.  

Robust Nuclear Earth Penetrators (RNEP) and B61-11 Nuclear Earth Penetrators (REP), 

US Senate Republican Policy Committee website, http://rpc.senate.gov. 

Roggio, Bill, “Pakistan closes NATO supply route after latest US cross-border attack,” 

September 30, 2010, http://www.longwarjournal.org/archives/2010/09/ 

pakistan_closes_nato.php. 

Roosevelt, Franklin D., Pearl Harbor speech, December 8, 1941,  

 www.let.rug.nl/usa/P/fr32/speeches/ph.htm  



  

374 
 

Roy-Chaudhury, Rahul, ‘Nuclear Doctrine, Declaratory Policy, and Escalation Control’ 

Stimson Center, accessed June 8, 2010,  

 www.stimson.org/southasia/pdf/ESCCONTROLCHAPTER5.pdf. 

Roy-Chaudhury, Rahul,’ Nuclear Doctrine, Declaratory Policy, and Escalation Control, 

Stimson Publication,’ www.stimson.org/pub.cfm?id=105. 

Russian Interceptor Forces: Moscow ABM Interceptor Sites, accessed June 19, 2007, 

russianforces.org/blog/2005/10/ moscow_abm_interceptor_sites.shtml . 

Sahimi, Mohammad Iran’s Nuclear Program. Part I: It’s History, Payvand’s Iran News, 

October 2, 2003, payvand.com/news/03/oct/1015.html. 

SALT I, dosfan.lib.uic.edu/acda/treaties/salt.htm. 

SALT I, U.S. Soviet/Russian Arms Control, Arms Control Today (June 2002), 

www.armscontrol.org. 

SALT II, U.S. Soviet/Russian Arms Control, Arms Control Today (June 2002), 

www.armscontrol.org. 

Schelling, Thomas C. ‘A World without Nuclear Weapons?’ Daedelus, Special Arms 

Control Issue (Fall 1960): 671-1075, http://www.amacad.org/publications 

/daedalus/fall2009/coverpage.aspx. 

Schelling, Thomas C., “Surprise Attack and Disarmament,” in Klaus Knorr ed. NATO 

and American Security (NJ: Princeton University Press, 1959). Abbreviated 

version in Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, Vol. XV, No. 10 (December 1959): 

413- 418.  

Schelling, Thomas C., “What went wrong with Arms Control?” Foreign Affairs Vol. 64, 

No. 219 (Winter 1985/86), www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/40523/thomas-c-

shelling/what-went-wrong-with-arms-control.   

Scoville Jr., Herbert. “Beyond Salt One,” Foreign Affairs (April 1972). 

Sengupta, Ramananda, ‘Water as a Weapon,’ rediffNews, July 20, 2005,  

 www.rediff.com/news/2005/jul/20ram.htm (April 5, 2009). 

Shepley, James ‘How Dulles Averted War?’ Life, January 15, 1956,  

 www.2neatmagazines.com/life/1956.html. 

Ships – Indian Navy, indiannavy.nic.in/ships.htm. 



  

375 
 

Smith. S.A., “Assessing the Risk of Inadvertent Nuclear Use Between India and 

Pakistan,” 2002, Naval Postgraduate School, Center for Contemporary 

Conflict,1University Circle,Monterey,CA,  

 http://www.ccc.nps.navy.mil/research/theses/ smith02.pdf. 

Snyder, Jack L., “The Soviet Strategic Culture: Implications for limited Nuclear 

Options,” RAND Corporation (September 1977), R-2154-AF,  

www.rand.org/pubs/reports/R2154/. 

Solomon, Richard H., “The Information Revolution and International Conflict 

Management” (Keynote address from the Virtual Diplomacy Conference, 

sponsored by United States Institute of Peace, 1997), 1-5, 

www.usip.org/pubs/peaceworks/virtual18/inforev_18.html. 

SORT, U.S. Soviet/Russian Arms Control, Arms Control Today (June 2002), 

www.armscontrol.org. 

South Korea (10/9), www.state.gov/r/pa/ei/bgn/2800.htm. 

Squassoni, S., “Iran’s Nuclear Program: Recent Developments,” CRS Report, Order Code 

RS21592 (September 6, 2006),  www.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke /RS21592.pdf;   

Squassoni, S., Indian and Pakistani Nuclear Weapons,’ CRS Report, February 17, 2006, 

www.ndu.edu/library/docs/crs/crs_rss21237_17feb05.pdf.  

Squassoni, Sharon A., Weapons of Mass Destruction: Trade between North Korea and 

Pakistan, CRS Report, Code RL31900, Updated March 11, 2004, p.9, 

fpc.state.gov/documents/organization/30781.pdf. 

