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ABSTRACT 

 

South Asia’s strategic stability is embroiled with deep rooted trust deficit, 
technological arms race, sub-conventional war trends and evolving doctrines. In 

the absence of sustainable dialogue process, the strategic anxieties of both India 
and Pakistan have consolidated into aggressive force postures leaving little room 
for shared learning. Instead of forging grounds to seek resolution to the bilateral 

disputes (complex learning), both states have adapted new means to pursue their 
existing state policies (simple learning). The drivers of nuclear learning in South 

Asia are primarily assessed at three levels of analyses i.e. individual, 
organizational level which directly affects the third tier i.e. the state level. Over 
the years, the state institutions in two countries have evolved following parochial 

interests eventually giving birth to rigid organizational cultures. Moreover, the 
idiosyncratic role of key decision makers remained vital in determining the 

military crises in both pre and post-1998 eras. Each military crisis is different in 
its backdrop, occurrence and termination from its preceding event. The reason 
being, each military crisis taught different lessons to either state, subject to 

different interpretations drawn by the decision makers on both sides. Hence, 
unlearning at the individual level is responsible for shaping a peculiar strategic 

culture of South Asia promoting crisis instability.  
 
It is important to explore the factors determining crisis behavior in the region 

while the two states have operationalized their deterrent capabilities and pursuing 
assured second strike pathways. Ideally, the acquisition of nuclear weapons should 

have inculcated enough confidence in both states to transform their ‘enduring 
rivalry’into a new relationship having greater credence on nuclear deterrence. In 
reality, both states have used nuclear shield to pursue their existing state practices 

thus, complicating deterrence stability in the region (stability- instability 
paradox).The study analyses the lag in nuclear learning as a determinant of crisis 

instability. One of the key levels of analysis is the individual level reiterating the 
role of strong personalities operating at different tiers of decision making 
remained involved in crises eruption. Interestingly, the ‘culture of secrecy’that 

shrouded in the development of nuclear programs of both the countries is 
eventually found a key factor for confining the nuclear decision making circle. 

This explains the inconsistent policies and risk prone behavior as a direct outcome 
of nuclear unlearning by the state due to incompetent judgment of the individuals 
facing security paranoia and organizational pathologies in the concerned 

bureaucracies. The recurrence of military crises is explained through the prism of 
nuclear learning, constructivism and cognitive dissonance in shaping a strategic 

culture conducive for crisis instability.   
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INTRODUCTION 

The advent of nuclear weapons in the aftermath of two devastating World Wars 

brought revolution in military affairs (RMA) and challenged the existing notion of 

peace and security. Although, in nuclear era wars have not become obsolete from the  

face of earth yet the meaning of military victory has lost its significance. The Nuclear 

Revolution altered altogether the strategic discourse and geopolitical realities. This 

led to the genesis of new military strategies and concepts such as nuclear deterrence 

and limited nuclear wars subsequently driving the state’s national interests in the 

pursuit of nuclear weapons for power, prestige or survivability. Despite considerable 

non-proliferation concerns and measures (including coercive diplomacy efforts of 

military and economic sanctions) for the quest of the bomb became an indispensable 

element of national power. With this, the imminent fear of nuclear war drove the 

unanimous concern of the US and Soviet Union to learn to live with the bomb. 

Therefore, procedures and mechanisms were devised not only to prevent nuclear 

accidents by maintaining credible deterrent postures  (‘Always/Never’ dilemma) but 

also managed to define the contours of their animosity with each other. Despite 

coming to close calls of nuclear exchange several times the need to exercise restraint 

was valued and at times clearly discerned orchestrating certain level of maturity 

between the super powers.  

 

With the beginning of the Cold War era, the world soon witnessed the era of 

decolonization due to inappropriate demarcation of borders, South Asia emerged as 

world’s most volatile and hostile region. Motivated from threat perceptions in the 

region, Pakistan sought solution to its contentious disputes vis-à-vis its neighbor 

(India) in acquiring weapons of mass destruction (WMDs), whereas India’s 

aspirations for global status, even before the partition, was to become a nuclear 

weapon state. This political thinking fast tracked the efforts of both states to pursue 

their weapons program. Nonetheless, the overt 1998 nuclearization of South Asia, 

failed to breed hope for peace and the region faced military crises abreast of 

technological advancements. Thus, with evolving deterrent postures and command 

and control structures, the fear of crisis escalation started posing a grave threat to the 
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deterrence stability in South Asia. Moreover, the efficacy of stringent nuclear risk 

reduction mechanisms, arms control and confidence building measures became more 

significant to induce a responsible state behavior. Given the animosity between the 

two arch rivals (India and Pakistan), the possibility of inadvertent use of nuclear 

weapons as a result of miscalculation is not a remote option. Thus, strategic stability 

is hell bent upon the element of rationality by the decision makers in a critical time to 

prevent the breakdown of deterrence.  

 

Problem Statement 

South Asia’s risk prone behavior is gruesome on the face of evolving deterrent 

postures, command and control systems. It becomes pertinent to ponder if this risk 

prone behavior carries all the possibilities to result in nuclear exchange resulting from 

accidental/inadvertent/miscalculation. Given the history of mistrust and poor 

implementation record of nuclear risk reduction, confidence building measures 

(NRRMs/CBMs), both India and Pakistan have learned little to stabilize their mutual 

rivalry. Moreover, the current political atmosphere of deadlock under the siege of 

uninterrupted series of crises gives no hope of normalization of relations between the 

two countries. Such a conflict dyad with several instances of nuclear brinkmanship 

describes the nature of enmity as ‘enduring rivalry.’ According to ‘enduring rivalry’ 

the relationship is characterized as a virtually perennial situation where the two 

countries have ‘persistent and incompatible goals with several inter-state militarized 

disputes over more than two decades.’ This state of affairs has deeply impacted the 

perceptions of both the countries and encouraged them to take risks than to avoid 

crises. Thus, India and Pakistan’s nuclear behavior demonstrated lack of confidence 

in their respective nuclear postures, despite triggering technological quid pro quo and 

massive arms race in the region. 

 

This study primarily attempts to explore both the domestic and regional factors that 

helped shape the nuclear behavior of the two arch rivals i.e. India and Pakistan. Apart 

from experiencing troubled relations coupled with wars/crises Kargil study remains 

significant to explore. Its onset was within a year of nuclear testing (May 1998) by 



3 
 

both countries and taught key lessons to the decision makers on either side of the 

border. This incident not only breached bilateral trust and confidence promised in the 

Lahore Declaration (1999) but also provided a window of opportunity to launch 

limited war under the nuclear overhang. Despite winning at Kargil, Indian military 

planners were convinced to adhere to war-fighting doctrines. Before India could have 

recovered from this trauma, the Parliament was attacked by a group of terrorists thus, 

culminating into military standoff in 2001.  

 

The standoff taught India to revamp its military maneuvers in the backdrop of 

inability of its forces to quickly mobilize from eastern coast to the western border. 

This, subsequently, led to the genesis of proactive military operations (Cold Start 

doctrine) in 2004. Although, theoretically CSD is a brilliant military strategy yet, 

requires a lot of technical expertise to synchronize military operations in a coherent 

fashion. During this time, the peace process was making steady progress to overcome 

bilateral issues but Mumbai was targeted with terrorists’ assault in 2008. The Mumbai 

crisis reverberated around the international community and India reportedly had full 

scope of targeting Pakistan through punitive surgical strikes. Again, the crisis was 

diffused but not resolved, with the help of the United States balancing India-

Pakistan’s enduring rivalry.  

 

Like always, Mumbai crisis also ended in the blame game but it left unmitigated scars 

on Indian and Pakistani strategic thinking reaffirming the fact that wars are not 

obsolete from South Asia. Threatened from its eastern neighbor in 2008, Pakistani 

strategic command planned to develop battlefield nuclear weapons as to plug the gap 

between conventional and nuclear war, by lowering the nuclear threshold, in an 

attempt to make cold start based military maneuver a wishful reality. The introduction 

of battlefield nuclear weapons added complexity to the pre-assumed war pattern in 

South Asia, at the same time left several queries unresolved explaining the role and 

efficacy of tactical nuclear weapons (TNWs) between the nuclear neighbors.  

 

In short, the last one decade (1998-2008) of South Asia’s nuclear learning confronted  
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with greater challenges. Being locked into mutual rivalry each state is inadvertently 

compelled to adhere to flawed policies after learning wrong lessons. Since 1990s, 

Pakistan has been engaged (from time to time) in the proxy war against India. 

However, after the 9/11 incident, Pakistan’s participation as a ‘non-NATO ally’ in the 

war on terror demanded her to abandon its support for these ‘jihadists,’ (which are 

declared ‘enemies’ now) and to launch fight against them both at home and abroad 

(Afghanistan). Learning to adjust with new geopolitical realities, Pakistan under 

President Musharraf, with evolving command and control structures underwent an 

internal crisis. In 2003, the revelation of A.Q. Khan proliferation incident was ‘a 

worst crisis faced by Pakistan’ in the words of the then President, General Musharraf.  

 

The turn of new millennium visibly observed a swift phase of military modernization 

in India. It’s pursuit of Ballistic Missile Defense systems (BMD), Multiple 

Independently Targetable Re-entry Vehicles (MIRVs) and Sea-based deterrent 

capabilities, has deeply engrossed Pakistan’s threat perceptions. Facing security-

dilemma in the midst of technological maturation, evolving doctrines and force 

postures against stagnant political impasse over bilateral disputes, South Asia’s 

security environment is stuck up against odds. In the wake of such crisscross 

arrangement of technological developments and political deadlocks, the South Asia’s 

decision makers are expected to behave more responsibly in the event of any 

upcoming crisis. The current political atmosphere does not augur opportunities for 

crisis prevention however, it is optimal for both states to manage crisis from 

escalation by their own efforts instead of involving third actor. To reduce the risk of 

nuclear dangers, South Asia needs to exercise restraint and initiate nuclear risk 

reduction mechanisms to reach peaceful detente. Hence, the technological maturity in 

South Asia needs to keep pace with confidence building measures, arms control 

agreements and risk reduction approaches as an essential predicament for nuclear 

learning. It is conducive to maintain strategic stability in the region and break new 

grounds for conflict resolution approaches. 
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Significance of Study 

This study endeavors to explore and analyze the concept of nuclear learning in South 

Asia. It is innovative to observe the ‘enduring rivalry’ between India and Pakistan 

from the prism of nuclear learning. It also attempts to probe into the crises behavior 

(between India and Pakistan) in the pre- and post-1998 era, explaining the rationale 

for different state policies. The study also uses the lenses of constructivism and 

cognitive dissonance to help in understanding the competing arguments and debates 

contending the core concept.  

 

The literature on the subject of nuclear learning tends to extrapolate Cold War 

deterrence theory and crisis stability models. With generalizations following from the 

the US and Soviet Union case studies, there are marked differences between the Cold 

War and South Asian context. The Cold War era witnessed two major episodes of 

nuclear brinkmanship i.e. the 1962 Cuban missile crisis and the Able Archer 1983 

(over a gap of nearly two decades), unlike South Asia. Various scholars written on the 

subject have so far analyzed the India-Pakistan crises in the context of crisis 

escalation and suggested possible measures for escalation control, while others have 

kept their focus on maintaining deterrence stability.  

 

It is important to probe why nuclear revolution has not induced automatic learning in 

India and Pakistan, persuaded them to pursue risky behavior and failed to generate a 

certain degree of confidence to give up war option and open other venues to address 

their mutual concerns. 

 

Objective of Study 

The study aims to understand the causes of crises recurrence in South Asia. The 

detailed research would help predict the nuclear behavior of India and Pakistan in the 

years to come by observing the learning trajectory. The lag in nuclear learning with 

growing technological sophistication and modernization, any onset of another crisis 

can be devastating. It is pertinent to mention that nuclear learning is new concept and 

has not been discussed much in the literature. This study explains the crises and 
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turbulent political atmosphere in South Asia through the prism of nuclear learning 

which encompasses hardcore security issues, political decision making and cognitive 

aspects of judgment and response under one umbrella.  

 

Relevance of Study 

In the backdrop of scarcity of literature available on the subject (Nuclear Learning) in 

general, and South Asian learning context in particular, this study is an original 

contribution to the existing body of knowledge. This dimension of study is relevant in 

present policy making discourse to objectively review the historica l events. Using 

different analytical lens would help the state and its key institutions to formulate 

policies to ensure credible deterrence but by respecting each other’s sovereignty. In 

the wake of post withdrawal scenario and ongoing rehabilitation effort in 

Afghanistan, India and Pakistan’s conflicting interests in the presence of 

terrorists/non-state actors can provoke another misadventure leading to deadlock. 

Furthermore, the study is also significant from the angle of academic discourse to 

open further avenues and explore the development of nuclear norms and its 

implications on the state behavior. Although, South Asian strategic culture is in its 

evolutionary stages yet, it remains pertinent to observe the fast pace of technological 

shifts, military modernization and changing doctrines as important determinants to it.  

 

Literature Review 

For the sake of analysis, the literature on South Asian Nuclear Learning can be 

divided into three themes based on the work published by Western/European 

scholars, Pakistani and Indian writers. The first theme includes literature that 

primarily focuses on the concept of Nuclear Learning in the context of Cold War and 

South Asia besides decision-making trends and organizational learning. The Nuclear 

Learning process is analyzed at different levels of analyses (individual, organizational 

and state level). Since the dawn of nuclear revolution, nuclear weapon states 

prioritized or redefined their national interests as witnessed between the super 

powers. It suffixes the idea that learning is a cognitive phenomenon which shapes the 

perceptions of decision makers over due course of time. Moreover, different drivers 
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of Nuclear Learning (command and control, nuclear doctrine, technological 

advancement and military modernization, proliferation, history of CBMs and 

NRRMs, number of crises and wars etc) are assessed against the case studies of South 

Asia and Cold War. Western scholars such as Jeffery Knopf in “The Concept of 

Nuclear Learning” (2013), Joseph Nye in “Nuclear Learning and US-Soviet Security 

Regimes” (1987), Russell J. Leng on “Realpolitik and Learning in the India-Pakistan 

Rivalry” (2005) attempt to explore development of nuclear weapons and subsequent 

shifts in the force structures and doctrines of these states. The South Asian scholars 

together observed the learning curve in South Asia. The latest edited book on Nuclear 

Learning in South Asia: The Next Decade (2014) by Feroz Hassan Khan, Ryan Jacobs 

and Emily Burke determines the challenges of nuclear neighbors in reaching detente 

stage. The literature in this sphere remains deficient to examine the slow pace of 

learning process in South Asia with its all drivers in place. Moreover, among all tiers 

of Nuclear Learning, organizational tier is pre-maturely developed in South Asia 

unlike the Cold War era. Nonetheless, role of key organizations involved in nuclear 

decision-making and the impact of organizational learning on the overall processes of 

state behavior in South Asia, needs to be evaluated.  

 

Some of the authors have also discussed the organizational tier in decision-making 

and the evolving organizational cultures parochial to standard operating procedures. 

Scott D. Sagan in “Perils of Proliferation: Organization Theory, Deterrence Theory 

and the Spread of Nuclear Weapons” (1994) argues that the rationality of a decision 

gets marginalized due to corporate interests and competitive behavior operating 

among different organizations. Later, these conflicting interests transform into a 

political tussling. He discusses that during the Sino-India war (1962), some Pakistani 

military officers advised General Ayub to attack India though it was not entertained at 

that time. Sagan did not link his narrative with the role of perceptions. Decision-

makers cannot isolate themselves from the historical baggage and political setting 

prevalent at particular time. This explains the states to take risky and bold decisions. 

Marlene Fiol and Marjorie A. Lyles in “Organizational Learning” (1985) argue the 

dilemma in defining organizational learning at two tiers i.e. at the employees’ level 
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(intangible element) and the organizational outcome (tangible element). The areas of 

convergence include systemic level changes and its linkages with organizational 

learning i.e. the potential of the organization to learn, re- learn or un- learn and its 

ability to improve its performance on the face of changing environment. Rationality, 

Cultures and Deterrence (2013) by Jeffrey W. Knopf attempts to examine the 

influence of intervening variables such as personal biases/heuristics, domestic politics 

and social constructivism that impact the rationality of decision-makers particularly at 

the time when threats are exchanged between the adversaries.  

 

Herbert A. Simon in his article “Bounded Rationality and Organizational Learning” 

(1991) rightly argues if learning fails to bring cognitive change in behavior, it does 

not imply “learning”. This is reaffirmed by Merko Polic in his article “Decision-

Making: Between Rationality and Reality” (2009) suggesting a model called 

‘situational awareness.’ According to this model any decision occurs within the 

volume of time and space. The ‘strategy of satisficing’ i.e. the choice not based on 

rationality but one that suits their biases, is explained under Simon’s concept of 

bounded rationality, believing that people are not necessarily irrational but due to the 

complexity of the problem and the world around them, do make bounded-rational 

decisions. In reality, the decisions are taken in a stressful environment on the face of 

either the incomplete information or having too much information that makes it 

difficult to choose the desired one. Rational decisions require valuable information, 

perceive the situation, interpret the problem and then projecting the future discourse. 

The literature on India-Pakistan nuclear decision-making is more discrete and 

discusses policy issues exercising influence on domestic politics. India’s Nuclear 

Bomb: The Impact on Global Proliferation (2000) by George Perkovich highlights 

the history of Indian nuclear program in three phases; 1947-1974, 1975-1998, 1998 

onwards. His focus remains on the domestic politics, national decision-making 

involved in nuclear policy and Indian aspirations to acquire the global status. During 

these phases, Indian leaders and scientific community played prominent role to drive 

Indian nuclear program whereas military was deliberately kept out of the loop of 

decision-making. Thus, an institutional arrangement involving Cabinet Committee on 
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Political Affairs, Head of State and Atomic Energy Commission personnel developed 

a framework under which India formulated its nuclear policy.  

 

Anupam Srivastava and Seema Gahlaut in “The Influence of Bureaucratic Politics on 

India’s Nuclear Strategy” (2012) give an overview of India’s strategic anxieties from 

both China and Pakistan shaping internal debate and decisions pertaining to nuclear 

policy and doctrines. Rizwana Abbasi in Pakistan and the Nuclear Taboo: Regional 

Deterrence and the International Arms Control Regime (2012) explain the initial 

phases of development of Pakistan’s Nuclear Program in terms of knowledge, 

infrastructure for technological base and the political will. According to her, Pakistan 

is a feudal state in which the political decision making rests with elite bureaucrats 

predominated by feudal mindset. Pakistani strategic culture is shaped by an element 

of threat perception and discrimination. Indian decision making was relatively 

institutionalized that enjoyed the support of country’s political elite on nuclear 

program which was lacking in Pakistan. According to Rizwana, Indian nuclear 

program is best explained by domestic politics and normative model. Nuclear 

deterrence is functional in South Asian region yet both India and Pakistan do not 

recognize nuclear taboo. The literature published in this domain is short of key 

questions as of how and why such practices eventually become part of the normative 

behavior of these states. Since strategic culture of any state helps to determine its 

nuclear policy, it also predicts the pattern of nuclear decision making during crisis 

situations. This aspect has not been discussed by any of the above scholars in their 

work.  

 

The second theme encompasses the published and scholarly work on India-Pakistan 

military crises, the Kashmir dispute as a source of potential conflict for nuclear 

exchange and its linkages with overall strategic stability in South Asia, including the 

role of extra-regional players in mitigating the crises. Among Indian scholars, Sumit 

Ganguly and S. Paul Kapur Nuclear Proliferation in South Asia: Crisis Behavior and 

the Bomb (2008) discuss series of crises in South Asia before and after nuclearization 

(1998). In another book India, Pakistan and the Bomb: Debating Nuclear Stability in 
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South Asia (2010), the same writers critically evaluate the role of force mobilization 

in such a volatile region creating security-dilemma among the nuclear rivals. Pervez I. 

Cheema and Stephen P. Cohen in Four Crises and a Peace Process: American 

Engagement in South Asia (2007) emphasized the role of the United States influence 

in averting the mutual crises. Similarly Sumit Ganguly and Devin T. Hagerty in 

Fearful Symmetry: India-Pakistan Crises in the Shadow of Nuclear Weapons  (2006) 

shared similar views focusing on the role of the United States as a stabilizing factor in 

preventing conflict escalation in South Asian crises. Zachary Davis in The India-

Pakistan Military Standoff: Crisis and Escalation in South Asia (2012) discusses in 

detail the onset of Twin Peak crisis and its subsequent implications on Indian and 

Pakistani military planners. On both sides of the border the military preparations did 

not involve the employment of nuclear weapons. Each time, the US intervened to 

diffuse the tensions apprehending inadvertent escalation of crisis into conventional 

war carrying nuclear overtones.  

 

Devin T. Hagerty in The Consequences of Nuclear Proliferation: Lessons from South 

Asia (1998) discussed India-Pakistan crises of 1986-87 and 1990 under the theoretical 

framework of existential deterrence. The role of nuclear weapons in these crises was 

merely based on the presence of nuclear weapons due to recessed deterrence. Robert 

Wirsing in Kashmir in a Shadow of War: Regional Rivalries in the Nuclear Age  

(2013) gave an extensive account on the anatomy of Kashmir dispute and history of 

proposals aiming to seek resolution. After experiencing Kargil, the protracted conflict 

possesses inherent dangers for escalation with greater reliance on nuclear deterrence. 

Sumit Ganguly in The Crisis in Kashmir: Portents of War, Hopes of Peace (1999) 

described the contours of Kashmir conflict from Indian perspective since its 

inception. Later, in Conflict Unending: India-Pakistan Tensions Since 1947 (2002), 

Ganguly describes the spiral hostility between India and Pakistan encompassing the 

Kashmir dispute. This conflict was eventually a driving force for the acquisition of 

nuclear weapons and carries potential to determine peace and war in the region by 

two nuclear neighbors. Michael Krepon and Nate Cohn’s article, “Crises in South 

Asia: Trends and Potential Consequences” (2011) argue that greater conventional 
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asymmetry between nuclear antagonists compelled Pakistan to have more reliance on 

its nuclear weapons thereby encouraging it to trigger crises induced behavior. The 

crises were de-escalated involving nuclear signaling and involved vertical 

proliferation and devised new strategies/doctrines to communicate deterrent threat. 

The “military and political leaderships of both countries have learned little from past 

crises.” Apart from what lessons were learned, the assumptions based on 

miscalculation, misperception, and incomplete information led to crisis eruption. It is 

predicted that if constructive learning does not occur, then another crisis is likely to 

take place in South Asia.  

 

Michael Krepon and Julia Thompson in Deterrence Stability and Escalation Control 

in South Asia (2013) analyzed the challenges confronting South Asian deterrence 

stability reiterating the strategic competition in strategic triangle (Pakistan-China-

India) and poor diplomatic measures considered to be adversely affecting the 

deterrence equation. Krepon argues that “there is no basis for deterrence stability 

when diplomacy and nuclear risk reduction is moribund, while nuclear capabilities 

are growing and military doctrines are evolving.” Therefore, South Asian deterrence 

stability and escalation control are seemingly undermined in the midst of ineffective 

diplomacy, rapid technological developments and evolving doctrines. In Nuclear 

Pakistan: Strategic Dimensions (2011) Zulfiqar Khan gives an overview to South 

Asian security matrix explained through stability- instability paradox. The nuclear 

dimension of South Asia has also nuclearized Kashmir dispute thus witnessed crises 

without any settlement to bilateral contentious issues. Multiple crises created 

stalemate and any provocative security measures have further enhanced the chances 

of miscalculation between the two countries. Maleeha Lodhi in Pakistan: Beyond The 

‘Crisis State’ (2011) discusses various challenges and factors determining Pakistan’s 

future in the realm of economy, foreign policy, issues of governance and extremism, 

conventional and nuclear capability in the post 1998 geo-strategic environment. 

 

Some writers optimistically evaluated the role of the United States in defusing South 

Asian military crises. Pakistani scholar Feroz Hassan Khan in Eating Grass: The 
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Making of the Pakistani Bomb (2012) writes that each military crisis is different from 

the preceding one and was followed by mutual agreement singed by both India and 

Pakistan. Nonetheless, each of these agreements remained futile to prevent the onset 

of another crisis. Pervez Musharraf in his personal account In the Line Fire: Memoir 

(2006) gives a glimpse of his important decisions while he was the Chief of Army 

Staff and President of Pakistan. The book explains the Kargil adventure reiterating 

that Kargil was not the point of nuclear brinkmanship. By that time, both India and 

Pakistan were not having fully operational capability to use nuclear weapons. 

Similarly, Devin T. Hagerty in “The Kargil War: An Optimistic Assessment” (2009) 

writes that Kargil conflict clearly depicts the miscalculation of the consequences due 

to over-confidence of a new nuclear weapon state (Pakistan), encouraged to risk 

misadventure under the nuclear shadow.  

 

Some of the published work on India-Pakistan military crises focused on describing 

the landscape of crisis episode, its onset and de-escalation and linkage with nuclear 

deterrence. Nonetheless, the authors have failed to discuss the crises behavior 

between the South Asian neighbors from the prism of learning. Some of the work 

above showed that each crisis taught wrong lessons to both the countries that 

subsequently led to the development of proactive military strategies; however, there is 

scarce published material to find the causal factors determining the rationale for 

unlearning the right lessons from history.  

 

The emerging deterrent postures and evolving security doctrines is the third theme of 

concern in India-Pakistan’s nuclear discourse. It is important to explore the conditions 

under which the two countries drafted their doctrines and erected force postures. 

Naeem Salik in The Genesis of Nuclear South Asian Nuclear Deterrence: Pakistan’s 

Perspective (2010) throws light on the ‘action-reaction’ dilemma that Pakistan faces 

with respect to India in acquiring nuclear capabilities. Salik gave his analysis on 

Pakistan’s position of ‘minimum deterrence’ in order to maintain South Asian 

stability. He maintains that Pakistani policies are bound to be affected by the actions 

and policy positions taken by India, with the undesirable possibility of being 
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embroiled into a nuclear and missiles arms race, either by design or default. The book 

however, does not explain why this trend is being practiced after thirteen years of 

overt nuclearization in South Asia. On the contrary Salik writes that both countries 

are embroiled in a hasty nuclear learning process since their nuclear capabilities are 

now fully operational. In fact this shows that robust demonstration of military 

potential by either side is a harbinger of an outbreak of war if brinkmanship occurs. 

Ashley Tellis in India’s Emerging Nuclear Posture: Recessed Deterrent and Ready 

Arsenal (2001) discusses India’s evolving force posture on the face of regional threats 

including China. Tellis justifies India’s technological advancement and examines its 

strategic choices, institutional development and security goals from Indian 

perspective. However, the book does not entail any details regarding nuclear 

behavior.  