START I, U.S. Soviet/Russian Arms Control, Arms Control Today (June 2002), 

www.armscontrol.org.  

START II, FAS, www.fas.org/nuke/control/start2/index.html. 

Strategic Arms Offensive Reduction Treaty, Institute of Defense & Disarmament Studies, 

www.idds.org/issNucTreatiesSORT.html. 

Strategic Defense Initiative, encarta.msn.com/encyclopedia_761568978/  

 Strategic_Defense_Initiative. Html 

Sublette, Carey, ‘Pakistan Nuclear Weapon Program – The Beginning,’ (Last changed 

January 2, 2002), nuclearweaponarchive.org/Pakistan/PakOrigin.html. 



  

376 
 

Sublette, Carey, ‘Pakistan Nuclear Weapon Program – The Beginning,’ FAS, January 2, 

2002, accessed June 22, 2007, nuclear weaponarchive.org/Pakistan 

/PakOrigin.html. 

Sublette, Carey, Pakistan’s Nuclear Weapons Program: The Beginning, January 2, 

2002, nuclearweaponarchive.org/ Pakistan/PakOrigin.html.  

Sukov, Nikolai, ‘The Russian Arms Control Agenda after SORT,’ Arms Control Today 

(April 2003), www.armscontrol.org/act/2003_04/sokov_apr03.   

Szczepanski, Kallie, ‘Paratroopers from India and the US exchange smiles and hats on 

the way to Korea,’ September 28, 1953, asianhistory.about.com/od/warsinasia 

/ig/Korean-War-Photos/Indian-and-US-Paratroopers.htm. 

Treverton, Gregory F., & Seth G. Jones, ‘Measuring National Power,’ Rand Publications, 

www.rand.org/pubs/conf_proceedings/2005/RAND_CF215.pdf. 

Tanham, George T. & Marcy Agmon, The Indian Air Force: Trends and Prospects 

(Santa Monica: Rand Corp, 1995), handle.dtic.mil/100.2/ADA286789. 

Tejas Light Combat Aircraft (LCA), Global Security, July 4, 2009, 

www.globalsecurity.org/military/world/india/lca.htm.  

Tenet, George, ‘The Worldwide Threat in 2003: Evolving Dangers in a Complex World,’ 

speech delivered before the Senate Select Committee on Intelligence, February 

11, 2003,  

http://www.cia.gov/cia/public_affairs/speeches/2003/dci _speech_02112003.html  

Terrorist Attack on the Parliament of India, Embassy of India,  

 www.indianembassy.org/new/parliament_dec_13_01.htm.  

Tertrais, Bruno, “Pakistan’s Nuclear Exports: Was there a State Strategy?” Paper 

prepared for the Nonproliferation Policy Education Center, 20 July 2006, 

www.npec-web.org/Essays/20060720-Tertrais-PakistanNuclearExports.pdf. 

Text of the Security Council Resolution 1747 (2007),  

 www.iaea.org/NewsCenter/Focus/IaeaIran/unsc_res1747-2007.pdf. 

Text of the Treaty between the United States of America and the Union of Soviet 

Socialist Republics on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems, US State 

Department website, www.state.gov/www/global/ arms/treaties/abm/abm2.htm. 



  

377 
 

Text of Treaty of Amritsar, March 16, 1846,  

Thakur, Vijainder K., SAAB 2000 Erieye AWE&C, http://knol.google.com/k/saab-2000-

erieye-awe-c.  

The 1963 Hotline Agreement, www.lengel.net/gbs/hotsidetext.html.              

The ABM Treaty and Ballistic Missile Defense, FAS,  

 www.fas.org/spp/eprint/cfr_nc_4.htm. 

The Biological and Toxin Weapon, www.opbw.org/. 

The Essentials of Post Cold War Deterrence, 

 www.nautilus.org/archives/nukestrat /USA/Advisory/essentials95.html. 

The Indian Air Force (Bhartiya Vayu Sena), www.bharat-rakshak.com/IAF/ . 

The Indianization of the Indian Army, www.historytoday.com/dm_linkinternal.aspx 

?amid=12936. 

The Kashmir Dispute, Harry L. Stimson Center,  

www.stimson.org/southasia /?SN=SA2001112045.  

The Malta Summit, December 2, 1989,  

www.cnn.com/SPECIALS/cold.war/episodes /24/documents/ malta/.  

The Missile Technology Control Regime, www.mtcr.info/english/index .html.  

The Nuclear Suppliers Group at a Glance, www.armscontrol.org /factsheets/NSG. 