 

Ayesha Jalal in Partisans of Allah: Jihad in South Asia (2010) traces the roots of 

‘Jihad’ in the history of Indo-Pakistan subcontinent and its linkages to present times 

as a tool used by Muslims for means of warfare to build alliances and gain political 

goals. Praveen Swami in India, Pakistan and the Secret Jihad: The Covert War in 

Kashmir, 1947–2004 (2006) builds the Kashmir conflict on similar lines reiterating 

Pakistan Army’s ‘jihadist’ approach in Indian Occup ied Kashmir. According to 

Swami, close connection between religion and nationalism gives leaders a new 

identity to achieve personal political objectives. Anil Athale in “Cold Start Doctrine” 

(2011) discusses the Doctrine as a direct outcome of Kargil conflict. Ashley J. Tellis, 

C. Christine Fair and Jamison Jo Medby in Limited Conflicts Under the Nuclear 

Umbrella: Indian and Pakistani Lessons (2001) from the Kargil Crisis analyzed the 

role of Low Intensity Combat (LIC) operation was used as a pressure tactic against 

India by Pakistan during Kargil. Indian lessons learnt were to keep the option of 

limited war under the nuclear threshold open in South Asia. The persistence of 

unconventional war trends in nuclear South Asia represents ‘ugly stability’ in the 

region with greater prospects for LIC operations in the future. According to George J. 

Gilboy and Eric Heginbotham in Chinese and Indian Strategic Behavior: Growing 

Power and Alarm (2012), Indian strategic culture is the blend of realism and idealism 
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which is reflected from Indian military strategies. Cold Start Doctrine by Indian 

planners carries serious doubts when observed against military potential.  

 

Walter Ladwig in “A Cold Start for Hot War?” (2007) gives detailed account on Cold 

Start Doctrine including Indian assumptions and objectives (political and military). 

Stephen P. Cohen and Sunil Dasgupta in Arming Without Aiming: India’s Military 

Modernization (2012) explore the shortcomings in Indian defense planning. 

Considering the political and military bureaucracies working in different directions, 

Indian civil bureaucracy restrained military's role in executing key decisions 

pertaining to military domain. Gurmeet Kanwal in Indian Army Vision 2020 (2008) 

and Ali Ahmed in India’s Doctrine Puzzle: Limiting War in South Asia (2014) 

examines challenges at structural, political and organizational levels faced by India to 

materialize the limited war concept (such as Cold Start Doctrine) below Pakistan’s 

nuclear thresholds. David E. Johnson et al., in Preparing and Training the Full 

Spectrum of Military Challenges: Insights from the Experiences of China, France, the 

United Kingdom, India and Israel (2009) critically evaluates the weaknesses in 

India’s joint doctrines, joint structures and joint training to achieve synchronization 

and coherency in mechanized military operations/maneuvers. The above mentioned 

work highlights the deficiencies in Indian and Pakistani literature to criticize and 

explore possible reasons behind the peculiar state behavior (changing military 

doctrines, strategies and offensive force structures). 

 

The third theme discusses the dilemmas of second nuclear age and eminent need to 

introduce a framework of confidence building measures for escalation control in 

South Asia. Some academicians assessed South Asian strategic rivalry with respect to 

the Cold War model. Apart from drawing similarities, it is equally important to 

extrapolate how deterrence is viewed in South Asia and its direct bearing on 

calculating the learning curve of India and Pakistan. Tugral Yamin in The Evolution 

of Nuclear Deterrence in South Asia (2014) attempts to apply Cold War equation of 

strategic stability on South Asia. Pakistan’s Nuclear Weapons (2008) by Bhumitra 

Chakma discusses Pakistan’s nuclear behavior under the purview of dilemmas faced 
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by second nuclear age, starting from 1991 onwards. As characterized by the basic 

features, the second nuclear age comprises small nuclear weapons states with fragile 

economic and political base, yet determined to develop robust nuclear forces on the 

face of regional security threats. Due to resource constraints usually new nuclear 

weapons states (like Pakistan) bent on minimum credible deterrent postures making 

preemptive use of nuclear weapons a likely option.  

 

Anglo-Saxon scholars have attempted to suggest approaches in reducing the risk of 

nuclear dangers in South Asia. These include, Michael Krepon and Chris Gagne in 

Nuclear Risk Reduction Measures in South Asia (2004) apply Cold War risk 

reduction mechanism to South Asia by realizing the fundamental dilemma of 

stability- instability paradox that allows the precipitation of violence at lower levels. 

The evolving force postures in the midst of crises urge the need of initiating dialogue 

process and negotiating on issues of mutual concern. This narrative builds structure 

without touching the basic factors hampering to break the deadlock. Unless the 

strategic thinking of hostility withers away, all new ideas would continue to go down 

the drain. Michael Quinlan in “Nuclear Weapons and India-Pakistan Relations: A 

Complimentary Comment” (2009) states that both nuclear weapons states cannot be 

bold enough to assume that a crisis would not escalate and completely rule out the 

possibility of the use of these weapons. It is difficult for the Indians to calculate that 

in any case Pakistan would never be ‘tempted to nuclear action.’ South Asian security 

environment is more complex than thought as nuclear card has greater significance in 

initiating a risky situation. Michael Horowitz in “The Spread  of Nuclear Weapons 

and International Conflict: Does Experience Matter” (2009) argues that “learning is a 

process by which actors adapt (or do not adapt) their behavior over time as they 

gather more information from a variety of inputs: experiences, descriptions of 

experiences, and/or other sources.” Charles E. Costanzo writes in “South Asia: 

Danger Ahead?” (2011) that the crises restraint observed during the Cold War 

between the United States and Soviet Union is less likely to be followed by other 

nuclear weapon states. The two super powers were convinced to exercise restraint as 

the disasters of nuclear war were in the calculation of decision makers. Unlike India, 
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Pakistan that decided to introduce battlefield nuclear weapons in response to the 

Indian Cold Start Doctrine (CSD), believing in the argument of ‘prospect theory’, 

which is the opposite of rational actor decision-making model. While efforts have 

been made to explore mechanisms and devise strategies for escalation control in 

South Asia, there exists a gap to study crisis instability. Apart from escalation control, 

India and Pakistan being nuclear neighbors with distrustful history need to prevent the 

onset of standoff at the first place. Once the crisis has erupted, then it becomes 

acutely difficult to practice restraint and escalation control.  

 

All of the themes mentioned above discuss South Asian regional security through 

different prisms i.e. rational decision-making, measures of risk reduction and 

escalation control during crisis, negative peace on the face of technological 

advancement and offensive deterrent postures. In the last decade following nuclear 

tests of 1998, India and Pakistan witnessed nuclear brinkmanship twice. The 

checkered history of mistrust and pitfalls in bilateral peace process and confidence 

building measures give little evidence to suggest risk- free security environment of 

South Asia. After experiencing the Cuban Missile Crisis (1962) between the super 

powers during the Cold War, both the US and Soviet Union developed strategies to 

avoid nuclear brinkmanship and made considerable efforts to reduce the risk of 

nuclear catastrophe. After realizing the dangers associated with the risk of nuclear 

war, the US and USSR engaged in bilateral arms control and disarmament 

agreements to reduce their weapon stocks and keep a minimum deterrent posture. On 

the contrary, South Asian nuclear doctrines and force structures are improving 

towards aggressive posturing despite adhering to minimum deterrence postulate. 

Moreover, the crisis instability coupled with arms race instability does not augment 

deterrence stability in the region. The literature consulted above remained deficient in 

exploring this fact, which is answered in this study. The gap in the existing literature 

is endeavored to be filled by this research aiming to explore why nuclear weapons 

states behave differently and why India and Pakistan continue to flirt with nuclear 

dangers knowing the lethality involved in mishandling such a weapon system.  
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Hypothesis 

The recurrence of India-Pakistan military crises exhibit nuclear unlearning as both 

states have seemingly not learnt ‘right’ lessons from history.  

 

Research Questions  

Hence, to prove the above hypothesis, the study attempts to answer the following 

questions; 

 What is nuclear learning? How states learn? How it can be calibrated that 

nuclear learning has occurred? What is the difference between ‘simple’ and 

‘complex’ nuclear learning? Why India and Pakistan have not undergone 

‘complex nuclear learning’? What is the correlation between ‘complex nuclear 

learning’ with the recurrence of nuclear crises in South Asia? How significant 

is the organizational tier of nuclear learning in shaping the course of state 

behavior? What lessons are learnt by both states? What are the areas where 

nuclear learning has not occurred?  

 How significant is the role of personalities in determining Indo-Pak decision 

making process? How national interests are defined and what is the 

connection between individual and state level nuclear learning?  

 Why both states experienced series of crises even after the overt 

nuclearization of the region? What Kargil war means to South Asia from the 

prism of nuclear learning? Did India and Pakistan learn lessons after 

experiencing every crisis? If yes, then what lessons have been learnt from 

each one of them?  

 India and Pakistan are moving towards assured second strike capabilities, will 

both countries exhibit mature nuclear learning after reaching a saturation point 

of technological advancement as observed in the US-Soviet case?  

 Why India and Pakistan failed to sustain any arms control agreement 

(bilateral/multilateral)? Why dialogue process was unsustainable and added to 

the trust deficit of both states? Why India and Pakistan kept on pursuing risky 

behavior despite signing bilateral agreements? How safe has South Asian 

security landscape emerged after the pursuance of Cold Start Doctrine and 
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tactical nuclear weapons? Is sub-conventional warfare under nuclear shadow 

still an option?  

 How external players’ political interests towards South Asian region have 

shaped Indian and Pakistani nuclear behavior? How did Pakistan-China 

strategic cooperation affect India’s nuclear behavior? How critical is Indo-US 

civil nuclear deal (2005) in shaping Pakistan’s insecurities? What are the 

contours of Pakistan-US alliance in determining Pakistan’s nuclear behavior 

in the post 9/11 era?  

 

Methodology/Source Material 

This study has employed qualitative research methods with descriptive and historical 

designs in order to understand the internal and external dynamics significant in 

shaping the course of behavior of the South Asian nuclear rivals over three decades. 

Within the descriptive approach, case study method has been used to examine the 

trends of crisis stability during the Cold War model and subsequently its effect on the 

nuclear learning of India and Pakistan. In addition, the research tools used for this 

purpose include document analysis and elite interviewing in order to execute an in-

depth study of the role played by key decision-makers within different organizations 

that gave policy input at the onset of crises. Historical process tracing has also been a 

significant tool to reach the outcome by linking the dots of initial conditions. As 

mentioned earlier since the case study of South Asia has been hardly examined from 

the perspective of nuclear learning, this tool helps in analyzing the sequence of policy 

making and uncovers the unusual historical developments that facilitated the 

recurrence of crises between the two states.  

 

Elite interviewing and document analysis has proved useful in studying the existing 

literature on India-Pakistan nuclear behavior. The crises history between the two 

states is closely linked with the technological development, demonstrated by the 

evolution of opaque to operational nuclear deterrence postures. The official 

statements and interviews released at different times by key figures used as signaling 

to deter the crisis has also been an important primary source for the study. The 
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international politics at the big picture has also cast a shadow on the South Asian 

politics. The Afghan war with the demise of Soviet Union was shifting the focus of 

the United States to levy sanctions on Pakistan (Pressler amendment) due to its covert 

pursuit of nuclear capability. Reviewing the historical facts through archives, primary 

sources and declassified documents, wherever possible, provide relevant information 

on the subject, and assist in making an original contribution to the knowledge. Lastly, 

the study uses the Chicago Manual of Style, for references and citations of the 

primary and secondary sources. The references include official reports, speeches, 

statements, press releases, archives, personal interviews and correspondence with the 

individuals involved in India and Pakistan’s decision-making. In addition other 

relevant published material including books, scholarly articles, think-tank conference 

papers/reports and other published material have been also consulted. 

 

Limitations of Study 

Due to limited access available to official documents/records, the study draws its 

strength of primary sources from official statements and elite interviewing. The 

dearth of primary documents is confined for academic scholars due to the monopoly 

of information by key organizations on issues of national security and related to 

strategic aspects. This stands true in India and Pakistan due to secrecy of information 

culture in South Asia. Nonetheless, to overcome the issue of subjectivity and biases in 

interviews, a number of (retired) practitioners and academia from India and Pakistan 

are interviewed to cross-check the political events and conclude truthful findings.  

 

Division of Study 

Chapter-1 focuses on the “Conceptual Framework” of nuclear learning and the 

contending theories surrounding the debate. It explores how learning in nuclear 

domain occurs among states. In addition, it focuses on the theoretical debate of 

constructivism and cognitive dissonance that explain decision making trends shaped 

over the years in both the countries while assessing the strengths and weaknesses of 

respective theories. After examining the process between the Cold War rivals, the 

chapter discusses the interconnection of military crises with learning curve and 
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analyzed the weak areas responsible for crisis instability in the region.  

 

Chapter-2 “Decision-Making as a Driver of Nuclear Learning in South Asia” deals 

with explaining the drivers of nuclear learning between India and Pakistan. This 

includes important events and role of key decision makers in respective countries 

involved in breaking grounds for learning both pre- and post-1998 era. It also 

discusses the implications of overt nuclearization (May 1998), development of 

command and control structures and operationalizing deterrent postures. Furthermore, 

the chapter attempts to trace the level of maturity in learning tendency, expected to 

achieve in the future years provided these trends continue in the same fashion.  

 

Chapter-3 “Nuclear Learning and Crisis Instability in South Asia” focusses on 

military crises between India and Pakistan in both pre- and post-1998 nuclear era. The 

chapter attempts to find the lessons learnt by both states from each crisis and its 

subsequent impact on the organizational and state learning.   

 

Chapter-4 “Doctrinal Asymmetries and Strategic Arms Race: Implications for 

Nuclear Learning in South Asia” discusses the contrasting pattern of India-Pakistan 

nuclear doctrines and arms race as outcome. The net output leads to stability at 

strategic level through assured second strike capabilities leads to tactical level 

instability from limited/sub-conventional war trends. It analyses the outcome of 

technological spin-offs and arms race on South Asia’s nuclear learning.  

 

Chapter-5 “Confidence Building and Nuclear Risk Reduction Measures: India-

Pakistan Military Crises” discusses the history of CBMs in South Asia and its 

correlation with India-Pakistan Military Crises. With poor implementation record of 

CBMs, the risk of nuclear war gets eminent. This augurs the need to develop 

mechanism for nuclear risk reduction measures. This chapter assesses the 

implications of CBMs on India-Pakistan nuclear learning. 
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Chapter-6 “Factors Determining Nuclear Unlearning in the Post-1998 Era” discusses 

the factors responsible for nuclear unlearning in South Asia at three levels of analyses 

i.e. domestic level, involving the civil-military relations and its outcome (policy 

making) on nuclear learning. It also includes the internal politics and events 

demanding right policy decisions. The regional conflicts and bilateral cooperation of 

extra-regional players with Pakistan or India enhanced threat perceptions. This lead to 

developing new security doctrines and arms race, thus, further complicating the India-

Pakistan deterrence equation. At international level, the study explores the role of US 

in shaping India-Pakistan strategic culture and learning tendencies at the state level.  

 

Chapter-7 “Nuclear Learning in South Asia in the Next Decade: Prospects and 

Challenges” discusses the nuclear learning curve of South Asia in the next decade. 

The common areas where India and Pakistan can enhance their mutual learning 

process in order to bring stability in the region. It reiterates the efficacy of track II 

dialogue process aiming to explore peace in a mistrustful environment. Moreover, the 

study in this chapter also argues the need to revamp bureaucratic (civil and military) 

establishments and societies in both the countries. The political atmosphere should be 

congenial for learning correct lessons; this can be improved by bringing institutional 

reforms and isolating regional conflicts from South Asian nuclear deterrence. The 

chapter also highlights the challenges of internal motivation of scientific 

community/strategic organizations responsible for upping the ante of arms race. Thus, 

geopolitical alliances and state perceptions carry inherent implications for state 

learning of both the states. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



22 
 

CHAPTER 1 

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 

The use of nuclear weapons during the World War II altogether revamped the 

theories of international relations. In the Cold War era, the interstate relations were 

pre-dominantly determined from the realist school of thought. Thus, the concept of 

military power and international debate became power-centric. This gave importance 

to the concepts of balance of power, nuclear parity, strategic equivalence, stability-

instability paradox, and strategic stability etc. Hence, the development of nuclear 

technology and diffusion of nuclear knowledge started reshaping state’s behavior. 

Certain norms were consensually devised to handle state practices to live with the 

deadliest of all weapons. Nonetheless, certain aspects of the state behavior remained 

subjective to each state. This pertains to inherent understanding shared by its key 

organizations depicting wisdom and rationality in the policies.  

 

Policies (right or wrong) practiced over the years eventually became part of the state 

behavior. The aura of learning gives birth to strategic culture of a state defining the 

contours under which key decisions pertaining to the threat/use of force takes place.  

The US-Soviet relations observed relatively stable deterrence despite massive buildup 

of nuclear stockpiles and technological advancements. Interestingly, the fear 

generated from the security dilemma was soon transformed into détente recognizing 

the efficacy of peace as a condition to deterrence stability. Since then, nuclear 

weapons continued to serve the purpose of averting nuclear war between the nuclear 

rivals. The US-Soviet relations and India-Pakistan antagonism witnessed different 

experiences ending up at learning different lessons from their nuclear behavior and  

relationship with each other.  

 

The South Asian regional security dynamics are different from the Cold War politics, 

thus making it difficult to draw parallels between the two case studies. Given the 

differences between the two case studies, South Asian deterrence stability is 

confronted with greater challenges in comparison to the Cold War rivals. The 

geographical proximity of the two rivals poses greater challenge to the decision-
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makers during the crisis situations. The three decades of crises in South Asia 

including limited conflict (Kargil) implies that India and Pakistan have asymmetries 

in their force postures and doctrinal developments carrying inherent tendencies to 

bring both states to nuclear brinkmanship, if both states  continue to learn wrong 

lessons from the history. Thus even after fifteen years (since 1998), the region is still 

grappling with turbulent peace, border skirmishes, unresolved contentious issues, 

menace of religious extremism and terrorism, growing arms race offering little 

prospects for normalcy in bilateral relations.  

 

Scholars and skeptics argue whether nuclear South Asia is different from pre-1998 or 

not. To answer this question, the nuclear behavior of enduring rivals is needed to be 

studied elaborately. India and Pakistan remained unable to seek solutions to their 

mutual disputes. Pakistan, being relatively weak in conventional strength vis-à-vis 

India is hasty to shift balance of power in its favor whereas India is caught in security 

dilemma against China.1 Barry Buzan explains the strategic triangular relationship 

from the perspective of ‘regional security complex theory’ (RSCT) that later became 

part of the Copenhagen School of thought. The basic premise of RSCT is ‘amity and 

enmity’ guiding state behavior within anarchic international system.2 This suggests 

South Asia as a conflict-prone region with security matrix interlinked with other 

states of the region (China in strategic triangle and Afghanistan with respect to post-

withdrawal scenario and Indian foothold close to Pakistani’s eastern border). Due to 

complicated security landscape involving stakes of key regional and extra-regional 

players, South Asia is of paramount interest to great powers.  

 

 

 
                                                 
1 John Herz, “Idealist Internationalism and Security Dilemma” World Politics, 2:2, (July 1950), 157-

180; Also see, Robert Jervis, “Cooperation under the Security Dilemma” World Politics, 30:2, 

(January 1978), 167-214. 
2
 Barry Buzan and Ole Waver, Regions and Powers: The Structure of International Security, 

(Cambridge: Cambridge  University Press, 2003), 47; See Barry Buzan, People, States and Fear: An 

Agenda for International Security Studies in the Post Cold War Era , (Colchester: European 

Consortium for Po litical Research Press , 2008), 189; Marianne Stone, “Security According to Buzan: 

A Comprehensive Security Analysis” Security Discussion Paper Series, 2009, available at 

http://geest.msh-paris.fr accessed on February 12, 2014.  

http://geest.msh-paris.fr/
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1.1. Nuclear Weapons and International Debate 

The international academic debate on the role of nuclear weapons is generally divided 

into two major categories i.e. deterrence ‘optimists’ and ‘pessimists.’ The optimists 

argue the stabilizing role of nuclear weapons between rivals, affirming the fact that 

destructive capabilities of such weapons limit their utility. Therefore, the only 

purpose these weapons can serve is political in nature. Some scholars believe that 

given the magnitude of destruction the nuclear weapons can bring to the world, states 

possessing such arsenals to rationalize their policies vis-à-vis their adversaries. 

Taking the lead from this argument, the nuclear revolution assumed that states would 

tend to ‘automatically’ learn and devise policies prohibiting the use of nuclear 

arsenals. Coming from this school of thought, Joseph Nye first introduced the term 

‘nuclear learning’ in 1987.3 The US and Soviet Union initially tried to strategize 

policies to achieve nuclear superiority against each other ending up into massive arms 

race. Initially, both states tried to articulate doctrines to achieve victory over one 

another by involving the use of nuclear weapons. During the Korean War (1950-53), 

the use of nuclear weapons was given a serious thought within the US 

administration.4 However, over the years, both super powers have learnt to live with 

the bomb and were self-deterred as any aggressive posturing might have indulged the 

two Cold War rivals into a nuclear exchange.5 

 

Deterrence pessimists, on the contrary argued that “the more may not be better.” 

Despite the shift in balance of power (BOP) brought about by the nuclear 

proliferation in different regions, it failed to guarantee peace. In the post Cold War 

world, the new nuclear weapon states with nascent command and control and early 

warning systems became more vulnerable to the use of strategic weapons particularly 

when locked in political deadlock. The basic hunch behind such a proposition is “new 

nuclear states...play the "nuclear card" significantly more often than their more 
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experienced nuclear counterparts, making them more likely to reciprocate militarized 

disputes.”6 The academic discourse dealing with the experience of handling nuclear 

weapons brought both deterrence optimists and pessimists to common grey area of 

research requiring further exploration i.e. nuclear learning. According to Michael 

Horowitz, ‘time’ is a critical factor in shaping nuclear behavior of the states to adjust 

their national interests and perceptions vis-à-vis their adversary.7  

 

1.2. International Relations Theory: Learning and Military Crises 

South Asia’s nuclear deterrence went through testing times more than any other 

region of the world. The most dominating debate prevalent in the recent history 

explaining this question focused on the stabilizing role of nuclear weapons in averting 

nuclear exchange between the two countries. However, less attention is paid to the 

recurrence of crises in the presence of nuclear weapons. The ‘enduring rivalry’ of the 

two nuclear neighbors have transformed very little to deal with the issues of mutual 

concern. Joseph Nye reiterates that even the US and Soviet security regimes have not 

reconciled in their political relationship within the nuclear environment.8 He further 

argues that “the hostility in their relationship, not the existence of nuclear weapons 

per se, presents the gravest threat.”9 The US-Soviet leadership did manage to deal 

with their nuclear weapons, however, the nature of hostility between the super powers 

were not manageable. This fear haunted the possible exchange between the nuclear 

forces. Although the deterrence optimists are right in saying that with the induction of 

nuclear weapons the wars have become rare, but consequently, it has created a 

dangerous security environment where crises have replaced wars. 10 Thus, the onset of 

military crisis between nuclear rivals triggers alarm about stability of nuclear 

deterrence.  
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To explain this, realism is a prominent approach to study conflicts among 

international theories; however, it is handicapped in predicting the behavior of states’ 

posing risk to nuclear deterrence. Within the realist paradigm, many theories/concepts 

are consolidated including Balance of Power, Security Dilemma and Power 

Transition. Thucydides and Thomas Hobbes were the two protagonists who 

structured the debate arguing that international relation is governed by self- interests 

of the states which exist as individual entities in an anarchic world. States, as 

governed by humans carry latent capability to induce conflict in the environment. 

Hence, security can be only achieved through power politics. Thucydides emphasized 

that powerful states not only secure their defense but also dominate in the 

international system. Reiterating the notion of ‘survival of the fittest’ states come in 

confrontation against the other.11 Hobbes, on the contrary, in his theory ‘State of 

Nature’ claims that “the weakest has strength enough to kill the strongest, either by 

secret machination or by confederacy with others that are in the same danger with 

himself.”12 This gives birth to the concept to Collective Security and alliance building 

among states motivated by the single agenda of self- interest.  

 

Inspired from the work of pioneers of prevailing paradigm (Realism), E.H. Carr and 

Hans Morgenthau further added observations on the theoretical debate of realism 

ensued from empirical evidences. Thus, according to them “a) sovereign states are 

both the primary actors and basic units of analysis; b) inter-state behavior takes place 

in an environment of ungoverned anarchy; c) the behavior of states can be understood 

‘rationally’ as the pursuit of power defined as interest.” 13 Hence, the ‘national 

interests’ of the state is a dynamic phenomenon which redefines itself on the face of 

changing geopolitics driven by domestic factors and institutional influence, 

overarching security/foreign policy. Realism fails to explain ‘how national interests 
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become defined.’14 Moreover, states are represented by individuals therefore; the 

leaders’ learning through political experiences remains a subjective domain. 

Therefore, defining national interests and taking crucial decisions entirely depends on 

the rationality of decision-makers.  

 

The weaknesses of Classical/Traditional Realism led to the emergence of Neorealism, 

the leading proponent of which is Kenneth Waltz. It explains balance of power, 

alliance formation, internal and external balancing, arms racing, and security 

competition as the outcomes of states interaction within an anarchic world. ‘States’ in 

the international system as per the theory are self-help autonomous actors surviving to 

follow their own national interests. Although Neorealism became increasingly 

popular as it provided multiple lenses to look at the state’s behavior based on Levels 

of Analyses approach i.e. state, regional and systemic level, yet it becomes complex 

to study the interplay of different factors operating at all these three levels of 

analyses. The biggest shortcoming remains its inability to predict state behavior or 

suggest war avoidance behavior in the interstate relations. Considering the fact that 

‘states’ being part of the international whole, their interests cannot be indifferent to 

the structural changes happening around them. Within this preview, states define or 

redefine their national interests based on self- interest. Apart from Realism, Game 

theory also gained considerable attention in academic discourse, aiming to judge how 

decision makers behave and what choices are available to them to make situation 

suitable for them.15 

 

According to Game Theory, decision makers are players attempting to make rational 

choice as outcome. States locked in a conflict may either achieve their mutual 

interests together in a win-win situation or a state gets its interests served at the behest 

of other leading to zero-sum results. During the Cold War era, deterrence strategy 

turned out to be a rational choice envisioned as national interests on the part of both 

states leading to war avoidance behavior. However, in the case of South Asia due to 
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conventional asymmetries, instability at tactical level creates room for limited 

conflicts to serve the vested interests of both states against each other. Thus, stability-

instability paradox operates in a classic pattern leading to the onset of crisis. The non-

zero sum game theory revolves around mutual cooperation, thus, in security studies it 

includes arms control as a result of cooperation by limiting arms, conversely, arms 

race as mutual agreement to achieve stability through armament.16 In the wake of 

technological shifts in South Asia with BMD and TNWs, it is hard to assume the 

arms race instability and quest to achieve assured second strike capability are the 

result of mutual understanding for detente. Security stud ies also adopted the 

International Liberalism debate to explain inter-connective social approaches between 

domestic level, state and transnational context having direct impact on state’s 

behavior. Even though liberalist approach successfully explains the overarching role 

of international institutions promoting security through cooperation, yet it remains 

futile in explaining why states indulge in wars despite interdependence. 17 

 

The post-Cold War era reshaped the debate on international relations theories. With 

the break up of Soviet Union, integration of Europe without confrontation of US-

Soviet regimes, economic cooperation among states and placement of democratic 

political regimes in the developing world made realism outdated. 18 Thus, Liberalism 

and Constructivism debate came in vogue and it was presumed that more theoretical 

approaches can explain the changing world politics. Classical liberalism argues the 

essence of promoting free-market transcending national boundaries and interlocking 

states in combined economic interests, creating minimum chances for war and 

conflict by maximizing stakes. Hence, liberalists laid emphasis on economic 

interdependence that may eventually make states peace dependent due to mutual 

interests.19  
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According to constructivism, norm, ideas and identity are integral concepts; arguably 

statesmen construct images about ‘other states as friend or enemy’ 20 that eventually 

cater their foreign policy objectives. The case of 2003 Iraq invasion in which Saddam 

Hussein was assumed to be developing weapons of mass destruction precluded 

identity factor. Constructivists argue that identity and security are interlinked and 

‘threats’ come into being as socially constructed phenomenon shared on the basis of 

common perceptions.21 In the case of India and Pakistan, the respective bureaucracies 

on both sides have constructed images vis-à-vis each other which has exasperated the 

security paranoia on either side. Consequently, the elected governments remain bound 

to stretch state policies up to certain limits of flexibility. Thus, South Asia’s nuclear 

behavior to an extent can be explained from Kenneth Waltz’s Neorealism and 

Constructivism whose proponents are Nicholus Onuf, Alexander Wendt and Ted 

Hopf.22  

 

1.3. Conceptualizing Nuclear Learning 

In 1980s, the deteriorating US-Soviet relations further added impetus to the on-going 

debate on security studies. By the time international relations debate was divided into 

two major groups; realist and liberalist scholars dealing with economic cooperation 

and interdependence through security regimes. In 1987, Joseph Nye’s “Nuclear 

learning between US and Soviet Security Regimes” came in the limelight of policy 

makers. Nye explored learning in interstate relations and helped predicting the future 

through the pattern of past mistakes committed by the belligerents.  

 

1.3.1 Operationalizing the Term ‘Learning’ in International Relations  

Learning is a cognitive phenomenon, and is subject to personal judgment of the 

observers to determine whether learning has occurred. While considering the 

universal truths, the process of learning is obvious to determine; however, in case of 

everyday life, it is difficult to measure what an individual has learned from personal 
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experiences as well as through others. The conventional wisdom says that individual 

must have learned ‘right lessons’ as per the positive judgment however, some times, 

situation can be otherwise.23 Therefore, it is important to first evaluate the process of 

‘learning’ and then observe it against different levels of ana lyses. “Learning...refers to 

changes in beliefs derived from observation and interpretation of experience, either 

through direct experience, or vicariously through observation of the behavior of 

others.”24 According to Russell Leng the rigidity to change behavior is the result of 

encouragement received from acts of reinforcement from continuing existing 

behavior offering more chances to wars and crises (experiential learning). The US-

Soviet calculation to avoid nuclear confrontation was a chance (vicarious learning).25 

According to Jeffery W. Knopf, there is a three dimensional concept of ‘learning’; 1) 

value-neutral and value laden or normative vs. non-normative 2) types of learning and 

policy preference 3) learning at different levels of analyses i.e. individual, 

organizational, state and international learning. 26 Jack Levy considers learning as a 

value-neutral subject that argues that any change in the beliefs of an individual is 

prescribed as ‘learning’ no matter how moralistic the content is. 27 Jeffery Knopf 

contradicts this definition and argues that ‘learning is inherently a normative 

concept’, otherwise presumably, if somebody committed genocide after being 

convinced to commit some act as morally justifiable, will be considered as part of 

learning too, which is untrue.28 Therefore, ‘what has been learned’ in inter-state 

relations is also based on subjective interpretation of the analysts to observe whether 

learning has occurred.  

 

Joseph Nye’s categorization of learning is based on means-end relationship. 

According to him, learning can be of two types; ‘simple’ and ‘complex.’ Simple 

learning occurs when states pursue the same goals but by altering the means pursued. 

Thus, the state’s interests have not changed rather it changes its policies to achieve 
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the same ulterior motives. Complex learning argues reevaluating means-end 

relationship and prioritizing new objectives and policy means. 29 Complex learning, in 

Joseph Nye’s views,  is difficult to occur as it requires new goals and policy options in 

interstate relations. Usually, states adapt policies on the face of changing politics even 

after the major pursuance brought about by either political event or as a consequence 

to technological achievement like acquiring nuclear weapons instead of devising new 

political objectives. Therefore, simple learning is relatively easier to learn than 

complex learning and at times persuasive in germinating seeds of crisis among 

conflicting states.30 Change in policy goals require changes at deeper level of state 

structure, therefore, intangible drivers like ideology, perceptions [threat related] and 

personality factor are less predictive and hence slow to undergo change in the process 

of learning. Consequently, developing nation-states and closed societies with 

parochial mindsets like India and Pakistan, possess minimum chances to undergo 

complex learning because, different organizations and bureaucracies carrying 

historical baggage are accustomed to ‘bounded rationality’ being reflected in the form 

of inflexible state policies. Among other variables, time is a crucial factor in 

determining the learning curve. According to Jeffery Knopf, it is possible that 

learning can either occur at right time or too quickly or too late. In later case the 

response could be related to the exchange of nuclear weapons in a war.31  

 

To conceptualize the word ‘learning’, Knopf suggests two basic categorization i.e. 

Factual and Inferential learning. Factual learning involves learning the ‘basic facts’ 

having universality in understanding.32 For instance, the fact that nuclear weapons 

can cause lethality of immense magnitude is a known fact, therefore, it is expected 

that states will automatically inhibit the use of such weapons in war. This observation 

is well articulated in the theory of ‘Nuclear Revolution’ discussed by Robert Jervis, 

who argues that the development of nuclear weapons has reinforced Clausewitzian 
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notion of ‘war’33 suggesting it a costly business in modern times. Therefore, war 

among nuclear weapon states has virtually lost the meaning of victory, thus, this 

assertion will persuade statesmen to recognize the non zero-sum outcome in armed 

conflict. Consequently, peace is likely to prevail by default if not by design. The 

theory of nuclear revolution also affirms the credibility of nuclear threats between 

conflicting states, thus compelling them to maintain crisis stability and indulge in 

serious arms control efforts to avoid nuclear catastrophe. On the contrary, Inferential 

Learning refers to drawing general conclusions from fundamental facts. 34 This 

reiterates that such learning falls in the subjective domain. Usually the knowledge 

about the destructive capability of nuclear weapons is known, however, skeptics 

argue that inferences drawn can be rational or misleading in drafting policies during 

crisis or war situation. “Given awareness of their own and others’ nuclear capabilities, 

what inferences do leaders draw about the best policies to pursue in response? What 

do they see as the implications of their nuclear relationship?”35 Since world has not 

experienced any nuclear war therefore, states can only draw inferences about fighting 

a nuclear war assuming through escalation/transformation of limited war into absolute 

one. Therefore, inferential learning would also aim to assess the possible behavior of 

an adversary in a conflict dyad. 

 

Alastair Johnston made a distinction between Adaptation and Learning. According to 

him, Adaptation takes place when “change in policy is due to tactical adjustment to 

changing external condition.”36 Whereas learning refers to “change in policy is due to 

shifts in the central paradigm held by policy-makers, either in a more realpolitik or 

more ideal-politick direction, as new information about the external environment is 

internalized by the decision-makers.”37 Philip Tetlock argues that inter-state relations 

in the conflict dyad witness learning at the tactical level which is different from 
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strategic level, which states “political decision makers reconsider their basic strategic 

assumptions and orientation.”38 Whereas, the tactical level is devoid of change in core 

considerations.  

 

1.3.2. Defining the Concept of Nuclear Learning 

The concept of ‘nuclear learning’ is rather new and understudied area of research. 

The diffusion of nuclear knowledge is limited yet it offers little understanding to the 

international actors i.e. states, which are sovereign and autonomous players to behave 

in the international system. The debate on nuclear knowledge “rests upon elaborate 

counterfactual argument, abstractions based on assumptions about rational actors, 

assumptions about the other nation’s unknown intentions, and simple intuitions.”39 

Nuclear weapon states develop strategies, doctrines, force postures and exercise 

nuclear diplomacy to regulate their inter-state behavior in a way where chances of 

nuclear exchange are minimized and instances of nuclear brinkmanship reduced. 

Thus, stable nuclear deterrence at strategic and tactical levels with limited space for 

crisis instability assures optimum level of nuclear learning in a conflict dyad.  

 

1.3.3. Who Learns? The Levels of Analyses Approach  

The concept of Nuclear Learning can be assessed on a wide range continuum of 

levels of analyses i.e. international, state, governmental, organizational and individual 

learning. The ‘international learning’ according to Knopf’s definition, is transnational 

sharing of knowledge concerning the possible use of nuclear weapons and reducing 

the risk of ‘dangers of nuclear war.’40 State learning is to develop a shared 

understanding on nuclear hazards and synchronize state behavior of rival states into 

mutual confidence building measures/arms control agreements, then it is assumed that 

nuclear learning has occurred. Thus, state learning which is at times used 

interchangeably with governmental learning is different. Since government is an 
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integral component of the state yet it is not a permanent feature. Therefore, learning at 

governmental level is common understanding among the political elite at certain time. 

However, if the shared knowledge becomes a constant variable irrespective of the 

regime/leadership change, only then, it is considered as state learning. Moreover, 

state which is composed of different organizations and institutions, its learning is 

dependent on the policy output of key organizations termed as organizational 

learning. Unless certain degree of change in organizational culture of an institution 

whether civil (like foreign policy objectives) or military (for instance in military 

doctrine) occurs, organizational learning cannot be identified.  

“Although organizational learning occurs through individuals, it would 

be a mistake to conclude that organizational learning is nothing but the 
cumulative result of their members' learning. Organizations do not 

have brains, but they have cognitive systems and memories. As 
individuals develop their personalities, personal habits, and beliefs 
over time, organizations develop world views and ideologies. 

Members come and go, and leadership changes, but organizations' 
memories preserve certain behaviors, mental maps, norms, and values 

over time.”41 
 

Last but not the least, individual learning pertains to key decision makers’ as single 

entity undergoing the learning process.42 Presumably, nuclear learning has occurred if 

a state after learning lessons either at individual, governmental or state level 

transform its policies as per the learning of its new beliefs, it is termed as foreign 

policy learning. Moreover, any unilateral learning will not serve the purpose unless 

the conviction to avoid the nuclear war is reciprocated by the other state as well. This 

generates the significance of shared knowledge and reaching similar conclusions. 

Thus, foreign policy learning lays strong foundation for mutual learning. However, if 

a state learns from the US-Soviet case of nuclear learning separately and draws its 

own judgments, it is considered as part of international learning. 43 Therefore, based 

on the state practices, one can examine whether nuclear learning has occurred in both 

states. Once the states in conflict themselves are induced to replace existing beliefs 

                                                 
41

 Marlene Fiol and Marjorie A. Lyles, “Organizational Learn ing” The Academy of Management 

Review, 10: 4 (October 1985), 803-813.  
42

 Ibid., 87-88. 
43

 Jeffrey W. Knopf, op cit., 88.  



35 
 

with new ones and cooperate with each other on nuclear related matters to prevent the 

chances of nuclear exchange, then it affirms the transformation from simple to 

complex learning.  

 

1.3.4. Nuclear Learning and State Behavior 

To determine the state behavior in terms of nuclear learning is difficult to observe  

tangibly. Since learning requires ‘trial and error’ approach,  but the state behavior in 

the presence of nuclear weapons cannot afford error. 44 Therefore, it offers greater 

responsibility on the rational decision-making by the actors representing states. 

Hence, at this point, state learning aptly coincides with individual learning with key 

decision-makers’ rationality and judgment. A moment of error through 

inadvertent/miscalculation by a state on the crisis peak can bring both states closer to 

nuclear war. In this regard, the strength of nuclear learning capacity depends largely 

upon the command and control and early warning systems of nuclear weapon states. 

The credible and robust C4I2SR systems (command, control, computers, 

communications, intelligence, information, surveillance and reconnaissance) reduce 

the chances of error to slip into miscalculation and inadvertent use of nuclear 

weapons. In reality, nuclear weapons pose greater challenge to be managed as it;  

“involves the unpredictability of circumstances and human behavior 
interacting with complex sensors, communications systems, command 

centres and weapons. The smallest details can assume central 
importance and range widely in substance, from the legitimacy of 
presidential succession to computer algorithms, from the psychology 

of stress to the physics of electromagnetic pulse...Even the most 
advanced experts and the most experienced practitioners are narrowly 

and incompletely informed. No one understands the whole.”45 
 

This affirms that nuclear learning at all levels of analyses will contribute to guide 

state behavior in a crisis to revert risks involved in nuclear use. Apart from ‘trial and 

error’, states can also learn from the military history of victory, defeat, brinkmanship 

                                                 
44

 Janice Gross Stein, “Polit ical Learning by Doing: Gorbachev as Uncommitted Thinker and 

Motivated Learner” International Organization, 48: 2 (Spring 1994), 156. 
45

 Paul Bracken, The Command and Control of Nuclear Forces, (New Haven: Yale University Press, 

1983), 3. 



36 
 

or crises episodes vis-à-vis its adversary.46 In the war domain, it is pertinent to 

observe that states are usually critical about their past mistakes and may likely to 

misinterpret events in an attempt to absolve their guilt. This likelihood can deviate 

state behavior from learning the ‘right lessons’ encourage trends towards nuclear 

unlearning. For instance, after Kargil conflict (1999) and 2001-02 military standoff, 

India learned to overcome shortcomings in its operational capabilities and develop 

military preparedness to fight war under nuclear thresholds, on the other hand, 

Pakistan learned to resolve Kashmir dispute through tactical instability by using 

nuclear shield.  

 

1.4. Nuclear Learning and Strategic Culture 

Since learning is a subjective phenomenon, it is all pertinent to link state learning 

(shaped by other levels i.e. organizational, individual and international) with its 

strategic culture that determines the course of critical decisions with respect to the use 

of force. The process of strategic culture is evolutionary in nature that evolves over 

decades. The South Asian strategic culture carries symbols of colonial era. After the 

independence of 1947, both India and Pakistan inherited and adhered to certain 

legacies of the colonial past which eventually became part of their respective strategic 

cultures. Alastair Iain Johnston defines ‘strategic culture’ as;  

“Strategic culture is an integrated ‘system of symbols (e.g. 

argumentation, structures, languages, analogies, metaphors) which acts 
to establish pervasive and long lasting strategic preferences by 

formulating concepts of the role and efficacy of military force in 
interstate political affairs, and by clothing these conceptions with such 
an aura of factuality that the strategic preferences seem uniquely 

realistic and efficacious.”47 
 

Johnston’s definition describes the influence of Grand Strategy ingredients essential 

to determine the role of military force in a realistic way thus paving the way for 
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rational strategic choice as ultimate outcome. Colin S. Gray’s definition of strategic 

culture involves the constructivist approaches, thus, he defines strategic culture as 

“referring to modes of thought and action with respect to force, which derives from 

perception of the national historical experience, from aspirations for responsible 

behavior in national terms.”48 According to Gray, decision-makers cannot be devoid 

of surrounding environment carrying reflections of past and biases of na tionalism or 

national interests motivated by realism (may or may not be) to influence their 

decisions. Thus, the state behavior like human behavior is conditioned to normative 

trends due to the psychological connotations associated with learning that requires 

change in the belief system. Such a change may occur either by replacing the existing 

beliefs with new ones or reinforcing the doubts in existing beliefs, thus generating a 

certain level of confidence to either reject or adhere to it. 49 Therefore, continuation of 

any existing policy on which a state capitalizes (either rational or otherwise) can be 

assessed as part of the learning. 

 

The methodology to measure whether state has learned ‘right lessons’ or nuclear 

learning has occurred is difficult to be gauged. Nonetheless, few considerations can 

help in determining the level of nuclear learning in a given state. As stated earlier, 

‘complex learning’ requires change in means-end relationship but it is not necessarily 

true that every policy change by state is a manifestation of nuclear learning. A change 

can be a result of domestic politics than as a direct consequence to learning. 

Moreover, learning also has close connection with cognition/thought process that may 

occur at any level of analyses (learning continuum i.e. individual, organizational, 

governmental, state, foreign policy/international level). Certainly, it is easier to 

observe cognitive change at individual level than at collective level, nonetheless, the 

learning of key decision-makers serving in different organizations significantly 

matters. There are chances that states experience learning but end up in learning 

‘wrong lessons’ based on subjective/biased interpretations derived from the historical 
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past. Hence, “perceiving the objective environment in a particular manner, to 

decoding it, and finally to translating learning into policy changes, strategic culture is 

likely to play a key intervening role. In other words, no individual or organization is a 

tabula rasa, they are carriers of values, beliefs, and other cultural codes, all of which 

impact on the learning process.”50 The policy outcome orchestrating responsible 

restraint with maturity to handle the crisis situations at repeated instances, will 

illustrate change in the existing strategic culture. Such a change can only take place 

once nuclear learning has occurred at organizational and /or state level. Since 

governments bring temporary shift in policies due to their short-term placement, 

therefore, governmental learning is less influential to revamp the strategic culture of 

any state.  

 

1.5. Cognitive Dissonance and the Concept of Nuclear Learning  

The theory of cognitive dissonance proposed by Leon Festinger explains a state of 

discomfort arising from either holding two dissimilar beliefs or disconnect between 

belief and response generated from it.51 Festinger’s theory also falls in the 

psychological domain of academic discipline yet the inter-disciplinary approach 

would help to explain the fallacious learning on part of the state policies. 

Conventional thinking suggests that change in human behavior is prelude to amend 

attitudes; however, cognitive dissonance believes that human attitudes can only be 

changed if behavior is altered first. For instance it is believed that ‘powerful approach 

to desegregation’ would be exposing a prejudiced individual to interact with other 

people against whom he is prejudiced on equal footings in a congenial environment. 

This will help adjusting the old fixated ideas to get replaced with new behavior. 52 

 

The learning trends between India and Pakistan in different time frames depict that 

South Asian nuclear discourse is inspired from Cold War literature. However, given 

the striking differences between the two case studies in comparison, both India and 
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Pakistan have failed to adapt the super powers’ experience as per the regional 

requirements. Consequently, India and Pakistan drafted doctrines and operationalized 

their force postures based on aggressive policies. The current force postures of both 

states hardly adhere to ‘minimum credible deterrence’ outlook. Thus, the 

technological advancement moving ahead of strategic requirements is proving 

detrimental augmenting security dilemma. The fifteen years (since 1998) have not 

enhanced certain degree of confidence in each state to undertake complex learning in 

new strategic environment. This indicates the fact that the two states have not 

reconciled with the changed strategic realities demanding restraint. Pakistan being 

caught between internal unrest and external threats is unable to redefine its security 

policy course. On the other hand, India’s massive defense buildup against China 

arouses confusion and clear dichotomy between rhetoric claims and force postures in 

reality. Although, India and Pakistan are moving towards assured second strike 

capabilities aiming to strengthen deterrence, nevertheless, the unprecedented history 

of crises and wars does not guarantee deterrence stability in the absence of mutual 

trust. In the backdrop of weak channels of communication, the composite dialogue 

process remained unsustainable.  

 

1.6. “Simple vs. Complex Learning” and Crisis Instability  

The term ‘Crisis’ is derived from Greek word krisis meaning ‘judgment or decision’53 

implying the notion of subjectivity associated with high risk situatio n making 

decision-making process more critical. The term ‘crisis’ is defined as “a threat to one 

or more basic values, along with an awareness of finite time for response to the value 

threat, and a heightened probability of involvement in military hostilit ies.”54 

Interestingly, the world has experienced military crises more often after the 

development of nuclear weapons. The nuclear learning suggests strategic stability 

overarching tactical stability in the nuclear armed conflict dyad. The crisis stability is 

the prerequisite of strategic stability between nuclear weapon states where chances of 
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falling into the abyss of miscalculation can lead to catastrophic consequences. The 

term crisis stability “refers to the absence of incentives to preempt in time of cr isis”55 

or reducing incentive for an adversary to initiate the crisis at first. South Asia 

represents a case of crisis instability where neither side is deterred to begin a crisis.56 

The frequency of crises in the pre- and post-nuclear South Asia is almost congruent. 

For instance, in mid 1980s Pakistan and India had acquired latent nuclear capabilities 

therefore, nuclear learning is traced since the crises history between India and 

Pakistan started. Although, the crises in both pre- and post-nuclear era were not 

nuclear alerts;57 however, it explains that at some point or another, the nuclear 

weapons provided shield to control crisis escalation.  

 

An attempt to explore the recurrence of crisis behavior from the prism of nuclear 

learning reiterates that each crisis being different from the preceding one led both 

states to deduce different lessons from it. The weak communication links in the 

environment of mistrust generated smoke-screens providing greater room for 

civil/military establishment on respective sides/decision makers to construct images 

against each other. Thus, under the limits of nuclear deterrence, both states continue 

to take advantage of escalating crisis to brinkmanship in an attempt to draw leverages 

from the other. The 1971 debacle is a classic example in this context. To India and 

Pakistan, any means of force, preferably proxy wars, short of nuclear exchange can be 

pursued against the other. Thus, both sides learnt to pursue their existing policies. 

This reaffirms that India and Pakistan have only undergone simple learning i.e. mere 

adaptation in means to achieve same national interests. The South Asian strategic 

stability does not appear promising unless and until change in national 

objectives/interests on both sides occur i.e. the process of complex learning.  
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Nuclear revolution presumably should have brought both states on a negotiating table 

to seek resolution to their bilateral conflicts. On the contrary, enhancing security 

apparatus is taken as a measure to bring peace. Moreover, the India-Pakistan nuclear 

learning has fostered under the shadow of complex security dilemma. India 

bandwagon with the US to haunt China and in doing so, increasing Indo-US strategic 

cooperation is adding fears to Pakistan’s threat perceptions. In this backdrop, 

Pakistan-China strategic cooperation is an inevitable reality. Nonetheless, once India 

and Pakistan learn to live with the bomb and understand the core values associated 

with a nuclear weapon state, the region would be devoid of military crises. This will 

eventually pave the way for overcoming hurdles shaping negative perceptions on both 

sides and break the deadlock.  

 

In the absence of complex learning, change in perceptions is less likely; thus 

intimidating rationality during crisis peak. Complex learning argues redefining the 

national interests of the states. Unless the national interests are altered, the pursuance 

of existing policies will drive state behavior in just adapting to new means to reach 

the same ends. According to Joseph Nye, simple learning has been pursued by India 

and Pakistan so far and the journey to undergo ‘complex’ is still halfway. India’s 

security concerns vis-à-vis China, aspirations for global status and technological 

maturity aggravated Pakistan’s threat perceptions, which follows revisionist trends 

and is more regional centric in its policy objectives.58 

 

1.7. Relationship between Nuclear Learning and Stable Nuclear Deterrence  

The credibility of deterrence rests on political resolve to use weapons in case the need 

arises (weapons of last resort); however, it is important that credibility also depends 

upon rationality of decision makers. In such a case, ‘rationality’ does not suggest that 

leadership strategize policies in nuclear war fighting fashion or continue to 
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experience nuclear brinkmanship over and over again.59 The major impediment to 

complex learning is revisionist tendencies of Pakistani state trying to resolve Kashmir 

through sub-conventional war tactics. On the other hand, India with boosting 

economy and relative conventional and nuclear superiority attempts to maintain its 

hegemonic policies towards the region. India has not resolved any of its border 

disputes with its neighboring states including Pakistan. The force modernization by 

India is used as a mean to demonize its neighboring states. Therefore, India has not 

realized the dangers associated in creating tiff with its nuclear neighbor i.e. Pakistan. 

The ‘complex learning’ would have motivated India to open channels of 

communication and enter its revisionist nuclear rival into nuclear risk reduction 

measures and pacifies ways to overcome the tendencies of war-mongering attitude in 

South Asia. 

 

On the contrary, India revived limited war doctrine and paid considerable attention 

through military exercises in signaling window of opportunity to fight conventional 

war under the threshold of nuclear redlines. This affirms ‘simple learning’ between 

nuclear rivals and consensus where two states have locked themselves into ‘enduring 

rivalry’ and only learning between them is to mend their ways below nuclear 

umbrella. Thus, nuclear weapons have provided a protective shield to both rivals 

behind which state policies can be pursued. This permitted the conduct of guerrilla 

tactics operating in each others territories; nonetheless, no assurance exists where the 

terrorists’ acts can be differentiated from state sponsored sub-conventional 

interference. The alleged involvement of Pakistan army in supporting terrorists 

groups in Mumbai 2008; likewise Indian intelligence agency (RAW) responsible for 

creating unrest (like East Bengal) in Baluchistan remain sticky points to tread forward 

the dialogue process. Moreover, the role of India in Afghanistan’s stability is viewed 

skeptically by the Pakistani decision makers.  
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The crisis instability in South Asia is the direct outcome of inappropriate degree of 

confidence levied on the nuclear technology. This is best understood through the 

perspective of nuclear learning where nuclear weapons instead of being used as 

political weapons are taken as means to achieve existing policy goals. Thus, the 

reason for nuclear unlearning is complete ignorance at the end of complex learning by 

both the states. To understand why India and Pakistan failed to undergo complex 

learning is explained through interconnected web of theoretical approaches. Despite 

getting convinced of maintaining deterrence stability, both India and Pakistan have 

not invested in materializing the deterrence benchmark as a reality.  

 

The difference between the rhetorical claims and state behavior on pursuing sub-

conventional war trends under the nuclear shield by both states is explained by 

cognitive dissonance. The risk prone behavior of the state and status quo trend of 

civil/military bureaucracies on both sides to overcome bureaucratic inertia and 

political impasse is explained by constructivism. The baggage of wars/crises served 

the organizational interests on both sides, which continued to construct negative 

images against the adversary state. This halted the peace process after every 

crisis/war history setting the organizational rhetoric plausible. Over the years, such 

hostile political posturing in India and Pakistan created a political environment 

conducive for learning wrong lessons from history. An acute sense of security 

paranoia is suffered by both states promulgating the re-alignment of South Asian 

rivals with Great Powers culminating into strategic cooperation (Pakistan-China/US-

India). This again served the organizational interests of both countries in justifying 

the determined pathways for nuclear trajectories. Thus, nuclear learning at different 

tiers i.e. individual, organizational and state level is working on its own frame of 

reference. Therefore, on the big picture, it is adversely affecting the deterrence 

stability calculus of India and Pakistan.  
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CHAPTER 2 

NUCLEAR DECISION-MAKING AS A DRIVER OF NUCLEAR LEARNING 

Bernard Brodie after the use of nuclear weapons at Hiroshima and Nagasaki wrote 

that “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.”60 It laid down the academic base that articulated the strategy of nuclear 

deterrence in international politics, thus, determining the ultimate role of nuclear 

weapons. Brodie’s statement was reaffirmed after the theory of “Nuclear Revolution” 

by Robert Jervis challenging the strategists and military planners to explore other 

avenues of fighting as nuclear weapons cannot help in winning any war. This required 

the need to discern new perspectives and thought processes to view inter-state 

politics, conflicts and renouncing the old myths of idealism because the nuclear 

weapons cannot be dealt with conventional thinking. Equally important is the 

statement by French Premier Georges Clemenceau stating that “War is too important 

to be left to the generals.” It affirms that if ‘war’ is confined to military domain, it 

will cost more. History witnessed the defeats of valor and astounding 

strategists/warriors who failed to detach their existing war codes with new weapons 

and new age. The case of South Asia fits well in these findings. The lessons of 

nuclear revolution are learnt distinctively by the two arch rivals. The military 

establishments in both the countries in their own peculiar way believe in “thinking 

conventionally about strategic weapons.”61 This supplements the background of 

evolving nuclear learning process in South Asia.  