The Six Party Talks, CFR, http://www.cfr.org/publication/13593 /sixparty_talks_on 

_north_koreas_nuclear_program.html.  

The Soviet Nuclear Program, FAS, nuclearweaponarchive.org/Russia/Sovwpnprog .html.               

The Start of SALT,’ Time, November 21, 1969. 

The Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI): Star Wars, The Cold War Museum, 

www.coldwar.org/ Articles/80s/SDI-StarWars.asp. 

The Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, FAS,  

www.fas.org/nuke/control/npt/text/ npt2. htm. 

The US-North Korean Agreed Framework at a Glance, August 2004,  

 www.armscontrol.org/factsheets/agreedframework.asp. 

Thirteen Days, directed by Roger Donaldson, (2000, Infinifilm Edition, 2001), DVD. 



  

378 
 

Thomas, William, ‘U.S. Veteran reveals Atomic Bombs dropped on Afghanistan and 

Iraq,’ 

 www.willthomasonline.net/willthomasonline/US_Veteran_Reveals_Atomic 

_Bombs.html.   

Threshold Test Ban Treaty, FAS, www.fas.org/nuke/control/ttbt/intro.htm. 

Tierney, Caitlin, ‘NWFZs: Pursuing a World without Nuclear Weapons,’ Carnegie 

Council, September 7, 2010, http://www.carnegiecouncil.org/resources /articles 

_papers_reports/0068.html. 

TIMELINE: Worst Nuclear Submarine Accidents. Reuters/Greenpeace, Nov 9, 2008, 

www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE4A80V820081109. 

Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, Outer Space and Under Water 

(Partial Test Ban Treaty – PTBT),  cns.miis.edu/pubs/inven/pdfs /atosuw.pdf. 

Treaty between the United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 

on the Elimination of their Intermediate-Range and Shorter-Range Missiles, 

www.state.gov/www/global/arms/treaties/inf1.html. 

Treaty of Amritsar, http://www.kashmir-information.com/Legal Docs/Treaty of Amritsar.  

Treaty on the Southeast Asia Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone (Bangkok Treaty), Nuclear 

Files: Library, 

 http://nuclearfiles.org/menu/library/treaties/nuclear-free-zones/trty_nuclear-free-

zone-index.htm. 

UNCIP Resolution (Document No.1100, Para. 75, dated 9 November, 1948. Adopted on 

13 August 1948), www.mtholyoke.edu/acad/intreI/uncom1.htm. 

US Army in Europe and the Seventh Army Today, March 29, 2009, 

www.thefreelibrary.com/U.S.+Army+Europe+And+Seventh+Army+Today-

a01611685073. 

US DoD, Joint Publication 1–02, Dictionary of Military and Associated Terms, April 12, 

2001 (as amended through October 17, 2008),  

 www.dtic.mil/doctrine/jel/new_pubs/jp1_02.pdf.   



  

379 
 

US National Security Council and White House Office of Homeland Security, National 

Strategy to Combat Weapons of Mass Destruction, December 2002, 

http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2002/12/WMDStrategy.pdf. 

US Nuclear Weapons: Changes in Policy and Force Structures, CRS Report, August 10, 

2006, www.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/RL31623.pdf. 

Utz, Curtis. ‘Cordon of Steel: The US Navy and the Cuban Missile Crisis,’ Department 

of the Navy, Naval Historical Center, 1993, accessed June 20, 2007, 

www.history.navy.mil/faqs/faq90-1.htm  . 

Van Herpen, Marcel H, ’Chirac’s Gaullism – Why France has become a Driving Force 

behind Europe’s Autonomous Defence Policy?’  

 www.cicerofoundation.org/pdf/vanherpen _chirac_gaullism.pdf. 

Vietnam War Health Issues, Department of Veteran Affairs,  

 www.va.gov/oaa/pocketcard/vietnam.asp. 

Washington, Alvin, ‘In Pursuit of Strategic Stability in NATO,’ US Army Command and 

General Staff College, Fort Leavenworth, (July 1, 1988): 50,  

 http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=AD

A201598.  

Wassenaar Arrangement, www.wassenaar.org/. 

Woolf , A.F.,  Nunn Lugar Cooperative Threat Reduction Program, CRS Report, March 

6, 2002,  

www.armscontrol.ru/pubs/en/change-low.pdf.  

www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/opmep/cjcsi 1800 _01c.pdf. 

Zehra, Nasim, Siachen and the Indian Khaki, May 16, 2006,   

 www.siachenglacier.com/siachen-and-the-indian-khaki/.  


	1
	2
	3