 

The concept of nuclear learning is very slippery and arduous to be crystallized with 

all its drivers intact. It is even more challenging to apply the concept in case of South 

Asia, the most volatile region where both nuclear weapon states (India and Pakistan) 

have different histories, and responsible for developing contrasting political and 

strategic cultures. In an attempt to determine the trends of ‘simple’ and ‘complex’ 
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learning in South Asia, it is important to first discover the decision-making tier 

responsible for the nuclear behavior of the two countries.  

 

2.1. Nuclear Learning between the US and Soviet Union 

After the testing of RDS-1 in 1949, the Soviet Union shared nuclear parity with the 

US and joined in the race of arms buildup. The two super powers were the pioneers to 

possess nuclear weapons. Thus, the Cold War model remains a reference point to 

evaluate the nuclear learning and state behavior against the other case studies. It was 

observed during the Cold War that sharing of common knowledge between the super 

powers helped in stabilizing deterrence. In early 1960s, the US coined the strategy of 

flexible response which was reciprocated by the Soviets in mounting their 

conventional buildup, similarly, in 1960s when Soviets devised counterforce strategy, 

the US responded with countervailing option in 1970s. 62 Furthermore, the 

technological developments taking place at the outskirts of nuclear parity between 

super powers ousted to gain strategic advantage against the other. The nearly 

equivalent force capabilities brought two states to a saturation point where 

vulnerability of an adversary transformed into mutual vulnerability of both, 

consequently, pitching the grounds for detente.  

 

2.1.1. Areas of Strong Mutual Nuclear Learning  

The US and Soviet Union shared common understanding of destructive potential of 

nuclear weapons. It is important to remember that both super powers at first did not 

reconcile with the fact that nuclear weapons are meant for political purposes. To be 

vary of the havoc the use of nuclear weapons can cause, no matter who strikes first, 

gradually inculcated the feeling to believe in deterrence strategy. It is true to say that 

the US public opinion helped persuading the state behavior towards no-use of nuclear 

weapons. In 1950s there have been three instances making the plausibility of nuclear 

weapons use more likely i.e. the Korea War (1950-53), the Taiwan Strait Crisis 

(1954-55), and the Dienbien Phu (Indochina War 1946-54). Later in 1962, the use of 
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nuclear weapons during the Cuban Missile Crisis became an eminent threat.63 

Although much of the strategic thinking in the US on nuclear war changed after the 

thermonuclear explosion (by the US in 1952) reiterating the fact that nuclear war can 

never be won and hence should never be fought. The Soviet leadership under Josef 

Stalin initially thought that nuclear weapons like any other weapon can be used in 

war. However, this thinking was soon altered with Nikita Khrushchev who 

rhetorically claimed the inevitability of use of nuclear weapons as not defunct but 

could not establish proof during the Suez Crisis (1956) and Taiwan Strait Crisis 

(1958).64 Therefore, despite nuclear threats coming from either side during proxy 

conflicts, each side exercised unilateral restraint to prevent slipping into nuclear 

exchange.  

 

In the early days of possession of strategic weapons, the need for stringent co mmand 

and control mechanism was a mutual concern, shared by both the super powers. 

When the US and Soviets possessed less weapons, the control was assigned to a 

separate organization i.e. Atomic Energy Commission civilian guards in case of the 

US and KGB in the Soviet Union. Later, with growing number of arsenals and 

advanced weapon systems demanded more complex and well integrated system of 

command and control was reinforced to prevent miscalculation/inadvertent use of 

weapons in the crisis situations.  

“Of all the factors shaping East-West strategic relations in the 1980s, 
none is potentially more important than Command, Control, 

Communications and Intelligence (C31). The sensors, communications 
systems, operational procedures, and command organizations that 

comprise, in effect, the central nervous systems of the U.S. and Soviet 
defense establishments play a critical role in security: they determine 
the responsiveness of nuclear forces to each other--and to their 

respective national authorities--in peacetime, in crises, and in 
conflict.”65 
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Initially, the Soviets command, control and communication system was more rigorous 

in comparison to the US with three basic tiers i.e. the national command authority 

(NCA), the network of early warning and attack systems and system of 

communicating early warning & attack assessment to NCA, and the command for 

strategic forces. It was based on the principle of launch on warning (LOW) 66 with 

codes rested with the President of Soviet Union, Minister of Defense and Russian 

Chief of General Staff which would authorize the use of nuclear weapon. 67 Hence, the 

dividing line between the political and military roles in the Soviet chain of command 

was blurred in comparison to the US NCA; although President Truman had full 

centralized control over the arsenals.68 This continued until the US was concerned 

about the survivability of National Command Authority from the Soviet first strike.  

 

Both the US and Soviet Union underestimated the prospects of transfer of technology 

and sharing information regarding peaceful use of nuclear energy with the rest of the 

world. They falsely assumed that peaceful uses of nuclear technology can be kept 

separate from military uses. The US ‘Atoms for Peace Program’ (1953) created the 

base for horizontal proliferation under which states procured technology for 

developing nuclear fuel cycle. Thus, internal motivations coupled with external 

factors (security/prestige etc) persuaded states to acquire nuclear weapons. It was 

again misperceived by both states that clandestine support to their allies would not 

multiply nuclear weapon states. Nonetheless, the fear of spread of nuclear weapons 

by the two super powers, led faith in the creation of nonproliferation regime, 

assuming, it would ensure an effective mechanism. However, the regime due to its 

inherent contradictions (haves and haves-not) remained futile in exercising stringent 

measures to obstruct the proliferation trend.  
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Another area of mutual learning was to conclude arms control agreements starting 

from SALT-I. Massive arms race and technological advancement reinforced nuclear 

parity; yet, the US and the Soviet Union mutually agreed to limit and eventually 

reduce (START series) their weapon stocks. The utility of nuclear weapons was 

known to both the super powers; therefore, it reverberated the urgency to lock the 

prospects for further vertical proliferation. Thus, between 1972-1991, four treaties 

and bilateral agreements were signed by the Cold War rivals to have cuts on their 

warheads, missiles and missile defenses and bomber arsenals.69 Apart from strategic 

significance, arms control agreements also enhanced certain level of confidence 

between the two adversaries. During the negotiations, both super powers indulged in 

candid communication and had access to the information about numbers of arsenals 

of the other state. This generated certain degree of transparency to predict future 

intentions thus, prepared grounds for deterrence stability.  

 

Another important lesson learnt was, the US and Soviet Union belief in the strength 

of diplomacy and trust which averted the two super powers from nuclear exchange. 

Thus, according to Alexander George, crises that occurred later in the Cold War era 

(Hungary, Suez, and 1973 Oil embargo) showed “de facto rules of prudence.”70 Other 

areas of mutual concern invited learning from both sides at the earliest; this included 

the hotline agreement mutually signed as direct channel of communication and 

Accidental Measures Agreement aiming to share information in case of accidental 

nuclear war. Both states have also shown cooperation on incumbent threat of nuclear 

terrorism in the post 9/11 world.  

 

2.1.2. Areas of Weak Nuclear Learning 

Apart from common understanding, there were certain areas, where both super 

powers were unable to synchronize their inter-state rivalry into stable relationship. 

This weakness partially resulted from complex interpretation of deterrence theory and 
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practice. The concept of nuclear knowledge is itself challenging to be operationalized 

because of slippery nature.   

“Counter-factual arguments, abstractions based on assumptions about 

rational actors, assumption about other nation’s unknown intentions 
and simple intuitions. The ambiguous structure of nuclear knowledge 
makes it difficult for new information to alter prior beliefs. Obviously, 

this combination leaves lots of room for spurious knowledge, false 
learning and occasional forgetting as coalition shifts in domestic 

politics.”71  
 

The concept of nuclear learning possesses inert tendencies leaving much of the 

knowledge to the general interpretation of the decision makers. Weak learning was 

observed during the Cold War in defining deterrence and adjusting to the 

uncertainties involved in deterrence stability. By mid 1960s, the US developed triad 

nuclear forces to enhance the survivability of its forces and to retaliate after absorbing 

Soviet first strike through SLBMs and heavy bombers. 72 The presumed role of 

ICBMs was to target Soviet nerve centers including command and control and 

strategic storage sites. On the contrary, Soviets’ doctrine was based on First-Strike 

with launch-on-warning capabilities like the US; it also expanded the strategic triad 

forces capable of massive retaliation from its credible intelligence source. There was 

a fear coming out of common understanding about the use of nuclear weapons. A fear 

was shared by both states compelling them to reach sea-based deterrence. Believing 

deterrence to be functional only when it is ‘credible’ both states were dissuaded to 

strategize a doctrine of ‘non-use.’  

 

The US and the Soviet Union exercised control and successfully managed two crises 

(Berlin and Cuba) in the first half of the century. The Cuban missile crisis was a 

response to ‘US Containment Policy' against the Soviet Union, reiterating that any 

provocative attempt would be retaliated with aggressive force. Between 1960 and 

1970 realignment was observed among different proxy wars. In 1972 the signing of 

SALT I agreement (Strategic Arms Limitation Talks) marked the beginning of 
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detente between the two super powers. In 1978, the pro-communist rebels overthrew 

the Afghan government led by Sardar Mohammad Daoud and established a 

community regime of Nur Mohammad Taraki. The detente ended with the Soviet 

invasion of Afghanistan to avenge the murder of Taraki and ousted Hafizullah Amin.  

 

While the clash between the ideologies was mounting up in Afghanistan theatre, the 

Ronald Reagan regime in 1983 proposed Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI) after 

declaring Soviet Union as ‘evil empire’ in his speech to the National Association of 

Evangelicals. The tension aggravated when civilian Korean Air Lines Flight 007 was 

shot down by Soviet interceptor flying in the Soviet airspace killing 269 crew 

members and passengers.  The plane was targeted in the suspicion of carrying out US 

alone or joint US-Japanese intelligence mission. This incident precipitated the 

grounds for Able Archer crisis in 1983 resulting from NATO’s nuclear warfare 

procedure (military exercise). The Soviet’s interpreted the mobilization as the US 

plans to launch a preemptive strike. The deployment of Pershing II and cruise 

missiles in the Western Europe affirmed Soviet calculations of decapitating first 

strike by the US. Soviet nuclear forces were put on high alert after the KGB’s human 

intelligence gathering Operation Ryan.  The Able Archer ’83 was a near nuclear war 

situation more critical than Cuban missile crisis based on miscalculation on part of 

the leadership. It affirms that during Cold War individuals’ learning was also critical 

and the decisions taken by the individuals (Andropov and Reagan) carried 

implications for the strategic stability of the world at large.  

 

2.2. Nuclear Learning between India and Pakistan 

Nuclear Learning is clamant to be explored in other case studies including the US-

Soviet Union, India-Pakistan, North vs. South Korea, Iran-Israel and US-China to 

draw linkages of learning lessons about nuclear weapons. 73 The research here is 

deliberately kept confined to India-Pakistan dyad although the debate would draw 

inferences from the US-Soviet case study to have an in-depth analysis and 

understanding about the core concept. Given the differences between the two case 
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studies i.e. Cold War and South Asia, the trends of nuclear learning in South Asia are 

different. The Indo-Pakistan ‘enduring rivalry’ surrounds multiple contentious issues 

between them, including four direct military confrontations and several crises in 

between, unlike the US and Soviet Union. Therefore, to fill the gaps that are less 

explained by nuclear learning, theory of cognitive dissonance is supplemented to 

explain certain empirical instances. Even though India and Pakistan tried to learn 

directly from the Cold War rivals by developing doctrines and shaping their force 

postures, in reality both states have just adapted to the changed strategic environment. 

This clearly explains that India and Pakistan for different reasons only experienced 

simple learning and not complex learning. As a result, both states rhetorically believe 

in deterrence but have done little at their ends to optimize from the nuclearized 

region. Interestingly, the pursuit of survivable second strike forces as means to 

achieve strategic stability was considered as ‘simple learning’. The reason being, the 

complex learning can only be inferred if states devise policies renouncing nuclear 

weapons as war-fighting weapons.  

 

To further illustrate the argument that India and Pakistan nuclear behavior is a 

derivative of ‘simple’ learning requires empirical support. During the Cold War, 

although the proxies were waged among the allies of the capitalist and communist 

blocs, the threshold to direct military confrontation was never crossed. As stated 

earlier, even in major crises like Korean War, Suez Canal and Middle East, both 

states exercised caution to indulge in the conflict as it may provoke crisis situation. 

The surge of insurgencies and cross-border acts of terrorism offers challenges to the 

South Asian crises stability. The alleged involvement of states in promoting cross-

border terrorism is still contentious; nonetheless the post-1998 South Asia witnessed 

crises diffusing at nuclear brinkmanship through the diplomatic efforts of the United 

States. The war-mongering attitude on either side has not withered away despite 

possessing deterrent force structures and huge weapon stocks. Sources have revealed 

that the US played a significant role through back-channel diplomacy in averting the 

crisis escalation. It is interesting to observe that a third party (US) had to intervene 

twice during the apex of crises (2001-02 standoff and Mumbai 2008) and mobilized 



52 
 

its channels of communication separately with each state to exercise restraint. The 

crises were diffused but it left a gap in the literature to explore whether India and 

Pakistan learnt right lessons from history. Most importantly, why the two states are 

not confident to mitigate the crises themselves and resolve bilateral disputes between 

them as protracted simmering conflicts that germinate into crisis from time to time. It 

was always the US to make Indian and Pakistani leadership realize the delicacy of 

nuclear crisis and urged the need to revert the tense situation back to normalcy. The 

concept of nuclear learning attempts to explain this dilemma.  

 

Likewise, on nonproliferation issue, India and Pakistan learnt different lessons. There 

is a mutual concern that both states criticized the discriminatory nature of the regime. 

Aspiring for global status, India continued to work on its weapon program despite 

claiming to pursue peaceful nuclear path after 1974 peaceful nuclear explosion. Later 

in 2005, when the US offered Civil-Nuclear deal and (special) NSG waiver to India, 

affirmed the assertion that regime carries loop-holes which provided de facto 

legitimacy to non-NPT India. On the contrary, Pakistan’s proliferation revelation 

followed by self-confession of A.Q. Khan in television interview raised question 

marks on Pakistan’s safety and security mechanism. Khan’s proliferation network and 

its links with black market became difficult for the state to defend. Although the 

network included foreign nationals from twelve different countries, however, the 

unchecked activities of Khan operating in his personal capacity while using the state 

resources has not only stigmatized state’s image but also raised concerns about the 

insider threat in proliferation.  

 

For Pakistan the challenges increased many-fold in the post 9/11 world. The safety 

and security of its nuclear program in the midst of Al-Qaeda threat, targeting key 

officials and military installation turned out to be dangerous (Kamra air-base, Mehran 

naval-base, General Head Quarters and Karachi Dockyard). Pakistan was learning 

key lessons under stressful strategic environment. Pleased to participate as frontline 

state in the ‘war on terror,’ Pakistan’s state learning emerged with organizational 

learning of military playing dominant role in state affairs. The 1999 bloodless coup 
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by General Pervez Musharraf replaced the civilian government in Pakistan. President 

Musharraf being moderate and visionary than his predecessor military dictators could 

not detached himself from military instincts. Therefore, this era marked with key 

developments in Pakistan’s strategic journey.  

 

In the post 1998 period, interestingly, several opportunities wasted down the drain 

that could have articulated into complex learning of both states. The lag between 

Indian political leadership and the armed forces institutional development to 

operationalize deterrent force postures delayed due to strict compartmentalization of 

information. This explains why Indian army faced initial difficulties to set up the 

command and control structures.74 In the meantime, India’s learning was divided 

between the two tiers i.e. state and organizational learning. Thus, Indian state did not 

entertain key proposals offered by Pakistan that included Kashmir and strategic 

restraint regime.  

 

In evaluating India-Pakistan nuclear learning, Kargil war (1999) is a significant case 

in point. The roots of Indian mistrust started with Kargil misadventure conducted by 

Pakistan. Since Kargil was a brainchild of the then Chief of Army Staff Gen. Pervez 

Musharraf who was later the President of Pakistan offering solution to Kashmir, 

therefore, sincere efforts rendered even during his tenure were not appreciated by 

India. Perhaps because of the personality factor, it was difficult for the Indian 

political leadership to forget Kargil. The breach of trust after Kargil was not restored 

and choked the Indian strategic thinking with ‘bounded rationality.’ 75 Peace with 

Pakistan is a tough deal in India which is intending to compete with China while at 

the same time leaving Pakistan under the siege of threat. Pakistan’s memory is stuck 

up at the fall of Dhaka (1971) where Indian involvement in supporting Mukti Bahini 

transformed Pakistan’s nightmare of dismemberment into reality.76 Resultantly, 
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Pakistan’s quest for nuclear program re-oriented Pakistan’s security policy towards 

India-centric approach. Constructivism explains Zulfikar Ali Bhutto’s endeavors to 

begin Pakistan’s weapons program motivated by the threat of external aggression. 

Apart from the military, Pakistani civilian leadership since 1971 remains unable to 

remove suspicions about India’s military buildup.  

 

After the successful retreat of Soviets from Afghanistan, Pakistan’s policy to support 

jihadists in Kashmir backfired. Consequently, the talibans/jihadists have rampantly 

conducted acts of terrorism throughout the country and in neighboring states. The 

2001 terrorist attack on Indian parliament and Mumbai 2008 terrorist assault on Taj 

Mahal hotel are claimed by India to have Pakistan’s involvement. Now when 

Pakistan is facing dilemma of embroiling terrorism at home, no surety can be 

provided to India for future incidents. In this regard, the baggage of history 

constructed perceptions, blocked ideas and demonized identities on either side 

haunting complex learning to take place. On the face of changed realities, India has 

sought to punish Pakistan in case any act of terrorist attack occurs on its soil again 

supported by Pakistan (in Indian perceptions). Although the response options are 

ambiguous, yet the pattern of India’s doctrinal development reveals conventional 

response through Cold Start followed by the nuclear trigger of massive retaliation in 

case of escalation.77  

 

India and Pakistan learnt wrong lessons from historical incidents, affirming that 

nuclear learning has not occurred in some areas. India after Kargil conceptualized 

limited war under the nuclear umbrella. In April 2004, Indian military strategists 

conceived Cold Start strategy aiming to hold and bite Pakistani territory; inflict 

humiliation to Pakistan military and target terrorists hideouts through surgical strikes 

in bordering areas. Instead of working to improve the conventional force capabilities, 

Pakistan opted to train and support jihadists in Kashmir to get viable solution to the 
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dispute. Seemingly, Pakistan has not closed the window of sub-conventional warfare. 

Therefore, South Asia did not learn the essence of deterrence stability as observed 

during the Cold War era; rather both have tailored policies against each other under 

the security paranoia. Thus, nuclear weapons have only altered the means to continue 

existing policies and failed to restore confidence in deterrence; discerning stability-

instability paradox in the region.  

 

The reasons for lag in complex learning in both states are  partly explained by 

cognitive dissonance. Believing that technological maturation would warrant 

deterrence stability is half truth for South Asia. It appears that both states are 

convinced on this and vying to achieve second strike retaliatory capabilities because it 

guaranteed stability during the Cold War era. However, the South Asian learning 

curve and failure to acclimatize with nuclear weapons do not augment stability in the 

region. The dissonance arising from prior beliefs and policies persistent to precursory 

objectives impedes state gestures to learn new lessons. Both India and Pakistan are 

expecting stability without bringing change in attitudes.  

 

2.2.1. Major Drivers of Nuclear Learning in South Asia 

Joseph Nye analyzed the concept of nuclear learning during the Cold War era in 

which he attempts to define several areas of common understanding between the US 

and Soviet Union to undergo learning experience. Believing in the cognitive nature of 

nuclear learning, the inherent destructive capacity of nuclear weapons inculcated a 

realization of suicide if deterrence fails. Therefore, both super powers even though 

convinced on political use of nuclear weapons, were persuaded to compete in 

numbers. Since the bipolar world, allies’ security was a responsibility to these super 

powers, the arms race instability in the Cold War was perhaps inevitable. 

Nonetheless, both super powers soon realized the urgency to contain their adversarial 

relationship. It is interesting to observe that both super powers were internally 

motivated to exhibit responsibility regarding the handling, management and use of 
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their nuclear arsenal that led to detente.78 This drive continued to revamp their 

security apparatus and developed mechanisms of command and control still practiced 

today. Hence, both super powers learnt at individual, organizational and state levels 

of learning thus paving a way for detente. The case of South Asia is different from the 

Cold War in learning pattern. South Asia learned the destructive capabilities of 

nuclear weapons but improved their deterrent force postures as it happened during the 

Cold War.  

“There are a number of reasons to be concerned that the transition to a 

more secure second-strike capability will not necessarily translate 
immediately or automatically into greater stability. Indeed it is entirely 
possible that these developments could in fact contribute to 

interactions that might decrease crisis stability under certain 
circumstances, particularly if planners and decision makers in either 

country fail to consider the potential implications of certain actions.”79 
 

The quest to acquire assured second strike capabilities through survivability of its 

forces is presumed to strengthen deterrence.80 The pursuit of cruise missiles, nuclear 

submarines and mobile launchers determined this belief. The technological 

advancement has not prevented both states, India and Pakistan, from slipping into 

arms race on both conventional and nuclear front. In this regard, the minimum 

deterrence posture of both the countries is hostage to vertical proliferation. This in 

turn drove both states into vicious cycle of arms race. The expansion of strategic 

forces demand increase in nuclear stockpiles. Thus, further production of fissile 

material stocks and greater reliance on plutonium for miniaturizing warheads; 

indicate the development of advanced weapon systems including MIRVs. Despite 

challenges at domestic level, India and Pakistan postulated the basic assumptions of 

their respective nuclear doctrines. In the midst of crisis instability and advanced 

weapon capabilities, heavy responsibility lies with efficient and robust command and 

control and early warning systems necessary to minimize the risk of 

miscalculation/inadvertent/unauthorized use of nuclear weapons. The following table 
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helps to illustrate the development of force postures against the nuclear learning 

curve. 

Table2.1 

Nuclear Learning between India and Pakistan 

Area of common 

knowledge 

Resulting beliefs When learned How known (type of 

information) 

Destructive power Toward assured destruction, 

survivability of forces 

Cru ise missile tests 2005, 

naval version (2012-13), India 

launched nuclear submarine 

2012-13 

Flight tests of both 

countries, Pakistan 

inaugurated naval strategic 

force HQ in May 2012 

Arms race instability Vertical pro liferat ion of 

conventional and nuclear forces;  

Indian defense agreements, 

Indo-US deal, expansion in 

missile material capabilit ies in 

India and Pakistan, Khushab 

complex 2002-2012, 

production, and reprocessing, 

Ur enrichment plants 2002-

2012 

Public reports of ISIS, 

IPFM reports based on 

satellite imagery  

Deterrent force 

structures 

Evolv ing force structures, driven 

by technological advancement 

and vertical proliferation of 

conventional and strategic forces  

Post 1998 operationalization of 

strategic nuclear forces and 

force postures 

Doctrines incase of Pakistan 

FU (opaque, quasi-official) 

and incase of India declared 

(NNFU) 

Crisis instability  Recurrence of crises in South 

Asia both pre and post 1998 

Incidents of actual occurrence 

of crises 

Media coverage, official 

statements and academic 

research 

Avoiding 

inadvertent/unauthor

ized/accidental use 

of nuclear weapons 

No incident in the past pre-* and post-1998  Bilateral agreements 

remained intact and in effect 

even during the crises i.e. 

1988 and 2007. 

Command and 

control problems 

PALs, multilayered security and 

establishment of NCAs in India 

and Pakistan 

DGMO hotlines. Official statements and 

published literature. 

*Pre-1998 means - In early and late 1980s Pakistan acquired hedging and latent (bomb in the 

basement) nuclear capability in response to India’s 1974 nuclear test.  

 

Source: Tab le adapted from Joseph S. Nye, “Nuclear Learn ing  and US-Soviet Security Regimes” 

International Organization, 41: 3 (Summer 1987), 384. 
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2.2.2. Nuclear Decision-Making in South Asia 

South Asia’s nuclear decision making culture is enshrined in secrecy of information. 

The roots partially trace back to the history as of how the evolution and developme nt 

of nuclear programs of both countries took place. A core group of individuals holding 

key positions and trustee of the then leadership both in the scientific domain and 

political circle were involved in shaping the course of nuclear decision-making.81 

According to Michael Krepon, the Prime Minister confers with his/her most trusted 

Cabinet officers and advisers to make crucial decisions in crises. There are formal 

arrangements that suggest institutionalized decision making in Pakistan as well as 

India; but the power to decide remains with the person sitting at the apex. This person 

is Prime Minister in India and the Army Chief in Pakistan. 82 Consistently, it is 

observed that in both countries, the organizational input was/is minimal and confined 

to only facilitate the tasks when asked by the government. In case of Pakistan, there 

have been few instances reinforcing the fact that institutionalized decision making 

occurred. For instance, the decision to detonate in May 1998 in response to Indian 

nuclear tests, took seventeen days to build consensus and eventually the decision 

came from Defense Committee of Cabinet and no single voice dominated.83 But the 

general trend shows that since the development of nuclear programs in both states the 

key organizations were most of the time unaware of the big picture although key 

individuals from certain organizations were in direct communication with the prime 

minister and along with cabinet ministers to discuss issues pertaining to nuclear 

policy and decision making.  

 

2.2.3. Nuclear Ambivalence: From Nehru to Gandhi 

India’s aspirations for global ambitions were motivated by the changing political 

trends at the systemic and domestic levels. While the global nonproliferation debate 

was heated up around the world, India’s bomb  lobby under Homi Bhabha was 

compelled to acquire nuclear capability. From the very beginning India’s nuclear 
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policy remained ambivalent between the moral principle of nuclear disarmament and 

nuclear deterrence incumbent for realism in power politics. 84 This sharp contradictory 

approach was witnessed in Nehru’s seventeen years of rule. Nehru’s dichotomy of 

vision towards the pursuit of nuclear capability continued to prevail in Indian politics 

for quite sometime. Being susceptible to the global disarmament campaign, India was 

prudent to reveal its pursuit of nuclear weapons. “There is evidence that both Nehru 

and Homi Bhabha had not excluded the possibility of India acquiring nuclear 

weapons even earlier, in case India’s security and defence warranted it. India’s first 

plutonium separation plant came up in 1964 itself at Trombay when both Nehru and 

Bhabha were still in office.”85  

“Nehru and Homi J. Bhabha (also known as the father of the Indian 
nuclear bomb) were clear on the need to develop nuclear weapons and 

the former hence never closed that option down, despite his clear pro-
disarmament public stand. Nehru employed Moral-politik and 

championed the cause of nonviolence and even global disarmament, 
while simultaneously giving his blessings to and being actively 
interested in the growth of the Indian nuclear programme. Nehru can 

thus be credited to be the architect of the tradition of strategic 
ambiguity that marked Indian nuclear doctrine till the overt nuclear 

weaponisation in 1998.”86 
 

Therefore, India’s political elite continued research and development under the wings 

of Indian Atomic Energy Commission. According to Raja Ramanna (Director of 

Nuclear Weapons Program at IAEC) Bhabha told him that “We must have the 

capability. We should first prove ourselves and then talk of Gandhi, non-violence and 

a world without nuclear weapons.”87 Therefore, “the Indian policy of working on 

weapons while calling for disarmament continued through succeeding governments, 
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sometimes with imaginative proposals attached.88 Prime Minister Lal Bahadur Shastri 

(1965-66) who succeeded Nehru also believed in the credibility of potential threat 

emanating from China. From 1948-63, Pakistan was not in the strategic calculus of 

India in posing any nuclear threat.89 PM Shastri during his short tenure “[in December 

1965]...approved a secret research program, the Subterranean Nuclear Explosion 

Project (SNEP), to take Indian nuclear capability to a level that would still be three 

months short of an actual test.”90 After the Sino-India war (1962), “China’s first 

missile test in October 1964 motivated Bhabha to make a radio address arguing the 

need for a nuclear deterrent.”91 

 

Later, Mrs. Gandhi (who served twice as India’s Premier 1967-77 & 1980-84) 

expedited the weapons program.92 Apart from improving the economic indicators, 

Mrs. Gandhi concentrated on conventional buildup and improving country’s 

economy. At the systemic level, the changing strategic posturing between the US, 

Pakistan and China started apprehending Indian leadership. President Nixon’s visit to 

China in 1972 was followed by Pakistan’s participation in Afghanistan war (1979) as 

a frontline state. During this time, the US military assistance to Pakistan mounted 

pressure on Mrs. Gandhi, who was already anxious to know about the Multan 

Conference held in January 1972 by Zulfikar Ali Bhutto signaling Pakistan’s will to 

build the bomb. In this backdrop, Mrs. Gandhi conspicuous of regional dynamics 

gave orders for Peaceful Nuclear Explosion (PNE) in 1974 to demonstrate India’s 

capability to the world. 

 

India’s discretion to rely on self-help was taken over by Rajiv Gandhi (1984-89) who 

inherited realist traits from his mother and was anxious to demonstrate India’s 
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national power in South Asia through military modernization and naval expansion.93 

Rajiv also maintained the ‘culture of secrecy of information’ and trusted few officials 

in sharing country’s nuclear trajectory. It is believed that “until 1989, aside from 

Prime Minister and occasionally the cabinet secretary, there was no individual inside 

government to knock heads and bring agencies into serious coordination efforts.”94 

India relied on self-help to develop its nuclear capability with indigenous human and 

material capital. This shaped India’s three-stage nuclear program based on closed 

nuclear fuel cycle using its own thorium and natural uranium reserves. The reason 

why Indian nuclear decision makers were reluctant to depend on the imports of fissile 

material was solely because they wanted to be autonomous in deciding the course and 

pace of its weapon program. Being vary of international political pressure, India did 

not want to jeopardize its weapons program.95  

 

On the face of threats of external aggression and internal disorder a committee was 

constituted in early 1980s named Inter-disciplinary Group (IDG), an endeavor to 

share information among key players, was soon replaced by Policy Advisory Group 

(PAG) in 1986. PAG was headed by the Prime Minister but somehow it did not last 

long. Instead, an informal expert group in the form of commiss ion96 was established 

to advise prime minister on the nuclear policy issues. 97 Until then, no attention was 

paid to develop command, control, communications and intelligence (C3I) structure 

to coordinate the nuclear program with military operational command. 98 The chiefs-

of-staff committee was executing the task of military plans oblivious of the big 

picture. The delay in formalizing key institutions affected India’s strategic decision-

making culture that remained confined to politicians and key confederates. It is also 
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believed that “Indian state’s domestic institutions in this period were conducive to 

adaptation and at the same time generally hostile to organizational learning. The net 

effect of this, on both the military hardware and software counts, was that the Indian 

state’s capacity for instrumental nuclear agency during the decade of the 1990s was 

severely limited.”99 

 

2.2.4. Buddha Smiles Again in May 1998 

India’s nuclear program for general convenience by many scholars is divided into 

three periods; 1) pre-1974 phase; 2) between 1974 to 1998; 3) post-1998.100 In each 

of these three phases the common denominator was the role of political figures and 

claims of disarmament beneath the consistent progress on its weapon program. “India 

covertly authorized nuclear weapons research in 1964, only after its ‘scientific and 

industrial components of the program had reached a stage of relative maturity and 

could be counted on to sustain and conceal a small nuclear explosive enterprise.”101 In 

the past, at three different time frames, the then Indian prime ministers were on the 

verge of overtly declaring India a Nuclear Weapon State (NWS) i.e. 1982-83, 1995, 

1996.102 The conventional wisdom suggests that India’s nuclear tests were triggered 

by multiple factors predominantly driven by domestic politics and external pressures. 

Thus, in May 1998, India orchestrated its scientific and political elite to demonstrate 

its nuclear capability (Pokhran II) based on following reasons;  

1. The global nonproliferation trends: were on the hype and the debate on CTBT 

levied pressure on new nuclear weapon states. India’s detonation successfully 

excluded it from the CTBT ambit before it could declare itself as defacto 

nuclear weapon state.103 
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2. Domestic political drive: the interim government of BJP (the rightist party) in 

its manifesto promised to declare India a nuclear weapon state. BJP owed 

credit in its favor as the political party has the resolve to take bold 

nationalistic decisions for the motherland.  

3. India’s isolationist concerns: The increasing Pakistan-China strategic 

cooperation and US support to turn blind eye on Pakistan’s acquisition of 

weapon capability while Pakistan was fighting the Jihadists war in 

Afghanistan (1979) exasperated India’s fears of going into isolation. In the 

due course, Pakistan’s test for Ghauri missile104 on April 06, 1998 added fuel 

to the fire. Though India was aware of the missile preparation but could not 

conjecture the time of the launch. Moreover, few days later, on April 15, 1998 

A.Q. Khan’s interview revealed that Pakistan is ready to test its device that 

aggravated Indian concerns of Pakistan’s maturing nuclear capability.105 

Despite rhetoric claims by the then US Ambassador to India Richardson,106 

India felt “American’s insensitive to [its] concerns.” 

“...Only handful of officials knew of the tests beforehand, and even 
fewer participated in deliberations over whether and when to conduct 

them. Vajpayee, Mishra and Jaswant Singh participated in the relevant 
deliberations with the top scientists...Fernandes was told only two days 

before the event, while the three military service chiefs and the foreign 
secretary was informed on May 10. President K.R.  Narayanan was 
informed the night before the tests. Vice president Krishna Kant was 

also informed. The cabinet secretary apparently was kept out of the 
loop.”107 

 

2.2.5. India’s Nuclear Command Authority (NCA) 

In comparison to Pakistan, it took long for India to formalize its command and 

control structure. “Lacking a single dominant institution like the Pakistan Army to 

shape the process, India's efforts in this direction have been shaped by political, 
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bureaucratic and military rivalries.”108 After the 1998 nuclear tests, under Indian 

Prime Minister, National Security Council (NSC) was established which involved 

planning commission deputy chairman and ministers of home, defense, external 

affairs and finance. The second tier of NSC was named Strategic Policy Group of 

civil and military officers, cabinet secretary, the three service chiefs, secretary of the 

Department of Atomic Energy and for Space, the secretary for revenue, the Governor 

of the Reserve Bank of India, the Director of Intelligence Bureau (domestic 

intelligence), the secretary of the Research and Analysis Wing (RAW, the external 

intelligence agency) and the scientific advisor to the defense minister.109 The third tier 

was National Security Advisory Board (NSAB). A detailed study on devising a 

structure by a group of amalgamation of civil and military bureaucrats contested 

which service within armed forces would entail the responsibility of nuclear 

weapons.110  

 

Apart from domestic hurdles faced by Indian establishment to chalk out the blue print 

for its operational capabilities and doctrine, Indian strategic thinking witnessed the 

outbreak of limited war at Kargil and 2001-02 military standoff. These events casted 

shadow of fear on the minds of its strategic elite, which subsequently translated into 

nuclear doctrine and policy. This persuaded India to keep modernizing its 

conventional forces as the option of limited war below the nuclear threshold was still 

open, apart from working on strategic triad. To maintain this delicate balance was not 

an easy task. Thus, within five years India came up with its formalized doctrine and 

nuclear command structure in the form of ‘a final set of political principles and 

administrative arrangements to manage its arsenal of nuclear weapons.’111 

“A.P.J Abdul Kalam the then scientific advisor and chairman of 

Defence Research and Development Organization (DRDO) was asked 
by the then, Prime Minister P.V. Narasimha Rao to formulate 

command and control structure based on following postulates: (1) the 
command and control should be structured with civilian control over 
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the nuclear button (2) interagency cooperation between the three 
agencies to integrate efforts to launch a nuclear device (3)The 

dispersed storage sites for nuclear core through out the country (4) a 
mechanism to mate core with its assembly in shortest possible 

time.”112  
 

Thus, a two-layered structure with a civilian control headed by Prime Minister under 

Political Council and President chairing the Executive Council which encompasses 

National Security Advisor and chairman of the Chief of Staff Committee (of three 

services), heads of intelligence agencies and scientific community, was established. 

The task of the security advisor and Executive Council is to advise Political Council 

on decisions pertaining to the use of nuclear weapons. 113 All of India's nuclear 

warheads and delivery systems remain under the command of commander- in-chief of 

Strategic Force Command (SFC). The alternate chain of command in case of the 

Prime Minister being rendered hors de combat or a preemptive attack on its 

installations is not in the public domain of information.  

 

Apart from devising a chain of command, integrating armed forces into the 

mainstream of NCA was a key challenge. As stated earlier, the evolution of India’s 

nuclear program veiled in secrecy, the non-involvement of armed forces in nuclear 

decision-making now posed a serious lag in channeling its role to e ffective 

operational deterrent.114 The Strategic Force Command was given the task to train the 

forces and equip them with the details of nuclear posture.  
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Fig 2.1 

Organizational Structure of India’s Nuclear Command Authority  

 

 Source: Manpreet Singh, Nuclear Strategy, New Delhi: KW Publishers, 2010. 

India's domestic politics continued to dominate the development phase of its doctrinal 

evolution and nuclear posture. Some scholars believe that doctrine had not reached 

consensus at home while it was being finalized as it became a subject of political 

campaign for the upcoming elections of 2004, which BJP tried to use in its favor.  

“Nation-in-danger and the BJP's especial concern with national 
security are its main election planks; hence, announcement of the 
nuclear doctrine at this time is wholly in character...The country is also 

being beseeched to discuss the nuclear doctrine; this is designed to lure 
the national debate into the security arena to cash in on the mood of 

patriotism that Kargil has stirred up.”115 
 

Even today, India’s nuclear weapons-related decisions have been largely the 

prerogatives of, and confined to, a small coterie of decision makers, basically 
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consisting the Prime Minister assisted by his confidants and a few high- level 

scientists called the ‘strategic enclave.’116   

 

2.3. Pakistan’s Nuclear Decision Making  

The ‘coming of the atomic age’ in Pakistan was triggered by the aspirations and 

efforts of elites. The learning of foreign-trained handful privileged individuals 

eventually determined the course of developments in economic, science and 

technology and military capabilities of a new born state. With the beginning of the 

Cold War, the West became increasingly interested in knowing the wonders the 

atomic science can bring to this planet.117 The New York Times in 1947 wrote that 

with the significant utilization of atomic technology Africa “could be transformed 

into another Europe.”118 Certainly, apart from the rest of the world, a debate inside 

the US started looking for the prospects of atomic energy as an integral feature of its 

foreign policy. The US sought to protect the world and its allies from the expansionist 

designs of Communist threat. Thus, President Truman in his inaugural address in 

January 1949 declared that; 

“The American people desire, and are determined to work for, a world 
in which all nations and all peoples are free to govern themselves as 
they see fit, and to achieve a decent and satisfying life...In the pursuit 

of these aims, the United States and other like-minded nations find 
themselves directly opposed by a regime with contrary aims and a 

totally different concept of life...We will provide military advice and 
equipment to free nations which will cooperate with us in the 
maintenance of peace and security....[And] we must embark on a bold 

new program for making the benefits of our scientific advances and 
industrial progress available for the improvement and growth of 

underdeveloped areas.”119  
 

The stage was set for President’s Eisenhower’s ‘Atom for Peace Program.’ South 

Asia during this time witnessed decolonization. As a result of hasty British 
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withdrawal, Pakistan as a fragile new born state emerged on the Muslim majority 

areas of the subcontinent, inheriting feudalism which eventually became part of its 

political culture. The hasty partition confronted Pakistan with several acute 

challenges,120 the most important was the dearth of trained and educated human 

capital required to run the country. Pakistan’s elite was overwhelmed with 

opportunities of the then US foreign and security policy offering to the world. The US 

alliance offered a hand of ‘friendship and a patron’ to Pakistan. In 1950s defense 

cooperation between Pakistan and the US resulted in the 1954 Mutual Defense 

Assistance Agreement.121 The effect of US military assistance to Pakistan left “a deep 

impression on thousands of Pakistani officers.”122 As the improved bilateral ties 

contented Pakistani military with hi-tech conventional weaponry. It explains Gen. 

Ayub’s disinterest for the pursuit of nuclear weapons program.123  

 

Since the partition, Pakistan had to begin its development from scratch. The entire 

infrastructure established during the time of British remained in Indian territory. 

Therefore, new department was created in April 1953 to augur research and 

development named Council of Scientific and Industrial Research (CSIR). CSIR was 

initially headed by Dr. Salimu-uz-Zaman Siddiqui and later by Dr. Nazir Ahmad. 

‘The Atoms for Peace’ speech delivered by the U.S. President Dwight Eisenhower 

caught considerable attention in Pakistan. As Pakistan was lagging behind in 

education sector it was difficult to gather a community of expert scientists. To create 
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a team of experts, Salim-uz-Zaman Siddiqui (heading CSIR) then sent young 

scientists for overseas training.124  

 

2.3.1. The Changing Nuclear Discourse and the Dawn of ‘Nuclear Nationalism’ 

in Pakistan 

In 1955, the then, Pakistani prime minister Muhammad Ali in his first address to the 

nation declared Pakistan’s quest for nuclear energy while referring to the 

government's progress towards economic issues and in devising a constitutional 

framework, he said; 

“While concentrating our attention on matters of vital interests to your 

daily life we have not been unmindful of the need for the country’s 
progress and development in other spheres. A step forward in the 

scientific field was the formulation of a scheme to set up a Nuclear 
Research Centre for exploring the possibility of obtaining uranium 
from the mountainous regions of our country with a view to 

production of atomic energy for the country’s economic 
development.”125 

 

Thus, the journey of Pakistan’s nuclear program began. In the same year (1955), an 

exhibition on peaceful uses of Atomic Energy was introduced to the Pakistani public 

(thousands of people attended) organized by the US embassy. The exhibition showing 

pictures and films was launched in the major cities of the country reiterating the 

developments that nuclear science and technology promises. The knowledge on the 

prospects of nuclear energy came in the public domain. 126 Thus, Pakistan and US 

signed its first agreement on Civil Uses of Atomic Energy under which $350,000 

funding was provided for a small research reactor (PARR-1),127 under the Pakistan 

Atomic Energy Commission (PAEC) which was created in 1956. Between 1960-67 
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PAEC sent hundreds of its scientists and engineers abroad for training under the 

chairmanship of I.H. Usmani.128 

 

Z.A. Bhutto, a political and nuclear protagonist, sensed the pressing need to develop 

weapon capability vis-à-vis India’s quest for nuclear program. While being the 

foreign minister in 1963, Bhutto was closely observing the changing regional trends 

and envisioned the political influence nuclear weapons could have in future political 

domain. On the other hand, China’s nuclear test in 1964 accelerated India’s efforts to 

acquire weapon capability (also after the Sino-India War of 1962). Bhutto (already in 

contact with few scientists in Europe particularly Munir Ahmed Khan serving in 

Vienna earlier) was also well aware of the progress on India’s nuclear p rogram and 

asked Gen. Ayub for the purchase of research reactors and reprocessing plants from 

France through transfer of technology but General Ayub did not pay much heed to 

it.129 Apart from Bhutto, some bureaucrats and scientists also contacted General Ayub 

in the same context and received the same response. “General Ayub Khan 

disappointed the bomb enthusiasts. His concern was that any move towards obtaining 

such technologies would jeopardize the country’s Western alliance.”130 

 

Zulfikar Ali Bhutto after coming into power gathered a community of scientists131 in 

Multan in January 20, 1972, known as ‘Multan Conference’ and said; “Well....this is 

a very serious political decision, which Pakistan must make, and perhaps all Third 

World countries must make one day, because it is coming. So can you boys do it?’ 

This was the time when Pakistan had already lost its East Wing. Nearly all senior 

scientists replied in one tone; ‘Yes... We can do it, given the resources and given the 

facilities.’ Bhutto ended the meeting by simply saying: “I shall find you the resources 
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and I shall find you the facilities.”132 In the same meeting, Bhutto replaced I.H. 

Usmani with Munir Ahmed Khan as new PAEC Chairman. This was the beginning of 

formulating a ‘bomb- lobby’ inside Pakistan.  

  

According to Feroz Hassan Khan, “from the inception of Pakistan’s nuclear program, 

only a small group of individual was privy to the bomb mission. The military was not 

aware of the program until 1977. From 1972-1993 only one office, the president’s or 

the prime minister's, and the same personalities directed the course of Pakistan’s 

nuclear program.”133 The scientific bureaucracy was working in direct consultation 

with the prime minister/president as the head of the PAEC directly reported to the 

head of the state. Even after Bhutto, when Gen. Zia became the president, the PAEC 

chairman continued to report him directly. Gen. Zia in his capacity as chief executive 

followed the pattern of compartmentalization of information and did not involve the 

role of military as an institution in decision-making. It should be clarified here that 

PAEC134 and KRL were working on the classified projects autonomously.  

 

2.3.2. Role of Military in Nuclear Decision-Making 

In early 1990s coincidentally a scientific halt was observed since much of the 

scientific elite were getting retired and major projects in the pursuit of nuclear 

program were reaching completion. New cadre of scientists was replacing the existing 

ones who served in the formative years of the weapon program till its comple tion. To 

operationalize deterrent capabilities, work on the missile program were under 

progress. Not only this, Pakistan’s political governments were quickly shifting one 

another. The political vacuum coupled with new scientific community in place and 

the time for getting optimal role of forces required in operational domain, facilitated 

Pakistan’s military as an organization to step up and enter into the stage of nuclear 

decision making. The role of military in Pakistan’s politics is perpetual and constant. 
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“The relationship between the elected civilian leadership and the top 
military commanders can be divided into three major categories; 1) 

The policy areas where the military shows no interest, 2) The 
exclusive military affairs where the top brass do not want any civilian 

interference, 3) The shared decision-making issues areas. The military 
does not want the civilian leaders to make decisions without any 
consultation and sharing with the top brass. The largest number of 

policy- issues involves a shared decision-making by civilian 
government and the top brass of the military. The top brass resent 

unilateral decision making by civilians on these issues. Invariably the 
military and intelligence establishment makes the maximum 
contribution to the shared decision-making which is implemented 

through civilian institutions.”135 

 

The decade of 1990s was crucial in the political arena of Pakistan’s history. Both 

Benazir Bhutto and Nawaz Sharif replaced each other on the seat of prime-

ministership. In 1993, after the demise of COAS Gen. Asif Nawaz Janjua, President 

Ghulam Ishaq Khan appointed Gen. Abdul Waheed Kakar as new Army Chief. The 

same year, PM Nawaz Sharif’s government and the then President Ghulam Ishaq 

Khan developed differences with each other, leading to power vacuum which was 

filled by Moeenuddin Ahmad Qureshi (from July 18, 1993 until October 19, 1993) as 

caretaker prime minister. Ghulam Ishaq Khan before his departure from the office of 

president shared the documents with the then, COAS Gen. Waheed Kakar. 136  

“GIK reluctantly handed over all nuclear-related documents, including 

details on decisions and projected force goals, to General Abdul 
Waheed...this was the first time the army had inherited the 
responsibility for the nuclear program - the result of a power 

breakdown at the center between the president and the prime minister. 
Until that point, the role of General Headquarters (GHQ) in nuclear 

decision-making had never been formal.”137 

 

The above information did not clarify the nature of documents shared by GIK with 

Gen. Waheed nor does it specify how Ghulam Ishaq Khan got hold of those 

documents. Nevertheless, the country’s nuclear establishment comprising the 
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chairman of PAEC and project director of KRL continued to work directly under the 

country’s chief executive. The organizational standard operating procedures (SOPs) 

suggest that much of the classified record regarding nuclear program remained with 

the relevant strategic organizations. However, at least there is one instance where 

President Zia specifically directed the then, Chairman of PAEC and KRL to deposit 

sensitive designs and documents for safe-keeping with the GHQ.138 Since the 

democratic leadership in Pakistan was facing political turmoil, the Peoples Party 

government under Benazir Bhutto was interested to complete her term and prevent 

other stake holders from toppling off her political tenure.  

“Thus, Benazir Bhutto preferred not to ruffle feathers with the 

military-civil bureaucratic scientific nexus that were managing the 
nuclear program, an arrangement which by and large was politically 

acceptable to all. Thus, it suited both the President and Prime Minister 
to let GHQ be the locus of coordination and resources. But despite this 
tacit understanding, the military did not have the legal authority to 

intervene in the autonomy of the scientists, who had direct access to 
any of the troika of power.”139  

 

In 1986, the Combat Development Directorate (CD Directorate) was established 

within the Army General Headquarters (GHQ) to look after the conventional force 

modernization which was lagging behind in the wake of economic crunch the country 

was going through. Moreover, the US/Western sanctions levied on Pakistan adversely 

affected the defense budget. After Gen. Aslam Baig (who then become VCOAS) 

further expanded the ambit of the directorate by coordinating it with SUPARCO.140 

To modernize the conventional weapon systems and to operationalize the deterrent 

capabilities, PAEC and KRL were also working in competition with one another 

(including missile programs). PAEC’s developed solid- fueled missile Shaheen 

whereas KRL worked on Ghauri system based on North Korean Nodong missile 

system.141  
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2.3.3. The Genesis of National Command Authority and the Birth of SPD: 1999-

2001 

The operational aspects of the weapon systems from planning to procurement were 

dealt at the GHQ under the Military Operations Directorate (MO). To understand the 

contours of command and control system of other states, another wing was created 

inside GHQ with the aim of conducting research and evaluat ion named as E&R 

Directorate (Evaluation and Research Directorate). Lt. Gen. Khalid Ahmed Kidwai 

was appointed as new DG of E&R. After the 1998 nuclear tests, the three directorates 

(MO, E&R and CD) merged into one organization of National Command Authority 

(NCA). Lt. Gen. Kidwai who was earlier being trained in E&R was now appointed as 

the first Director General of Strategic Plans Division.142 The Combat Development 

Directorate (CDD) crystallized all strategic organizations of nuclear related 

components, from nuclear assets to operations of nuclear weapons, under one 

umbrella organization named Strategic Plans Division. It was shifted from General 

Head Quarters (GHQ) to the Joint Staff Head Quarters (JSHQ). 

 

The SPD is the secretariat comprising second tier o f the NCA, with Employment 

Control Committee (ECC) consisting of top brass of decision makers (starting from 

prime minister, four cabinet ministers and three services’ chiefs) and Deployment 

Control Committee (DCC), to implement the nuclear directive as second (prime 

minister, four service chiefs and four heads of strategic organizations) and Strategic 

Force Command as the third tier respectively. The Strategic Force Command deals 

with operational aspect of strategic forces of Army, Navy and Air Force. 143 
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Fig. 2.2 

Organizational Structure of Pakistan’s National Command Authority (NCA)  

 

Source: Naeem Salik, The Genesis of South Asian Nuclear Deterrence: Pakistan’s Perspective , 

Karachi: University Press, 2009. 

 

The initial draft of the NCA as a sole organization of command and control was 

presented by Gen. Pervez Musharraf (the then, COAS) for approval before the then, 

Prime Minister Nawaz Sharif in April 1999 in a briefing at GHQ. The meeting was 

attended by key cabinet members, officers from bureaucracy and forces. The meeting 

adjourned without final approval by the prime minister and it remained unapproved 

till the civilian government was replaced by a military coup of October 1999 and 

Chief Executive Gen. Pervez Musharraf then in the capacity of the head of the state 

endorsed the document.144  

 

Under the NCA Act of 2010, the supreme decision-making authority rests with the 

Prime Minister (previously as per the NCA Act of 2002 it was President as Chairman 

and Prime Minister as Vice Chairman under the Musharraf regime); however, other 

members include: Minister of finance, Minister of defence, Minister of foreign 

affairs, Minister of interior, Chairman Chief of Joint Staff, Chief of Army, Chief of 
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Navy, Chief of Air Force and Director-General of Strategic Plans Division (SPD).145 

Musharraf writes: “I say this about the army with full authority because I became the 

director general of military operations (DGMO) in 1992, an appointment that 

involved dealing with all sensitive military planning and operational matters, but I 

was kept totally out of the nuclear circuit.”146 

 

2.3.4 Evolution and Development of Command & Control Systems  

The debate on what challenges command and control pose to new nuclear weapons 

states is still in vogue. The problem is not with the human intelligence of those who 

took birth in third world countries rather its more about atypical security culture that 

stands peculiar to this part of the world. As d iscussed earlier, the control of 

information remained a common factor in determining the nuclear journey of both the 

countries. The control of information whether confined to a particular organization or 

to a group of decision making elite does not meant for secrecy but in having 

monopoly over information. This explains the organizational tussling between 

different bureaucracies involved in decision making and overarching role of 

predominant organization in shaping the nuclear discourse at home and abroad. 

Pakistan is a classic case study in point where Pakistan military dominates nuclear 

decision making.147 Ever since the birth of Pakistan, military remained the most 

disciplined and powerful institution in the country. With evolving dynamics of power 

transition from military to civil and then civilian to military, President Ghulam Ishaq 

Khan through Gen. Abdul Waheed Kakar involved military into Pakistan’s nuclear 

decision making. After 1998 nuclear tests, Strategic Plans Division (secretariat of 

NCA) became the hub of nuclear decision making in the country. The policy input of 

civilians in NCA command structure has only constitutional and legal role to play.148 
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Within Strategic Plans Division, all the directorates are headed by either two-star or 

one star serving forces personnel maintaining the hierarchy from top to bottom. 149 

 

Apart from predominant role of military as a whole and unwanted transfer of power 

due to political vacuum, the other factors responsible for centralized control over 

nuclear policy making rest with lack of capacity building of civilians in the relevant 

field. This is because of resource constraints to train academicians at home; dearth of 

research oriented think-tanks and denied access to information. SPD works in direct 

correspondence with PAEC, KRL, PNRA, NESCOM and other relevant 

organizations and send directives to other forces headquarters on need-to-know basis.  

 

Therefore, based on these analyses it is clear that in case of India, the C2 is under 

civilian control. The National Security Advisor, the head of Executive Council, gives 

policy input to the Political Council chaired by Prime Minister. Indian command and 

control is structured as such to have civilian oversight than control. The basic 

components of C2 include strategy, force structure and operations. Strategy guides 

from grand strategy during peacetime to war time situation involving the decision to 

use nuclear weapons. The second tier, force structure deals with composition of 

nuclear forces and operationalizing deterrent dealing with types of weapon systems 

and future decisions pertaining to warfare. Last tier of operations involve decisions 

regarding the deployment of force capabilities. Except for the first tier involving 

strategy, the entire organization is under the military domain. 150 Although, the use of 

nuclear weapons demands authorization from national security advisor, one can 

presume any hawkish Prime Minister in power like Indira Gandhi being overwhelmed 

with policy inputs from RAW or military establishment become hostage to tunnel 

vision.  
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The domestic politics coupled with technological drive of military industrial complex 

and the strategic cultures of India and Pakistan will continue to facilitate the 

supremacy of military, as an organization, in decisions pertaining to command and 

control. In either case, military has a significant role to play in policy making apart 

from executing. No substantial change is possible unless the civilians are given 

training in terms of capacity building along with their role being well acknowledged 

in C2 hierarchy, in order to make viable contribution as policy input to nuclear 

decision making. Until then, organizational learning will continue to revolve around 

organizational SOPs. No individual learning has been transmitted or integrated to 

bring about organizational reforms.   

 

The phenomenon of nuclear learning in South Asia is explained from evolutionary 

process of nuclear programs in both the countries. The culture of secrecy of 

information and personalized decision-making in South Asia provided controlled 

access to other key individuals and organizations working in the domain of serving 

national interests. The reason for the compartmentalization of information lies in 

strategic anxieties for both the states. For Pakistan, the clandestine progress on 

weapons program was important to draw material benefits from the US and other 

European states, and then protecting its installations against Indian preemptive attack 

assumptions. For India, the fear of China constantly haunted it since Sino-India war 

and later from China’s P-5 status (becoming NWS in 1964). Ultimately, these 

strategic anxieties transformed into the realities of nuclear policies of India and 

Pakistan. Pakistan during the Cold War era protecting its covert progress on nuclear 

program and in post 9/11 era protecting its installations and arsenals from any 

terrorists attack. Facing civil-military clashes resulting in dominant role of military 

offers huge share in country’s political and domestic history. To an extent Pakistan’s 

foreign policy around its immediate neighborhood is guided from military 

establishment. Despite, such monopoly over information, command and control and 

considerable leverage in domestic politics, Pakistan forwarded significant regional 

security proposals including conflict resolution and confidence building measures 
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were turned down by India. Unfortunately, whenever Pakistan’s state policy emerged 

from organizational (nuclear) learning of military, it met disappointment from India.  

 

On the contrary, Indian political leadership played dominating role in creating a 

group of confederates keeping military’s role confined to fighting wars. Apart from 

creating resentment in civil-military relations, Indian military faced serious problems 

of learning and operationalizing deterrent capabilities. The Indian decision-making 

revolved around key personalities, each one adhering to modernize Indian military 

capabilities while showing concern for nuclear disarmament. Consequently,  the 

policy disconnect is visibly observed within the Indian military and civil 

establishments. This will continue to pose problems in formulating Indian policies 

vis-à-vis Pakistan and China. The personality factor is responsible in transforming 

hawkish policies into aggressive war doctrines in the military brass of both the 

countries. The military crises between India and Pakistan explain this dimension, 

reiterating the fact that how individual learning impacted state learning in South Asia, 

which has been discussed in the next chapter.  
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CHAPTER 3 

NUCLEAR LEARNING AND CRISIS INSTABILITY IN SOUTH ASIA 

The recurrence of crisis behavior in a nuclear environment carries greater implication 

for strategic stability in the region. The possible outcome of crisis instability is 

preemption and/or crisis escalation. In South Asia with geographical congruity, the 

efficient and advanced early warning and, robust command and control systems have 

little to guarantee deterrence stability equation. The chances of miscalculation 

become grave on the face of historical distrust with possible chances to overcome the 

rational choice of incumbent decision makers. Although in Pakistan’s case the role of 

military as key decision-makers in India-Pakistan crises is predictable whenever crisis 

situation occurs. However, in India it is still unclear to make judgment about whether 

key institutions (civil/military) or persons in power decide the course of crisis. 

Fortunately, most of the military crises between India and Pakistan were dissolved by 

the assertive political influence of the US.  

 

South Asia experienced series of crises in the pre- and post-nuclear era. Each crisis is 

distinct in its characteristics and has casted different shadow on the nuclear learning 

of both states. The interplay of different variables/factors operating at domestic, 

regional and international levels, have amalgamated, thus, concluded different lessons 

for the historians. From the prism of nuclear learning it is observed that some 

common denominators are responsible for erupting military crises in South Asia. 

Given the flux of regional political dynamics and technological progress in both the 

states, crisis stability in South Asia can result from a change in learning pattern 

directly affecting strategic cultures. The enduring rivalry and impulsive drive to 

achieve technological superiority is undermining the basic contours of deterrence 

stability. Since human beings are part of strategic environment within which they 

receive signals, perceive and interpret them and then decide the course of action. In 

this regard, rational decision making is dependent on strategic cultures.  

 

South Asian strategic stability remained hostage to crisis instability. Given the mutual 

understanding of both states to keep the nuclear threshold higher, the repeated 



81 
 

frequency of crises continues to haunt regional deterrence stability. Interestingly, each 

crisis unfolded against a different backdrop and hence, ended at a different note. 

Therefore, after each crisis, both states inferred distinct lessons. It is relevant to 

analyze prudently the factors triggering state behavior to initiate the crisis at first 

place. Although, its passé to begin with Kashmir always yet it continues to hold 

paramount significance in India-Pakistan conflict study. Following Kashmir, conflict 

over other disputed territories (Siachen and Sir Creek) left settlement a daunting task 

in the midst of deep-rooted trust deficit. The number of crises ensued before and after 

the overt nuclearization of South Asia remains the same. It cannot be ignored that 

nuclear dimension in someway or the other was instrumental in all o f these crises 

coupled with the role of the US continuously monitoring the bilateral relations of two 

countries.  

 

The protracted Kashmir conflict offers no hope of resolution in the near future. 151 One 

of Indian strategic moves on Kashmir was to gain time; the protracted conflicts made 

it difficult to resolve. Therefore, India made calculated moves to gain time and 

engaged Pakistan into new fronts as more conflicts sprout from Kashmir like Siachen 

and Wuller.152 According to the western sources, Pakistan supported insurgency 

inside Kashmir as a freedom movement while India called it ‘state-sponsored 

terrorism.’153 India’s stern policies without resolving disputes with all its neighbors 

turned India into a hegemon. This became more plausible when Mrs. Indira Gandhi 

resumed power and focused on conventional buildup. Many scholars view the South 

Asian security conundrum as the stability- instability paradox, which states that 

“strategic stability, meaning a low likelihood that conventional war will escalate to 

the nuclear level, reduces the danger of launching a conventional war. But in 

lowering the potential costs of conventional conflict, strategic stability also makes the 
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outbreak of such violence more likely.”154 Thus, the regional crises after Kargil, 

involved ‘spoilers’ (militant organizations LeT, JuD, JeM etc) who used Pakistani 

territory of training and conducted assaults on Indian soil. The 2001-02 Twin Peak 

crisis reshaped the South Asian strategic stability equation. Thus, one of the key 

challenges to deterrence stability is miscalculation escalating up to nuclear exchange.  

 

Given the fluidity of the concept, nuclear learning is subject to different 

interpretations. Pakistan after losing territory in Kashmir, Siachen and East Pakistan 

always viewed Indian conventional buildup aiming to dismember Pakistan. This 

strategic thinking was prevalent in Pakistani’s strategic culture that legitimized the 

security doctrine of mujahedeen as part of its state policy. Now when Pakistan has 

denounced supporting jihadists as state policy, the genie is out of bottle, failing to 

overcome terrorism at home, Pakistan is fighting against the non-state actors 

(operation Zarb-e-Azb).155 On the contrary, India under the threat perception of China 

is acquiring greater defense equipment aiming to develop credible defense vis-à-vis 

China; however, it continues to haunt Pakistan with its swelling military muscle. 

Without receiving any credible assurance from India, Pakistan is consuming its 

resources to offset the strategic advantage acquired by India. Surprisingly, each 

military crisis/war has history of CBMs/bilateral agreement at its culmination and the 

origin of another crisis. It is interesting to observe the correlation and significance of 

crisis in India-Pakistan history and the possible implications for nuclear learning.156   

 

3.1. Possible Attack on Pakistan’s Nuclear Installations (1984-85) 

In 1981, Israel attacked Osirak, French build nuclear reactor of Iraq, with its F-15 and 

F-16 fighter aircraft. It is the first incident in history that any country has targeted the 

nuclear facility of an adversary state. The 70 MWt uranium fueled reactor was near 
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completion but was not fueled yet therefore there was no danger of radioactive 

leakage. The reason of preemptive attack was direct threat to Israel based on Iraq’s 

possible intentions to develop weapons of mass destruction. 157 Inspired by the Israeli 

preemptive strikes, Indian military planners in 1982, chalked out a similar plan and 

presented it to the then PM Indira Gandhi. The intended target was Pakistan’s 

centrifuge facility at Kahuta and Pu reprocessing plant in PINSTECH located at 

Nilore.158 In 1984, Pakistani intelligence sources claimed the threat was imminent 

when some Indian hawks succeeded in convincing Mrs. Gandhi for such adventure.  

Not only this, “the US intelligence satellites had detected two Jaguar squadrons 

missing from the Indian Ambala airbase.”159  

 

Thus, the then, US ambassador in Pakistan Deane Hinton and the US Under-Secretary 

of State James Buckley were informed of the impending danger and Indian intentions 

to materialize the threat.160 While, Pakistan was thinking about its response options in 

case India attempts to execute the threat, some in Indian military planners also feared 

Pakistan’s preemptive strikes against India’s nuclear facilities. One of the Indian Air 

Force official stated that “if they think you are going to attack Kahuta, they may pre-

empt you.”161 Even though, at that time Pakistan had conducted four to five cold tests, 

its weapon program was in nascent stages. India falsely assumed that Pakistan had 

secretly acquired HEU from China, also the CHIC-4 weapon design. This became 
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clear when Munir Ahmed Khan (Chairman Pakistan Atomic Energy Commission) 

communicated India the possibility of conventional attack on Indian facilities. The 

radioactive leakage would have caused greater damage to India than Pakistan. 162 

 

Thus, the crisis diffused when India critically evaluated the outcome of conducting 

such a preemptive attack. Although, it remained obscure what prevented India to 

shelve the plan; however, number of factors seemingly influenced Indian decision 

making. On seeing Pakistan as the US frontline ally in fighting Soviet expansion in 

late 1980s, India could see the strategic shift in favor of the US (emerging as sole 

superpower) and found it unfeasible to attack Pakistan at that time. It is equally 

possible that India must be deterred from warning communicated by the US. 

Moreover, India missed the element of surprise as the US intelligence shared this 

information with Islamabad. Furthermore, the domestic unrest was erupted leading to 

political turmoil after the PM Indira Gandhi’s assassination on October 31, 1984. She 

was assassinated by her Sikh bodyguard in response to Operation Blue Star. The 

(Indian) Punjab riots shifted the focus of decision-makers towards internal unrest. 

Even though the bilateral relations remained tense, yet the crisis was de-escalated. 

The political fog as a result of communication breach was filled by the US to prevent 

inadvertent escalation. It remains unclear whether India had designs to target 

Pakistan’s nuclear installation or not but the fact remains that Pakistan’s nuclear 

program prospered under the looming shadow of being attacked. “[This] threat 

perception of preventive attacks and conspiracies was reinforced as one crisis 

followed another.”163 Those who supported the idea to attack Pakistan’s enrichment 

facility at Kahuta assumed that the attack would halt Pakistan’s progress on nuclear 

program believing sufficient fissile material had not been enriched to make a bomb. 

Nonetheless, many Indian scholars do believe that the plan was shoot down once it 

was confirmed that Pakistan’s enrichment process was already ahead to make 
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weapon.164 These fears amalgamated with security obsession that ultimately 

translated in Pakistan’s nuclear doctrine and force posture based on preemption.  

 

3.2. Militarization of Siachen Glacier (1984) 

In early 1980s, both India and Pakistan faced internal unrest but each side blamed the 

other for creating political instability. “The Pakistani establishment charged India 

with meddling in its Sindh province under a Pakistani coalition known as the 

Movement for the Restoration of Democracy (MRD). The campaign turned into a 

major uprising in 1983, when the Pakistani Army was forced to deploy two infantry 

divisions and gunship helicopters.”165 Likewise, India blamed Pakistan for supporting 

Sikh insurgency in Indian Punjab. Although the Sikh insurgency was a result of 

political negligence on the part of Mrs. Gandhi to make political compromises with 

the Sikh community seeking fundamental rights of equality and justice. PM Indira 

Gandhi demonstrated use of force to curb down the militancy killing nearly twenty 

five thousand people, who later revolted against her regime. This soon transformed 

into a succession movement lasting for two decades. 166  

 

The same year (1984), Indian and Pakistan forces exchanged fire at the highest 

altitude of Siachen glaciers. Siachen is an un-demarcated glacier between India and 

Pakistan “sliding down a valley in the Karakoram range, the glacier is 76 km long and 

varies in width between 2 to 8 km. It receives 6 to 7 meters of the annual total of 10 

meters of snow in winter alone...the temperature drops routinely to 40 degrees 
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centigrade below zero.”167 The region because of its harsh climate is considered 

inaccessible for either contending party. Each year number of troops face casualties 

on either side due to inhospitable terrain and rough weather than through cross fire. 

The grid-point map NJ 9842 delineated the demarcation of glacier which remained 

decided against the Karachi Agreement signed in the backdrop of 1949 ceasefire line. 

Therefore, it was presumed vaguely that the line would be extended to the North till 

Siachen heights. Taking the advantage of this obscurity, India clandestinely 

transported its troops through airlift to the ‘heights of Soltoro range in the glacier 

region.’168  

 

On April 13, 1984 Pakistani forces observed the advancement of Indian troops and 

tried to halt their movement but failed as they had already occupied two glaciers. This 

military operation code-named Meghdoot by Indian preemption (to capture the 

glaciers) was a violation to two bilateral agreements i.e. the 1949 Karachi agreement 

and Simla agreement of 1972.169 The Simla agreement categorically forbade the 

occupation of territory either contested/disputed or under possession through use of 

force.170 According to India, operation Meghdoot was not a violation rather 

questioning the jurisdiction of the glaciers demarcation. New Delhi annexed the 

glaciers claiming it to be part of Indian occupied Kashmir. On the contrary, Pakistan 

contended that Siachen was part of its Tribally Administered Northern Areas. 

Pakistan emphasized that before any final settlement of the dispute is reached, the  
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glaciers must be evicted from Indian forces. India occupied the glaciers considering it 

to be strategic move to create wedge between Pakistan and China. Apprehensive of 

the 1962 Sino-India war, India considered Siachen glacier of strategic significance.  

 

The Indian military deployed its forces at Siachen presuming it a defense line across 

the Ladakh, Jammu and Kashmir areas against Pakistan and China. From Pakistan’s 

perceptions, operation Meghdoot clearly depicted Indian expansionist designs aiming 

to dismember Pakistan by capturing Baltistan while advancing from Nubra into 

Khaplu and Skardu171 with the purpose of blocking Karakoram highway, a major road 

link between Pakistan and China. Based on this perception, Pakistan launched its 

operation Ababeel to dislodge the Indian occupation, resulting in the outbreak of 

armed conflict at Siachen in 1984. It was the first battle in history fought at high 

altitude with heavy artillery and rocket batteries causing countless casualties. Since 

then, the two forces are stationed at high altitude fighting the tough weather more 

than against each other. Despite several rounds of official talks, the two countries 

failed to reach a resolution over the dispute.172 Both states have divergent approaches 

thus poles apart solution suggested by either side added Siachen into the list of 

contended issues ensued between the two countries.  

 

Indian security policy is driven by security dilemma vis-à-vis China. To overcome the 

threat perception, India preempted and occupied the glaciers which were of strategic 

significance against Chinese defense. This security paranoia created another dispute 

between India and Pakistan. Adding to the trust deficit the two countries came close 

to brinkmanship. Consequently, Pakistan justified its land incursion across the LoC 

during the Kargil limited war. Siachen compelled Pakistani strategic planners to recall 

1971 debacle and inferred Pakistan’s survival lies in waging unconventional warfare 

under the umbrella of strategic stability.  
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3.3. Brasstacks 1986-87 

While the memories of Siachen conflict were still fresh, India conducted its large-

scale military exercise mobilizing approximately 200,000 troops in the Rajasthan 

Desert,173 comprising two-armored divisions, one-mechanized and six infantry 

divisions in addition to two air-assault divisions. The exercise codenamed as 

‘Brasstacks’ was conducted on an area approximately 60-80km close to the 

international border, located east of Indira Gandhi Canal (India). At similar location, 

India in 1983 had conducted relatively small scale exercise named Digvijay. The 

onset of Brasstacks was a result of multiple factors predominantly the role of hawkish 

personalities responsible in decision-making at key positions, including the then 

Indian Army Chief General K. Sunderji, of whom Brasstacks was the brain child.174 

General Sunderji was known for his nationalistic traits adding to his brilliance as a 

soldier. While he was Lt. General, he also planned military exercise Digvijay. 

Secondly, overestimating the potential of Indian military capabilities, the Brasstacks 

“was designed to introduce and validate new strategies and concepts for conducting 

offensive combined arms operations including the use of RAPID (Reorganized Army 

Plains Infantry Division) formation.”175 From Indian military perceptions, Brasstacks 

was an effective deterrent against Pakistan to cease interference in Indian domestic 

affairs.  

 

The third factor adding impetus to the outbreak of crisis was the political leadership 

of Rajiv Gandhi as new Prime Minister of India. PM Rajiv was fascinated with the 

notion of modernizing Indian Army and to exercise Indian influence in the region. 

Overwhelmed with computer-tech support maneuvering,176 Rajiv acceded to 
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Sunderji’s chalked out strategy of military exercise. At the same time, it became 

known that PM Rajiv had no plans to go for war with Pakistan. 177 While Pakistan’s 

intelligence gauged and reported Indian moves close to the border, Pakistan assumed 

Indian plans to dismember the country into two (from Bahawalpur in north and 

Khairpur in south) by launching offensive from southern west. This information 

triggered alarm and required credibility to information on immediate basis. Therefore, 

Pakistan pursued hotline channel at DGMOs level (Director General of Military 

Operations) but did not receive satisfactory response from the Indian Army. 

Moreover, even at the political level Pakistan tried to overcome the smoke screens 

and seek confirmation to this information. Thus, the Pakistani Prime Minister 

Muhammad Khan Junejo showed his concerns over Indian military exercise while 

meeting PM Rajiv on the sidelines of second SAARC summit held on Nov 16-17, 

1986 in Bangalore (India), but received dismissive response from him. While the 

Brasstacks entered into its fourth and final phase, Pakistan also mobilized its forces 

towards the international border in response to Indian military maneuvers. While 

Indian forces continued to move crossing the River Sutlej and reached twenty 

kilometers close to the international border, Pakistan’s Army Reserve North “with its 

1st Armored division in reserve was now poised to drive north and east, a move which 

could sever India’s line of communication between New Delhi and state of Jammu 

and Kashmir.”178  

 

With force mobilization across the desert and along the dividing line of Kashmir, the 

Brasstacks crisis at its apex haunted India and Pakistan of hot war. Pakistan 

disappointed with ambiguous Indian political gesturing, deterred India with 

conventional maneuvering. This resulted in the de-escalation of crisis with 

intermediary role played by the US calling for restraint, as large military mobilization 

can be inflammable. The then, US ambassadors to India and Pakistan exchanged 
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cables with Washington accentuating the need for normalcy in bilateral relations that 

may prove detrimental should deterrence (conventional) fail. After credible assurance 

given to Humayun Khan (Pakistani ambassador to India) by PM Rajiv, followed by 

telephonic talk with his counterpart Junejo, Rajiv replaced his defense minister Arun 

Singh with V.P. Singh. Pakistan’s Foreign Secretary Abdus Sattar visited India, as a 

result of which both states inked bilateral agreement on February 4, 1987 to withdraw 

forces from the international border and Line of Control thus formally diffusing the 

crisis.179 Apparently, the bilateral relations between the two countries returned to 

normalcy after Brasstacks when General Zia visited India to watch the cricket 

match.180 The historic event de-escalated the crisis and concluded the bilateral 

declaration on non-attack on each others nuclear installations. Later, this agreement 

was formally materialized during Benazir’s government.  

 

By 1987 both countries had ‘bomb in the basements’ and it was not clear to India then 

the exact status of Pakistan’s nuclear program. The A.Q. Khan’s interview to Indian 

journalist on a visit to Pakistan to attend Mushahid Hussain Syed’s marriage 

ceremony created huge controversy inside Pakistan, India and the US. 181 “Pakistan 

possessed nuclear weapons and that they could be used to defend Pakistan against an 

Indian attack. Many analysts believed Khan’s statement and implied threat was an 

attempt at nuclear signaling.”182 Khan’s interview was published on March 1, 1987 in 

London by the Observer newspaper. However, it was too late for nuclear signaling to   

perceive the nuclear threat by the Indian decision-makers. The crisis was almost 

defused by January 23, 1987 after reaching its apex when both countries agreed to 

initiate bilateral talks at the DGMOs level. Another reason reiterating this fact is the 

incomplete information on the status of Pakistan’s nuclear program in India. “The late 

Indian Army General Krishnaswamy Sundarji was wholly dismissive of Pakistan’s 

nuclear capability. He believed Islamabad was seeking leverage with the Americans 
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by doing ‘some work’ in the nuclear sphere. But, he was clear, Pakistan was far from 

acquiring a deliverable nuclear weapon.”183 Nevertheless, it cannot be ignored that 

Pakistan’s leadership confessed the recessed deterrent capability possessed by it 

which may not need immediate demonstration in terms of explosion. In an interview 

to Time Magazine on March 30, 1987, General Zia said that “Pakistan has the 

capability to build the Bomb whenever it wishes. Once you have the technology, 

which Pakistan has, you can do whatever you like.”184 Hence, the only pragmatic 

reason that averted the outbreak of conflict during Brasstacks was conventional 

deterrent present on part of both the belligerents. The large mobilization of forces on 

either side might have dragged both states into a conventional war.  

 

The onset of Brasstacks depicted the idiosyncratic behavior of military elite in India 

articulating the ‘Sunderji Doctrine’ and conducted military exercise synchronizing the 

new military concepts and strategies with the forces in field. Under the atmosphere of 

mistrust, bringing large military mobilization without prior-warning, close to the 

international border raised concerns and persuaded Pakistan to counter-mobilization. 

“A particular constellation of personalities, an aggressive and ambitious Army Chief 

and a modernizing but politically naive Prime Minister, within this particular 

bureaucratic arrangement also established a situation that lends credence to 

subsequent speculation concerning a ‘hidden agenda’ in the Brasstacks concept.”185 

For different reasons in Pakistan’s perceptions, Brasstacks was not a military exercise 

but intended to dismember the country through land incursion. 186  

 

3.4. The 1990 Crisis 

The Brasstacks left behind deep scars on the minds of Pakistani military planners. 

After Brasstacks, Pakistan faced numerous external and internal security challenges. 

With the breakup of Soviet Union and the end of ‘Great Game’ in Afghanistan, the 
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US disinterestedly left the region and shifted its focus on nonproliferation debate. 

After the Cold War, the nature of threat spectrum changed for the sole super power 

whose enemies now multiplied possessing weapons of mass destruction (WMD).187 

Thus, the US policies towards nuclear proliferation were more discouraging. This 

later explains the imposition of Pressler Amendment on Pakistan for pursuing its 

weapons program. During this time, Pakistan’s relations with India were getting sour 

on the simmering conflict of Kashmir. In 1989, the violence in Kashmir spurred into 

insurgency. In the meantime, General Aslam Beg, the then Chief of Army Staff 

formulated a military exercise named Zarb-e-Momin. Like Indian military in 

conceiving Brasstacks, the same were the reason for conducting such a large military 

maneuver by Pakistan. After Brasstacks, Pakistan army learnt the need for operational 

preparedness that later culminated in the military exercise named Zarb-e-Momin.188  

 

According to Indian sources, after the military exercise Zarb-e-Momin, Pakistan army 

deployed some units to support the Kashmir insurgency. In response to which India 

also positioned its tank units in the Rajasthan desert. Pakistan bluffed India to 

conceive the strategy a response to Brasstacks under the garb of which Pakistan Army 

deployed its units to support Kashmir insurgency. Pakistan assumed India to be 

considering another military exercise against it. “The two countries were suspicious 

of each other, and each military movement led to another, creating a spiral of 

deployments and counter-deployments. By April, both armies were partially 

mobilized, some units patrolling the border and mechanized forces activated near 

their operational areas.”189 To curb down the insurgency, Indian government resorted 

to use of force leading to greater bloodshed in the valley. This was reinforced by 

establishing a presidential rule and governor over the state.  
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India deployed its strike corps in the Rajasthan desert along the international border 

in the south while placed its defense corps in the north. War seems to be imminent as 

thought by Indian Prime Minister V.P. Singh but was adamant to hold Kashmir. In 

the meantime, “American spy satellites photographed heavily armed convoys leaving 

the top-secret Pakistani nuclear weapons complex at Kahuta, near Islamabad and 

heading for military airfields.”190 Similarly, some intelligence reports surfaced 

claiming Indian assertions to again target Kahuta centrifuge facility. According to 

General Beg, the reports claimed the joint conspiracy plan of Israel and India to 

conduct preventive strikes against Pakistan.191 Whether nuclear signaling worked in 

1990 crisis is subject to debate. However, the 1990 crisis was diffused as a result of 

key role played by the United States. Also Indian Defense Secretary Naresh Chandra 

paid a secret visit to Islamabad and delivered the message of Indian political and 

military leadership of having no intentions to wage war. It was further assured by the 

US consulates in Islamabad and New Delhi. In this regard, Pakistani and India n 

foreign ministers on April 25 met on the sidelines of UN General Assembly and open 

the channels of communications like DGMOs hotline. Some scholars believe that 

1990 crisis was not a nuclear alert although nuclear threats were triggered by Pakistan 

but had no substantial base as Pakistan’s nuclear program then, was in its nascent 

stages.  

 

The US government sent the Deputy National Security Advisor Robert Gates to 

intervene and mitigate the crisis. Robert Gates after meeting the then Pakistani 

president Ghulam Ishaq Khan communicated Pak istan’s intentions to India of 

possible retaliatory strikes at Trombay and Trimchomalee. 192 However, Gates tried to 
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de-escalate the crisis and monitored the troop’s withdrawal from the international 

border. Moreover, China and Moscow also delivered messages to India and Pakistan 

to refrain from brinkmanship.193 After two weeks the diplomatic intervention by great 

powers led the crisis to be diffused.  

 

3.5. The Kargil War (1999) 

After the 1998 nuclear tests, the region was expected to have peace. Nuclear 

deterrence was considered to be a key instrument to guide South Asian security 

landscape. However, in the wake of new strategic environment carrying the baggage 

of crisis history, the political leadership of both the countries initiated a bilateral 

dialogue process at foreign secretary’s level to seek settlement on multiple issues 

including Jammu and Kashmir. Pakistani military under the wings of General 

Musharraf as new army chief chalked out a plan to seek solution to the Kashmir 

dispute. Encouraged after the Soviet withdrawal from Afghanistan, Pakistani military 

assumed, to gain advantage under the rubric of on-going insurgency in Kashmir by 

sending its trained troops as ‘mujahedeen’ across the LoC. The operation named 

‘Kargil’ was planned194 to be conducted by Force Command Northern Areas (FCNA) 

headed by Major-General Javed Hassan. Kargil conflict was a limited war designed to 

achieve limited objectives within limited geographical area. Kargil is the district that 

links Leh with Srinagar through Highway-1A; this road link provides supply line to 

Indian troops stationed at Siachen.  

 

In usual practice, whenever winter approaches, these posts were vacated by both 

Pakistani and Indian troops. However, this time when these posts were vacated by 

Indian troops, Pakistan swiftly stationed its troops into the area by sending brigade 

size force, consisting of four- infantry battalions, clad in civil dress. Even though, the 

infiltrators were presented as ‘mujahedeen’/Kashmiri freedom fighters yet Indian 
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intelligence quickly discovered them to be trained troops.195 According to Pakistan 

military’s strategic calculations, it was assumed that Zoji Pass (on Indian side) remain 

closed until early summers hampering Indian mobility to reach timely, which nature 

did not favor Pakistan. Not only this, the Burzil pass on Pakistani side took unusually 

long time to open. Thus, the plan as plotted by Pakistani military suffered major 

setbacks and proved flawed on the battlefield. During this time, India was able to 

transport its troops earlier than expected. “Indian then launched mass attacks with 

brigade-size forces as well as its Mirage 2000 aircraft with laser guided munitions 

and artillery... a massive retaliation from India caught Pakistan by surprise.”196 India 

with its effective media campaign exposed Pakistan’s role in escalating the conflict.  

 

Pakistan’s strategic culture remained obsessed with the security and it became more 

obvious after the Siachen fiasco faced by Pakistan army. Undoubtedly, Pakistan 

learnt wrong lessons from Siachen episode. Moreover, it was not the first time that 

country was defeated and humiliated at the hands of its adversary by losing its 

territory. This aggression translated into force posturing and assertive role in the 

decision making played by military in Pakistan. Kargil misadventure is justified by 

military hawks as a response to illegal encroachment over the Siachen glaciers by 

Indian military in 1984. It is pertinent to look at two case studies from nuclear 

learning perspective in both countries. Indian military being paranoid from China 

after the defeat in Sino-India war, captured Siachen and abetted another dispute 

between the enduring rivals (India and Pakistan). Kargil occurred in the post 1998 era 

making it different from Siachen dispute when the two  states only possessed the 

latent capability.   

 

During Kargil, Pakistani PM Nawaz Sharif was signing Lahore declaration with his 

Indian counterpart Atal B. Vajpayee and both political leaders presumed to open up a 

new chapter of peace detente between the two nations. While peace agreement was on 
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its way, Pakistani military was stationing its troops to avenge Siachen and get 

Kashmir resolved through low intensity conflict under the umbrella of nuclear 

weapons. Kargil explains Pakistan’s domestic politics shaping up in the aftermath of 

overt nuclearization. The bureaucratic tussling between political leadership and the 

Army, and within Army between GHQ and ISI as headed by Lt. General Ziauddin. 

Nawaz Sharif persuaded the previous Army Chief General Jehangir Karamat to 

forcefully resign, hence, General Musharraf succeeding Karamat was more 

aggressive in his posturing and was mentally prepared to turn the tables if Nawaz 

seemingly offer hindrance in his decisions.197 Kargil reiterated the fact that Pakistan’s 

foreign policy vis-à-vis India is formulated in GHQ.198 Kargil violated the very spirit 

of Lahore Declaration199 and since then, the mutual trust between the two countries 

was never restored.  

 

Kargil explains that 1998 nuclear tests did not bring change in the po licy course of 

two countries. India continues to expand its conventional forces to maintain disparity 

under the nuclear equivalence. Kargil eroded the prospects of bilateral agreements 

between the two countries as the Lahore Declaration (1999) was violated and Indian 

leadership and military staunchly believed that Pakistan is not serious in making 

peace with India. Kargil was instrumental for organizational learning of both sides. It 

brought organizational reforms related to intelligence in Indian military to better 

respond to crisis situations.200 In case of Pakistan, Kargil explained a clear disconnect 
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between the political leadership and military institution inside Pakistan reiterating the 

fact that Pakistan military being security obsessed and motivated to avenge 

humiliation, (as witnessed in 1971 and Siachen (1984), in each time loosing its 

territory), reiterating the institution itself has not undergone organizational learning. 

According to Hassan Askari Rizvi;   

“Pakistan plunged itself into the Kargil crisis because its national 
security decision-makers had not fully absorbed the implications of the 

1998 nuclear tests. He goes on to suggest that Pakistan’s conduct 
during the 2001-2002 crisis was better than in 1999, due to the fact 

that firstly, President Musharraf had both military and civilian 
institutions under his control and this unity of command facilitated 
better coordination.”201 

 

3.6. 2001-02 Military Standoff 

After Kargil, bilateral relations between India and Pakistan were strangulated. 

Kargil’s proponent General Musharraf was now the President of Pakistan, thus, 

hampering India’s initiative to foster peaceful ties with its ‘enduring rival.’ While 

Kashmir was bleeding with violence, a truck bomb was exploded in front of State’s 

provincial assembly in Srinagar on October 1, 2001. The terrorists’ were found to 

have connections with Jash-e-Mohammad (JeM), allegedly supported by Pakistani 

intelligence organization ISI. The same year, on the morning of December 13, 2001 

India was attacked by a group of five terrorists exploding grenades and suicide blasts 

outside the Parliament building. The Indian vice president, cabinet ministers and 

number of parliamentarians were attending the session though none of the official 

was injured.202 The situation exasperated when India deployed its Prithvi missile on 

December 31, 2001 reported by Indian press. Soon afterwards, fifty percent of Indian 

diplomats in Islamabad were instructed to return home in the backdrop of heightened 

tension. It was also declared that Indian PM would not meet General Musharraf in the 
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upcoming eleventh SAARC summit scheduled to be held on January 4-6, 2002 in 

Kathmandu.203 

 

Thus, grounds were prepared for India to conduct another largest military exercise in 

the Rajasthan desert named ‘Operation Parakaram.’ Pakistan counter-mobilized its 

forces and reached the defense positions. This resulted in bringing the forces of both 

the countries in eyeball- to-eyeball contact for nearly ten months. Pakistan’s then 

president General Pervez Musharraf condemned the terrorists’ attack on Indian 

Parliament to PM Vajpayee; however, India soon revealed the terrorists’ linkage with 

Lashkar-e-Taiba (LeT), militant organization operating from Pakistan, also known for 

its continuous support to Kashmiri freedom fighters.  

 

On January, 25, 2001, India test fired the Agni-1 solid fuel missile with seven to nine 

hundred km range and capable of carrying 1000 kg of payload. Later on May14, 

2002, another terrorist attack targeted a passenger bus and then an army camp at 

Kaluchak in Indian occupied Jammu and Kashmir.204 This was the second peak of the 

crisis from May 14-June 17, 2002. The 2001-02 standoff was close to the war.205 

While both countries were in high alert status, India faced Hindu-Muslim riots in 

Gujrat killing hundreds of Muslims in the beginning. Whereas on the Pakistan’s 

western border the US kicked off ‘Operation Anaconda’ in the backdrop of 9/11 

attacks demanding Pakistan’s presence under the frontline state status.  

 

In the post 9/11 strategic environment with looming threat of Al-Qaeda, India found 

ample space to propagate the threat of non-state actors/militants emanating from 

Pakistan. This mounted pressure on Pakistan from the US to clamp down the militant 

organizations operating inside Pakistan.206 “This [India] could use the heightened fear 
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of terrorism to put Pakistan on the back foot and extract concessions, not only by 

signaling to resolve itself, but also by prompting the international community, in 

particular the U.S., to pressure Pakistan. It initiated such efforts very early in the 

crisis.”207 Thus, President Musharraf banned number of such organizations and 

arrested their key leaders to satisfy India and the international community against 

massive Indian media campaign of Pakistani military establishment’s alleged 

involvement in carrying-out the offensive.208 Despite such measures, India continued 

to blame Pakistan and handed over the list of terrorists for extradition believing that 

Pakistan has created space for sub-conventional war under the rubric of nuclear 

deterrence.209  

 

Even though the forces at both ends remained on trigger alert and the chances to slip 

into war on either side were more probable, hence, the nuclear weapons in any of the 

crises were never put into high alert.210 Although nuclear signaling continued to 

function in such crisis since the beginning (possible attack on nuclear installations 

1983). Therefore, the 2001-02 standoff, India found Pakistan was too quick to 

mobilize its forces on its eastern border while Indian soldiers suffered through hot 

weather. By the time the forces reached the international border, they were half 

fatigued. The crisis diffused and the US involvement was considerably less, although 

the US deputy secretary of State Richard Armitage’s trip to the region provided 

assurance to India about Pakistan’s support to eliminating terrorism and closing 
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militancy camps. He further argued that either side should exercise restraint. 

According to Abdul Sattar (the then, Pakistan’s foreign minister), nuclear signaling 

did not work because PM Vajpayee was wise enough to calculate if India would 

attack then all bets are off.211 The troops from the international border returned to 

their barracks after the Indian elections held in 2002. Apart from the US deputy 

secretary's visit, President Musharraf’s May 27 speech added credibility to 

Armitage’s words, in which he [Musharraf] emphasized that Pakistan is taking 

concrete measures to curb down the militancy and “Pakistan will never allow the 

export of terrorism anywhere in the world from within Pakistan.”212 During the crisis 

peak, Musharraf threatened India to be prepared of nuclear exchange, stating that ‘if 

the pressure on Pakistan becomes too great then ‘as a last resort, atom bomb is also 

possible.’213  

 

In the aftermath of 2001-02 standoff, India started planning to deal Pakistan 

differently, Thus in 2004, India drafted the doctrine of Cold Start, with basic 

assumptions to ‘bite and hold’ up to 50-70km inside Pakistani territory through land 

incursion from eight to ten mechanized integrated battle groups (IBGs). Each of the 

IBG would launch panzer attack entering through Ravi-Chanab corridor (RCC) or 

Ravi-Bias corridor (RBC) creating chaos and panic for the military decision makers. 

This would minimize the response options for Pakistan, creating rounds of escalation. 

During the short span of 72-90 hours, India would windup and leave before the 

international response would be invoked.214
 Among the many lessons Indian military 

planners drew from Kargil and 2001-02 episodes were that they had to develop and 

be prepared to execute real conventional strike options (leveraging ground forces as 

well as missile and air forces) before Pakistan could mobilize its conventional forces, 

before the US (or possibly China) could intervene diplomatically, and before the 

civilian Indian leadership could get cold feet. This learning does reflect a certain 
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understanding of the nuclear revolution that is at odds with a large slice of scholarship 

on nuclear weapons.215 

 

3.7. The A.Q. Khan’s Proliferation Crisis 

On February 11, 2004, President George W. Bush delivered speech at National 

Defense University and appreciated the cooperative efforts rendered by the 

international community in unfolding the A.Q. Khan’s proliferation activity.216 The 

revelation mounted pressure on Pak istan to prosecute Khan. Khan’s contribution to 

Pakistan’s nuclear program remains controversial. On the contrary, the country’s 

nuclear program involved the services of many unsung heroes, who despite burning 

mid night oil were merely acknowledged in the literature.217  

 

In 2003, uranium enrichment gas centrifuge components were discovered by the US 

intelligence clandestinely being shipped for Libya. Despite Libya denounce for the 

quest of nuclear weapons, the network operating in connection with black market was 

revealed. This led to the subsequent arrest of Khan himself and his associates 

belonging to different nationalities.218 The disclosure of A.Q. Khan network was a 

setback for the nation; on knowing the proliferation record of A.Q. Khan, President 

Musharraf was perturbed to respond to this misadventure, though Pakistani 

government resisted his arrest.219 In February 2004, Khan appeared before the 

national television channel and confessed his misdeeds of proliferation of the 
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technology/equipment to Libya, Iran and North Korea.220 Khan was given conditional 

pardon to remain under house-arrest and later on he was freed. The A.Q. Khan 

episode opened the Pandora Box of linking proliferation with emerging trend of 

terrorism (Al-Qaeda), this led the UNSC to pass Resolution 1540 in 2004.221   

 

In the backdrop of the Resolution 1540 and the revelation of Khan proliferation 

record, Pakistan undertook internal reforms, apart from formally adhering to 

significant conventions regarding safety and security of nuclear assets. Under the 

robust command and control, Pakistani analysts have mentioned explicitly about its 

layered defense pattern in a way to justify its efforts against nuclear proliferation and 

it is believed to experience organizational learning. “These steps go some way toward 

overcoming the international opprobrium and label of irresponsibility that Pakistan 

earned as a result of the Khan saga.”222 No doubt, the Khan incident was blessing in 

disguise as the state implemented stringent safety procedures including Perso nal 

Reliability Program (PRP) to minimize any future episode.223 

 

After being in detention since 2004, Khan was set free from house arrest by the High 

Court’s decision stating “he was not involved in nuclear proliferation or criminal 

activity, there is no case against him, therefore he is a free citizen.”224 As per the 

official statements, Khan proliferated in his personal capacity and no other state  

institution including army was aware of his activities. Logically; 
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“The Pakistani government should have known what key officials such 
as Khan were up to in an area so fundamental to Pakistan’s national 

security and international reputation, and it is logical to assume that its 
intelligence apparatus did know more than Pakistan has ever let on. 

While knowledge of a transaction implies complicity, however, it does 
not necessarily denote authorization. Most of Khan’s dealings were 
carried out on his own initiative.”225 

 

The entire A.Q. Khan episode is closely linked with the state and organizational 

learning. In the successive regimes, A.Q. Khan remained above any check and 

balance and continued to exploit the state resources for his network. Even though 

Pakistan’s command and control affirms the Personal Reliability Program (PRP); 

however, it remains important to mention that Khan despite being accused of his 

irresponsible behavior/statements/interviews to foreign connections was never 

monitored. Nonetheless, even after his self-confession he was pardoned and not 

prosecuted for selling state’s strategic assets and compromising nation’s pride, 

confidence and reverence bestowed upon him. However, some Pakistani analysts 

believe that Khan did not violate any international law as Pak istan is not a signatory 

to NPT; therefore, his act was not liable to be punished.226 Whether his act falls under 

the jurisdiction of criminal acts or not, Khan’s act is violation of national law “official 

Secret Act” binding on all governments officials working over classified projects.227 

His stature was deeply entrenched228 as President Musharraf upon knowing Khan 

network was astounded to held him accountable.  

“The perception of the Pakistani public that Khan was largely 

responsible for the country's nuclear arsenal, while not necessarily 
accurate, meant that he remained a popular, almost revered figure even 

after his confession that he had divulged Pakistan's most closely 
guarded secrets. President Pervez Musharraf later acknowledged that 
the disclosure of Khan's actions was one of his most embarrassing 

moments. Yet Musharraf lacked the political strength to imprison 
Khan.”229 
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3.8. Mumbai Crisis 2008 

In the post 9/11 era, the threat of non-state actors/militants accentuated, favoring 

India to put Kashmir dispute in the back burner. On November 26, 2008, group of ten 

terrorists conducted terrorist attacks in Mumbai city of India. These terrorists were 

divided into five groups, two in each who launched onslaught on multiple targets 

killing 172 people.230 The fire exchange between the terrorists and the Indian security 

forces continued for sixty hours.   

 

The lone survivor among the ten terrorists was Ajmal Kasab who was interrogated 

and found to have connections with Lashkar-e-Taiba (LeT) as per the Indian sources.  

Connections with LeT did not confirm the involvement of Pakistani 

state/establishment in executing Mumbai incident, however, the state is held 

accountable for the incorrigible negligence to camp down terrorists’ organizations. 

The basic assumption behind Ajmal Kasab’s motivation was to avenge the 2002 

Gujrat riots, killing two thousand Muslims and tens of thousands homeless.231 The 

Indian media quickly flashed the linkage of Kasab with Pakistan before the evidence 

was to be explored. President Zardari condemned the attack and told PM Manmohan 

Singh that “non state actors must not be able to force upon the governments their own 

agenda.”232 

 

The Mumbai crisis lasted for few weeks but the political atmosphere was under acute 

stress and deep flux. Moreover, Pakistan was apprehensive of Indian offensive 

maneuvers articulated in Indian Cold Start strategy. The threat of war was imminent 

as Pakistani intelligence reports suspected Indian conventional surgical strikes at 

Mureedkay.233 Indian official from the Ministry for External Affairs shared concerns 

with Shahid Malik the then Pakistani high commissioner in India and asked for joint 

investigation. Previously, India had asked for the extradition of 20 listed high profile 

people claiming to be the suspects. The US administration was apprehensive of 
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Indian offensive measures and sent the Secretary of State, Condoleezza Rice to India 

and met Pernab Mukherjee (External Affairs Minister) to look into the matter. Rice 

warned India of unintended escalation. During Rice’s visit to India, the US Joint 

Chiefs of Staff Admiral Mike Mullen visited Pakistan and urged to thoroughly 

investigate the issue and arrest the culprits having connections to terrorists. In 

response to which Pakistan conducted search operation and arrested 22 suspects of 

LeT including the mastermind of the crisis Zaki ur Rehman, and closed some of the 

LeT camps but denied to handover arrested individuals to India. Pakistan’s foreign 

secretary Salman Bashir urged India to share the evidence claiming Pakistani citizen 

involvement.234  

 

On December 10, 2008, the United Nations Al-Qaeda and Taliban Sanctions 

committee banned Jamat-ud-Dawa and cut off the financial support to LeT and other 

JuD. Resultantly, Pakistan also closed JuD’s nine offices operating in Pakistan and 

banned the organization on December 13. India continued to toe hard line and 

remained rigid in accusing Pakistan for the attacks without providing sufficient 

evidence. Meanwhile Indian fighter planes violated the airspace, thus, on December 

22, Pakistan conducted flight operations in Kashmir, Islamabad, Rawalpindi, Lahore. 

On seeing fighter planes hovering in the skies of South Asia, the US Joint Chiefs of 

Staff paid another visit to Islamabad and exchanged views with General Kiyani, 

hence, Mullen was told “we want peace with India, but any aggression will be 

matched by a befitting response.”235  

 

Pakistan moved its infantry troops from western front to eastern border with India 

orchestrating the possibility of preparations. Thus, India shared dossier with Pakistani 

government highlighting the alleged involvement of LeT and asked for necessary 

action against such groups. From Pakistan’s perspective the evidence shared by India 

was not satisfactory; nevertheless, PM Gilani said “all that has been received formally 

from India is some information. I can say ‘information’ because these are not 

                                                 
234

 Ibid., 52.  
235

 Rama Lakshmi, “Pakistan Scrambles Military Jets as Top Indian Official Talks Tough” The 

Washington Post, December 23, 2008. 



106 
 

evidence.”236 Since Mumbai attack, the two countries have failed to reinstate peace as 

the peace process was stalled. In 2011 both countries again mustered up courage to 

begin with the dialogue process but moving at snail’s pace.  

 

The India-Pakistan military crises started in early 1980s while both countries were 

going through the political unrest. In all of these crises, any one of the factors 

predominately existed i.e. personality factor, Kashmir issue, onset of incident 

breaching trust and US involvement. Unfortunately, India-Pakistan’s nuclear learning 

could not move forward in continuous pace. It was observed that each minor 

improvement was followed by major political setback. The history of bilateral 

agreements between India and Pakistan have not transformed into political thinking 

and culture and confined to piece of paper. The empirical evidence supports this 

argument. Siachen occupation by Indian forces is taken as violation of Karachi 

agreement and Simla Accord by Pakistan and later, Pakistan conducted Kargil 

maneuver in the midst of signing Lahore Declaration. Not only this, the context of 

composite dialogue comprising several key CBMs remained futile. The significance 

of hotlines during crisis situations in under-heard in case of South Asia. In 1990 

Kashmir Uprising, Pakistan supported the Kashmiri freedom movement taken as 

supporting insurgency by India. The disputed Kashmir offered different avenues of 

conflict to both countries rather than inculcating the spirit of responsible nuclear 

weapon state orchestrating other means to resolve the dispute.  

 

The lesson learnt from 1990 crisis was linking sub-conventional war trends with 

nuclear deterrence. The ‘jihadist’ school of thought was not denounced by Pakistan 

and likewise, India was encouraged to meddle into Pakistan’s domestic unrest in the 

same fashion (Baluchistan). The 1990 was again influenced from Pakistan army’s 

preconceived mindset of using proxy by sending ‘Mujahedeen’ to Kashmir. Pakistan 

Army witnessed military officers like General Zia, General Aslam Beg, Lt. Gen. 

Assad Durrani (ISI Chief) who supported Islamist ideology as an instrument of 
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military strategy. Nevertheless, the ‘jihadi’ mindset was strongly bonded to 

personality factor. No evidence suggests this approach to be part of the state policy 

though it appeared so. Similarly, the Kargil (1999) was also a personality driven crisis 

conceived by General Pervez Musharraf, the then chief of army staff determined to 

capture Kashmir than resolving the dispute. After coming out of uniform in the shoes 

of President of Pakistan, the same Pervez Musharraf sought political formulas to 

resolve the dispute. It is thus, affirmed that the hawkish military mindset and sticky 

point of Kashmir are significant factors in recurring crises between India and 

Pakistan.  

 

The 2001-02 stand-off added twist to the trend of previous crises behavior. The 

‘jihadist’ are now replaced by non-state actors whose identity and objectives are not 

owned by either state. The lesson learnt from Kargil and the military mobilization of 

2001-02 standoff are extremely dangerous for the regional stability. India 

convincingly started to work on limited war through proactive military operations and 

working to modernize and equip its military hardware on the same lines. War, after 

Kargil and military standoff, is again a reality in the strategic calculations of Indian 

and Pakistani military planners. Thus, not only Pakistan but India also experienced 

false learning. Kargil was a strategically flawed adventure from Pakistani side which 

adversely affected Indian strategic thinking. Since then, the option of limited war 

under the nuclear overhang turned out to be a strategic reality in South Asia.  

 

This episode was repeated in the 2008 Mumbai crisis when a group of terrorists 

attacked Indian hotel killing foreign nationals among other casualties. Both crises 

were diffused by the US intervention in opening up the avenues of transparency and 

dialogue. It was diplomatic persuasion to dissuade each party from using nuclear 

blackmail in the wake of greater chances of misjudgment and miscalculation of 

intentions from other side. During the 2008 Mumbai crisis, India had all the 

intentions to use surgical strikes against Pakistani territory to target the terrorist 

hideouts close to the border areas. Pakistan and India falsely learnt lessons from each 

crisis episode. It is important to explore the strategic environment responsible for 
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negative learning. It is equally important who collects/interprets wrong signals, 

develop false understanding and create political atmosphere for decision making in 

which nuclear [un]learning between India and Pakistan occurs.  

 

In the backdrop of anti-American sentiments in Pakistan, further reinforced after 9/11 

incident, raised deep concerns about foreign invasion to target its nuclear assets. This 

became evident after the revelation of A.Q. Khan proliferation episode raising 

question marks on Pakistani nukes. Since then, Strategic Plans Division remained 

defensive despite devising several stringent measures on export controls, at number of 

occasions Pakistani officials reiterated multi- layered defense and widely dispersed 

un-assemble nuclear arsenals. Before that, Pakistan could have come out of this 

paranoia, the rising tide of terrorism with incidents targeting its Naval base Karachi, 

Airbase Kamra and GHQ Rawalpindi, Pakistan’s learning remained under acute 

stress. The international community is still wary of terrorist act from any security 

lapse in getting hold of nuclear weapons.  

 

It is nuclear unlearning on part of the state to be dismissive of the A.Q. Khan episode. 

The country is paying heavy price as no opportunity is being offered to a state with 

such proliferation record. At every academic/policy making forum held abroad (for 

instance Carnegie International Conference, IISS event or Nuclear Security Summit 

symposium etc.), Pakistan is reminded of its proliferation history. In this backdrop, 

when Pakistan is going through acute energy crisis and is in dire need of international 

cooperation, very few countries are willing to offer agreements. In the midst of 

terrorists’ attacks rampant throughout the country, Pakistan is unable to put its own 

house in order and improve its image.  

 

Nevertheless, the prevailing stressful environment within and outside the region is 

breeding grounds for negative learning of India and Pakistan. Apart from subjective 

aspects of learning, which focuses on reception/interpretation of the wrong signals, 

develop false understanding and create political atmosphere for the decision makers 

offering greater chances for nuclear [un]learning. 
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CHAPTER 4 

DOCTRINAL ASYMMETRIES AND STRATEGIC ARMS RACE: 

IMPLICATIONS FOR NUCLEAR LEARNING IN SOUTH ASIA 

The South Asian strategic environment is a complex fabric to absorb the concept of 

strategic stability. Among several anomalies is the geographical contiguity of the two 

nuclear neighbors, offering a technological handicap due to short flight time of 

ballistic missiles, while at the same time give little time bracket for the decision 

makers to make accurate judgment and respond with appropriate certainties. In the 

absence of risk reduction mechanisms between the institutions in both the states may 

result in prompt preemptive launch during the crisis situations. This requires the need 

for crisis management/escalation control procedures putting less reliance on early 

warning systems. Nonetheless, the contrasting nuclear doctrines with evolving force 

postures pose serious challenges for a region with crisis instability.  

 

To develop understanding on the nuclear unlearning between India and Pakistan 

requires exploring strategic cultures in both the countries responsible for evolving 

nuclear doctrines and force postures. According to Scott Sagan, South Asia’s nuclear 

doctrines reflect the organizational biases of their respective military as a key 

organization related to nuclear issues. He argues, that parochial mindset of the 

military planners compel them to ‘think conventionally about strategic weapons’ 

explicitly depicting their doctrines based on war fighting capability of nuclear 

weapons.237  

 

4.1. India-Pakistan Nuclear Doctrinal Asymmetry: Comparing the Postulates 

In 1999, when Vajpayee government was on its way out, as country was going 

through the election campaign, BJP government was inkling to develop country’s 

nuclear doctrine to further add to its credit. The document written remained “draft” by 

more than two dozen (twenty seven) handpicked individuals under the wings of K. 

Subramanyum as members of National Security Advisory Board (NSAB). India’s 
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[draft] doctrine was formally announced by National Security Advisor Brajesh 

Mishra on August 17, 1999; later on it was revised and issued as a new document on 

January 04, 2003 by the Cabinet Committee on Security. According to the new 

document India’s nuclear doctrine contains following salient features;238 

 The doctrine is based on ‘minimum credible deterrence’ and a force posture 

adhering No-First-Use policy.  

 Policy of no use of nuclear weapons against a non-Nuclear Weapon state. 

 India reserves the right to retaliate with nuclear weapons against a major 

attack either by a biological and chemical weapon either on its territory or on 

its armed forces anywhere in the world. The retaliatory strikes will be 

authorized by Indian Nuclear Command Authority (NCA).  

 Doctrine claims to exercise and maintain strict control on sensitive (dual-use) 

technologies and nuclear material transfer to prevent proliferation activity.  

 

Pakistan has kept its nuclear doctrine unpublished even though the main thresholds 

have been defined by former DG SPD Lt. Gen. Khalid Ahmed Kidwai in an interview 

to the Italian delegation.239 It is still very vague to infer the exact underpinnings 

attached to Pakistan’s nuclear doctrine. The well known contours include the First-

Use option, developing operational deterrent forces based on ‘minimum credible 

deterrence.’ Pakistan is authorized to use nuclear weapons if India attacks and 

captures large chunk of its territory, or destroys a significant portion of its land and 

air force or any activity aiming to cause economic strangulation or any effort to 

destabilize the internal situation of the country. 240 Hence, believing in the cliché 

‘ambiguity strengthens deterrence’, Pakistan affirms the use of nuclear weapons 

against the above mentioned limits if ever crossed. 241 If India wages a limited war 
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(according to the Cold Start strategy) aiming to hold the Pakistani territory and leave 

without apparently crossing the aforesaid Pakistan’s nuclear threshold, which states 

capturing ‘large’ chunk of territory gives obscurity about deterrence equation. In this 

backdrop, when Pakistan developed TNWs with its First-Use doctrine, it permits the 

use of limited nuclear weapons in battlefield, in response to the breakdown of 

conventional deterrence and exhaustion of its conventional forces. Any possibility of 

quarantine would presumably involve choking economic lifeline of the country. 

 

After the May 1998 nuclearization of South Asia, India and Pakistan started thinking 

in order to articulate their deterrence postures during peacetime and in war  situations. 

Though both countries had acquired the latent capabilities since 1980s, the overt 

testing led to the evolution of their nuclear doctrines. Both states adhered to 

‘minimum credible deterrence’ postulate negating the deliberate indulgence into 

massive arms race, at the same time keeping a small window open leaving it 

ambiguous as no numerical base for ‘minimum’ is determined. For India, devising its 

doctrine was intricate as India’s nuclear motivation clings to the strategic threat 

emanating from China (great power with number of arsenals) whereas Pakistan’s 

nuclear posture is totally India-centric. Thus, the strategic triangle (China-India and 

Pakistan) has deeply affected the evolving force postures deriving out of the doctrines 

of India and Pakistan.242  

 

Both the doctrines communicate ‘minimum credible deterrence’ rhetorically yet 

within the ‘minimum credible’, diverse strategic thinking with inherent tendencies for 

offensive force posturing and escalatory trends if war breaks out.243 The 

conventionally stronger India opted No-First-Use policy (NFU) reiterating that if 

attacked by a nuclear/chemical/biological strike either targeting its soil or armed 

forces anywhere, would provoke India to respond with punitive nuclear retaliation.  
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The response would be massive to inflict unacceptable damage to the adversary.244 

Therefore, to deter geographically bigger adversary with lack of strategic depth, 

compelled Pakistan to opt ‘First-Use’ doctrine.245  

 

Even though, the prospects of acquiring assured second strike capabilities suffix 

‘deterrence by punishment’ proposition, both states learnt different interpretation of 

Cold War lessons. The South Asian analysts agree with Robert Jervis, that Mutually 

Assured Destruction (MAD) is a ‘fact and not strategy’246 and believe MAD will 

deter crisis escalation in the region.247 Thus, the quest to achieve strategic triad forces 

and better equip itself to defend if deterrence fails, follows the same strategic 

thinking. The flip side to this thinking is the probability of the use  of nuclear weapons 

becoming higher as more arsenals would pose greater challenge to command and 

control during crisis.  

 

4.1.1. Outcomes of Doctrinal Asymmetry  

The doctrinal asymmetry in South Asia breeds nuclear and missile arms race 

competition giving a constant push to deterrence stability in the region. South Asia’s 

arms race is different from the Cold War experiences where the two super powers 

massively contributed to improve quantitative and qualitative trajectory of their 

nuclear arsenals. In South Asian context, the conflict conundrum involves China as a 

key factor in stimulating arms race and shaping force postures. Toby Dalton aptly 

describes the arms race dilemma; 

“India and Pakistan are indeed racing toward their respective national 

security objectives, but they are running on different tracks and 
chasing vastly different goals. Pakistan is building weapons systems to 
deter India from conventional military operations below the nuclear 

threshold. India is developing systems primarily to strengthen its 
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strategic deterrent against China, meaning this dynamic is not confined 
to the subcontinent.”248 

 

The development of asymmetric nuclear doctrines are leading to complex force 

postures, thus pushing South Asia towards deterrence stability. Pakistan has no faith 

in India’s No First Use doctrine and believes India’s pursuit of massive retaliation 

would undermine deterrence stability in the region. While India assures to maintain 

second strike capabilities, its force posturing is offensive. Before trusting India, 

Pakistan is investing in its nuclear capabilities and infrastructure to be sure of its first 

strike to deter India. By keeping the nuclear doctrine unpublished, Pakistan has 

maximised its response options, while on the other, the risk of uncontrolled escalation 

during crisis is high. If Pakistan’s nuclear threshold is triggered, it would justify  

Pakistan’s first strike but would Pakistan be willing to receive Indian wrath of 

Massive Retaliation. Equally questionable, is the political resolve and the credibility 

of military capabilities possessed by India to launch such an attack. The risk-prone 

behavior from either side should take into calculation the rationality and learning of 

decision-makers during critical situations without comprising the doctrinal 

commitment.  

 

4.1.2. Nuclear Stockpiles Competition in South Asia  

Therefore, the nuclear competition in South Asia is “less about numbers than about 

competing capabilities, both conventional and nuclear, although asymmetries in 

certain capabilities can produce a numerical race too, as a means of compensation.”249 

On the face of increasing delivery systems and modernizing arsenals, the requirement 

of fissile material has increased two-fold. This explains the growing concern over 

increasing arsenals in South Asia. Only in case of India, the deployment of Agni-II 

and the production of warheads for K-15 (SLBM) demands more production of fissile 

material. Thus, the stockpiles for fissile material are using both Ur and Pu sources. 

According to International Pane l on Fissile Materials (IPFM) report of 2013, India’s 
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HEU stocks are estimated to be 2.4 ± 0.9 tons (around 2177.24kg) at the end of 2012, 

considered to be used for producing fuel for the naval power reactors for Arihant-

class nuclear ballistic missile submarine. Arihant is capable of carrying twelve K-15 

submarine launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs) which can target 700km with a 

nuclear weapon.250 The deployment and induction of Arihant by Indian Navy pose 

challenges to its centralized control in its existing settings of command and control. 

Moreover, it will carry strategic implications for Pakistan. 251  

 

India is also expanding its enrichment facility at ‘Rare Materials Plant’ in Rattechalli, 

Karnataka apart from constructing second enrichment facility ‘Special Material 

Enrichment Facility’ in Chitradurga (Karnataka) for high-burn up fuels required for 

pressurized heavy-water and light-water reactors.252 The weapon grade Pu stocks 

derived from 100MWt Dhruva is around 11-18kg of Pu (can make 2-3 

warheads/year) operating under military capacity. Previously 40MWt CIRUS was 

also producing weapon-grade Pu until 2010 when under the terms of Indo-US 

agreement, this facility was shut down. Not only this, India can produce huge stocks 

(130kg) from its unsafeguarded fast breeder reactors which are expected to get 

operational by 2020.253 “In addition, the 100 MWt Dhruva-II reactor can add 24 kg of 

weapon-grade plutonium to India’s stocks each year.”254 

 

Pakistan, on the other hand, continues to develop HEU stocks although its greater 

reliance is on expanding Pu route. There are multiple sources of Plutonium in 

Pakistan that included PARR-1 (obtained from US under Atoms for Peace Program), 

                                                 
250

 Frank O. Donnell and Yogesh Shoshi, “Lost at Sea: The Arihant in Ind ia's Quest for a Grand 

Strategy” Comparative Strategy, 33:5, (2014), 466-481. 
251

 Amit Saksena, “INS Arihant: A 'Giant Stride' fo r India?” Institute of Peace and Conflict Studies, 

Article No. 4519, (June 16, 2014).  
252

 Global Fissile Material Report 2013: Increasing Transparency of Nuclear Warhead and Fissile 

Material Stocks as a Step toward Disarmament , Seventh Annual Report of the International Panel on 

Fissile Materials, available at www.fissilematerials.org accessed on May 2, 2014. 
253

 “India” International Panel on Fissile Materials, available at www.fissilematerials.org accessed on 

April 30, 2014. Also see R. Rajaraman, “Estimates of India 's Fissile Material Stocks” Science and 

Global Security, 16 (London: Routledge, 2008), 74-86. 
254

 Mansoor Ahmed, “Security Doctrines, Technologies and Escalation Ladders: A Pakistani 

Perspective” (Monterey: Center for Contemporary Conflict, 2012) availab le at www.isn.ethz.ch 

accessed on May 04, 2014.  

http://www.fissilematerials.org/
http://www.fissilematerials.org/
http://www.isn.ethz.ch/


115 
 

Chasma (through 1986 nuclear cooperation agreement between Pakistan and China), 

Kanupp (CANDU-type reactor) and Khushab. Khushab is indigenous reactor and 

solely dedicated for producing weapon-grade Pu unlike other facilities that are under 

the IAEA safeguards. The complex has now four reactors, the first reactor with 40-

50MW capacity was commissioned in 1998, the second became operational in late 

2009/early 2010 and third in 2013, both with 50 MW and fourth reactor (nearing 

completion) is expected to be at least of 50-70MW. “Once all four reactors are online, 

Pakistan can produce approximately 24-48 kg of weapons-grade plutonium a year.”255 

According to an estimate, Pakistan’s stocks for weapon grade Pu are around 100-

120kg and 2600kg of HEU from Chemical Plants Complex and Kahuta Gas-

Centrifuge Plant together, that can produce 10-15 nuclear weapons per year.256 These 

estimates suggest that more fissile materials production orchestrate the development 

of more warheads, requiring increased number of delivery systems. Hence, it affirms 

the expansion of nuclear forces by both the countries.  

 

4.1.3. Missile Arms Race 

Given the geographical proximity, missiles (ballistic and cruise) are key delivery 

systems adding credibility to the deterrence. Before 1998, the missile p rograms of the 

two countries were in its nascent stages; however, in the wake of overt nuclearization, 

both states made extensive progress in developing nuclear capable missile systems 

moving onto strategic triad forces. In 1990s, both the short range and the medium 

range systems faced technical problems. Due to limited flight-range, the systems 

became more vulnerable to preemptive attack, thus offering challenges to weak 

command and control systems.257 In order to overcome the technological drawbacks, 
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both states in early 2000 frequently tested missiles; “increased testing meant greater 

reliability, and missiles were inducted in increased numbers.”258 

 

Indian missile program in early 1970s consisted of four stages. The initial program 

developed liquid fuel missiles based on Soviet SA-2 surface-to-air missile technology 

under the Defence Research and Development Organization (DRDO). In the second 

stage (1970s to 1980s), Indian Space and Research Organization (ISRP) worked on 

space launcher (medium range), the SLV-3 ‘9-ton solid-fuel first stage.’259 In 1980s 

and 1990s India developed Integrated Guided Missile Development Program that led 

to the creation of Prithvi and Agni missiles comprising the third stage and lastly, in 

new millennium (2000s and 2010s) DRDO improved the previous versions of Prithvi, 

Agni, new systems Agni-2, Agni-4, Agni-3 and Agni-5.260 In cruise missiles 

inventory, India added BrahMos, Nirbhay and Submarine Launched Ballistic Missile 

(SLBM) Sagarika with 700km range and the latest introduction of Prahaar in 2011 

with 150km as tactical ballistic missile.261  

 

Pakistani missile program rigorously began as a result of disappointed belief from the 

US when it halted the supply of F-16s in the backdrop of Pressler Amendment levied 

upon Pakistan. The new US Administration conditioned the further supply of F-16 

aircraft with the rollback of nuclear program. Working in cooperation with the US 

National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA), SUPARCO under I.H.  

Usmani developed Rehbur-I and Rehbur-II.262 Through reverse engineering from the 

French technology obtained in early to mid 1980s, SUPARCO developed solid fuel 

Hatf-I & II capable of carrying 500kg payload with 80-180km range respectively. 

Thus, in 1990s, National Defence Complex (NDC), Project Management 

Organization (PMO)263 with Air Weapons Complex (AWC) facilitated the 

development of Ghaznavi missiles. In 2001, all three organizations were then 
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combined into NESCOM i.e. National Engineering and Scientific Commission 

headed by Dr. Samar Mubarakmand.264  

 

In mid to late 1990s, Pakistan worked on “assembling and developing indigenous 

versions of M-11 (Hatf-III), Nodong (Hatf-V/Ghauri) and the M-9 (Hatf-

IV/Shaheen).”265 Since 2000 Pakistan and India, both have tested from short to very 

short range, medium, land-based to air- launch cruise missiles. These included Hatf-9 

(Nasr and Prahaar), BrahMos, Nirbhay (India) and Babar & Ra’ad (Pakistani) 

systems. Furthermore, Indian nuclear ballistic missile submarine Arihant is still under 

trials, although India has successfully deployed Prithvi on the naval vessels, also the 

Sagarika/K-15 has undergone thirteen tests since 2008.266 Hence, the “Ongoing 

nuclear modernization programs and continued diversification of delivery vehicles, 

particularly cruise missiles and sea-based systems, are likely to worsen arms race and 

crisis stability in the subcontinent.”267 The increased technological advancement is 

the consequence of strategic anxieties and in return leads to more unease driving state 

institutions and resources into competitive mode.  

 

4.1.4. Technological Spin-offs: Tactical Nuclear Weapons, BMD and MIRVs 

South Asian strategic stability is witnessing new developments marked as 

technological spin-offs are pushing the region into security dilemma. India’s quest to 

develop Ballistic Missile Defense Systems against cruise missiles have offset rather 

than deterred the strategic calculus. Such a technological advancement is exasperating 

Pakistan’s security paranoia thus, driving the regional security more vulnerable. Thus, 

the role of domestic politics and organizational culture cannot be ignored in 

determining the technological pace. (i.e. DRDO in case of India and NESCOM in 

case of Pakistan) However, given the strategic significance of short range ballistic 

missiles between nuclear neighbors, the development of BMD system is highly 

destabilizing for deterrence stability. The DRDO’s two- layered system commenced in 
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2011 to intercept the incoming ballistic missiles at exo- and endo- atmospheric levels 

with the subsequent development of Prithvi Air Defense (PAD) and Advanced Air 

Defense (AAD) respectively.268 Moreover, the acquisition of offensive capabilities 

inherently contradicts India's No-First Use doctrine aiming to preemptively intercept 

the incoming missile. Hence, short flight time poses grave chances of miscalculation 

to judge the type of warhead (conventional or nuclear) attached to the missile being 

intercepted.  

 

Pakistan’s development of NASR (Hatf-IX) on April 19, 2011 brought a shock wave 

traveled wide across the world raising concerns about the potential use of nuclear 

weapons. It is shortest surface-to-surface missile in Pakistan’s missile inventory with 

a range of 60km. It also aims to support battlefield weaponry with ‘shoot and scoot 

attributes.’269 Pakistan’s official stance states that pursuit of Nasr was inevitable on 

the face of India’s ‘proactive military operations’ approach of which ‘Cold Start’ was 

brainchild.270 The introduction of NASR has lowered the nuclear threshold in the 

region which will prevent India to launch any conventional outbreak against Pakistan. 

The deployment of battlefield nuclear weapons, which are low yield, not only 

increases the risk of preemptive use due to decentralized command and control while 

at the same time enhances the chances of vulnerability to get attacked due to close 

border positioning.271 Despite these paradoxes, Pakistan claims to exercise stringent 

command and control mechanism with no chances of pre-delegation of power and 

proclaims it to be a not-war-fighting weapon. Given the ease of miniaturizing the 

warheads from Pu source and relying on missile expertise, develop ment of Haft-IX 

was an inevitable technological outcome. Even in the 1998 nuclear tests, both 

countries detonated sub-kilo ton devices. Therefore, the pursuit of tactical nukes was 

the next milestone as part of vertical proliferation. Moreover, India successfully 
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conducted test of ICBM Agni-V with 5000+km range capable to reach Chinese 

territory.272 Presumably, Agni’s next variant possibly Agni-VI is considered to be 

MIRVs as highlighted by former DRDO head that MIRVs would act as ‘force 

multiplier’ for India.273  

 

India is also spending huge chunk of defense budget on importing conventional 

weapons to modernize its military hardware, India has spent extensive advancement 

in its space program which became operational during Mrs. Gandhi’s era. In the last 

decade, India has heavily focused on having defense satellites for effective 

communication during the period of crisis thereby facilitating its land, air and naval 

forces to conduct synchronized operations as per the concept of Network Centric 

Warfare.274 The satellite imagery will facilitate its command centers to execute 

operations accordingly in response to adversary’s maneuvers. In this regard, Indian 

navy (now capable of blue-water navy) will transfer data quickly to its warships, 

aircraft fleet and submarines enabling them to conduct blitz response. Likewise, 

Indian Air force is also improving its navigational targeting and reconnaissance 

tactics to execute conventional operations with space interconnections. 275 

 

4.2. Evolving New Security Doctrines under Nuclear Overhang 

After acquiring the nuclear weapons capability, India and Pakistan, on the one hand, 

spending extensively to operationalize their deterrent postures while on the other, are 

bounded to pre-nuclear strategic thinking. Unless the technological advancement and 

subsequent capacity building is translated into redefining national interests, the goal 

to achieve deterrence stability remains a daunting task. The security paranoia 

(Pakistan-India and India-China) under which the two states presumably sought the 

weapon program has not yet shed away. Living under the perceived threat, Indian and 

Pakistani strategic cultures were shaped in a peculiar strategic environment in 
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comparison to other rival dyads i.e. US and Soviet Union. Pakistan’s strategic culture 

is security-motivated that well explains military’s predominance in taking key 

decisions pertaining to national security affairs.276 The culture nurtured under 

perceived threat perceptions from eastern and western borders, a nightmare of being 

disintegrated after 1971 war and fear of strangulation and isolation after the 9/11 

incident.277   

 

Unlike Pakistan, Indian strategic culture was based on conscious quest for global 

status by managing animosity with its two rivals i.e. China and Pakistan. To become a 

regional power, India’s strategic culture shaped under sheer competition vis-à-vis 

China.278 Drafting new security strategies, contrasting doctrines and developing 

defense capabilities to offset strategic advantage is enhancing security dilemma 

between the two states. The resultant vector is shifting alliances, offensive force 

postures, quick and hasty solutions to regional security problems based on stressful 

learning.  

 

4.2.1. India’s Proactive Military Operations Strategy: Revival of Limited War 

under Nuclear Shadow 

Indian military planners learnt hard lessons from two major events in the post 1998 

security environment. First, the outbreak of Kargil war (1999) reinforced the fact that 

war is not obsolete from South Asia even after acquiring nuclear capability; second, 

the occurrence of 2001-2002 military standoff as a result of terrorist attack on Indian 

Parliament, persuaded India to prepare themselves against sub-conventional activities 

that will continue to respire below the nuclear threshold. The resurgence o f ‘limited 

war’ concept was not new as Indian hawks like Gen. Sunderjee kept on drafting 
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strategies to launch conventional offensive against Pakistani territory before crossing 

its nuclear redlines.279 Hence, the baggage of historical mistrust amalgamated with 

fears of getting victim to another terrorist attack, translated into a limited war doctrine 

named ‘Cold Start’ in April 2004. Holding Pakistani Army allegedly accomplice in 

establishing links with terrorists organizations responsible for the attack on Indian 

Parliament, the basic assumption of Cold Start strategy is to launch counter offensive 

punitive strike thereby, inflicting harm to Pakistani forces and conduct operation 

against militant groups operating from Pakistani soil. 280 The entire operation would 

be done within 72-90 hours with the help of eight mechanized integrated battle 

groups (each division sized) before Pakistan invokes response from the international 

community.281     

 

The proactive military strategies like Cold Start pose serious repercuss ions to the 

regional stability. Although many in Indian strategic community believe that Indian 

military hardware is confronted with challenges to fully operationalize Cold Start, 

therefore, such strategies may not meet reality at least in the near future. On the 

contrary, India conducting around eleven military exercises in the Rajasthan desert to 

develop synchronized operations with the use of combined arms; proves resolve in 

the decision-making elite. Furthermore, Indian defense agreements to procure new 

weapons from the US, Russia and other countries282 clearly manifest its quest to 

modernize worn out weapon equipment.  
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The increasing conventional strength of Indian military power is acting as a double-

edge sword for South Asia’s strategic stability. While it offers escalation ladder if an 

armed conflict breaks out between the two rivals, it certainly provides greater chances 

of nuclear use by a state facing defeat.283 Hence, the country in such a case would be 

Pakistan which lacks strategic depth, has relatively inferior conventional capabilities 

and possesses the First-Use option in nuclear doctrine. From Pakistani perspective, 

increased reliance on nuclear weapons pose greater assurance of deterrence while at 

the same time it may lead to the use of nuclear weapons should deterrence fails. From 

this perspective, the use of Nasr (Hatf-IX) shortest ballistic missile targeting Indian 

IBGs while inside the Pakistani territory presents a unique case in point. It would be 

unprecedented that nuclear weapons would be used on one’s own homeland against 

enemy forces. However, Indian nuclear doctrine reserves the right of defense and to 

retaliate with massive nuclear force capability even if armed forces are being attacked 

with nuclear or chemical/biological weapons anywhere in the world. Thus, the 

escalation ladder between the geographically twin neighbors readily blurs from 

conventional to nuclear domain and makes it difficult to defend against the nuclear 

attack.  

 

4.2.2. Sub-Conventional War trends in Nuclear South Asia 

Even after acquiring the nuclear capability, the two states continued to support sub-

conventional warfare against each others territory to serve their national interests,  

whenever there was an opportunity, neither side missed it.284 The reason for this act 

of state policy is largely Kashmir, a simmering conflict, between the two countries 

since independence. In the pre-1998 era, Kashmir embroiled in two conventional 

wars and third time at Kargil after 1998 nuclear tests. Hence, for South Asian rivals, 

the solution to Kashmir dispute remained subject to the use of force repeatedly. 

Nonetheless, the outbreak of wars did not help in the resolution of longstanding 

dispute. After facing disappointment from the UN to resolve the dispute, Pakistan 

used insurgency as weapon of last resort. Enjoying the victory in the breakup of 
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Soviet Union, Pakistan supported Kashmiri freedom-fighters through well trained 

‘jihadists’. But this time without the US support, the policy backfired. Consequently, 

the 1990 crisis occurred revealing Pakistan’s involvement in the (Indian Occupied) 

Kashmir uprising.285  

 

In the successive episodes, Kargil is a classic case on point where Pakistan sent its 

trained personnel across the LOC in an effort to choke Indian highway road channel 

leading to their forward positions by taking the advantage of cold weather. This took 

place after the singing of Lahore MoU on February 21, 1999 between the two 

countries. The Pakistani misadventure met sheer criticism from the international 

community when India raised hue and cry. In the successive military crises (2001-02 

and Mumbai) targeting Indian homeland with terrorists’ attack, India held Pakistani 

state and military accomplice in state sponsoring terrorism inside India. Despite 

supporting Kashmiri freedom fighters under the garb of ‘mujahideens’, Pakistani 

government from time to time kept a covert support to asymmetric warfare.  

 

More recently, Pakistan also claimed Indian involvement in c reating unrest in 

Baluchistan. Although, it is again alleged involvement, both countries are using 

‘compellence’286 strategies under the garb of sub-conventional warfare to some extent 

to serve their vested interests. This dimension is a critical challenge to deterrence 

stability and offers new and hazardous scenarios for regional stability. Surprisingly, 

both states continue to use back channel of proxy wars to resolve disputes but rather 

shy to discuss issues of mutual concern on the table. It exhibits lack of maturity and  

acute degree of suspicion and mistrust to handle old issues with new approach. The 

1998 nuclear tests dragged both states into nuclear competition, misadventures based 

on flawed strategies and lack of mature policy shift from respective bureaucracies, 

thus making path of nuclear learning more arduous for both the states.  
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4.3. Assured Second Strike Capabilities and South Asia’s Learning Curve 

Theoretically, assured second strike capability 287 must ensure stable nuclear 

deterrence based on the premise of ‘deterrence by punishment.’ However, South Asia 

carrying several anomalies has turned some Cold War realities into myths. In the case 

of South Asia, any confidence building and risk reduction measure could not make 

any headway. The preemptive attack in a risky environment by either state is a recipe 

for suicide. Despite Pakistan’s greater reliance on nuclear deterrence due to 

conventional asymmetry vis-à-vis India, the fear of being attacked has not withered 

away.288 Pakistan is still trying to overcome asymmetries vis-à-vis its neighbor in 

both conventional and strategic levels. Neil Joeck argues that “even with nuclear 

weapons available and securely stored in delivery vehicles to prevent preemption in 

eliminating them, deterrence would require both sides to maintain a high level of 

conventional defense readiness. Doing so would keep the nuclear-use threshold high 

and therefore avoid instability at the sub-strategic level.”289  

 

Thus, experts in India and Pakistan still believe in the development of second strike 

capabilities as pre-requisite for deterrence stability. India in its formalized nuclear 

doctrine laid emphasis on strategic triad. Pakistan in 2012 developed nuclear capable 

submarine and established a Pakistani Naval Strategic Force Command which "will 

perform a pivotal role in the development and employment of the naval strategic 

force" and serves as "the custodian of the nation's second-strike capability."290 

Pakistan’s cruise missile Hatf VII (nuclear tipped) in its modified version would add 

to country’s sea-based deterrent posture. “Pakistan's current submarine fleet291 is not 

adequate in numbers (although well-trained) to be able to undertake detection and 
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effective interdiction of the Indian fleet.”292 Similarly, the survivability of forces is 

another precondition to attain retaliatory second strike capabilities including the 

mobile launchers and silos and concrete storage sites. The maximum survivability is 

ensured by nuclear submarines which are destined to achieve.293 India is “making 

much more agile, fast-reacting, stable missiles so response can be within minutes."294 

 

Nonetheless, with the development of assured second strike capabilities, some 

scholars hold firm belief in enhancing mutual nuclear learning of India and Pakistan 

in the backdrop of technological maturation. Any endeavor to forestall the matura tion 

phase of the two states would undermine reaching the natural trajectory and may 

prove counter-productive. Once the organizations concerned achieve the apex of 

military modernization, the learning would flow out of compulsion on-seeing military 

capabilities posing limits to stability. South Asia is a passive learner of Cold War 

experience. Until the organizations in both countries experience the dangers of flirting 

with nuclear weapons, the realization for peace would not be earned. Fortunately, 

South Asian crises were cordoned by the US influence deterring each one to exercise 

restraint. However, in the absence of such influential third party, it is difficult to 

predict the security landscape of both countries.  

 

4.4. Integrating Technological Arms Race into Existing Framework of C2 

The evolving technological maturation in both the countries hinders smooth 

integration into existing command and control structures. Both institutions (Indian 

and Pakistani CnC) are now more than decade old, however, within this time bracket 

major technological shifts have occurred on either side. Pakistan first, followed by 

India have move onto shortest range missile systems. The biggest challenge in this 

regard is to maintain always/never dilemma once the battlefield nuclear weapons are 

deployed close to the international border. (Nasr would require forward deployments 
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with its range as 60km) Pakistan maintains centralized control even in war situation 

which appears impossible as at some point of time the power would be delegated to 

the commander in field to use the weapon system. The pre-delegation of power means 

the greater possibility of the use of nuclear weapons. While expanding the third wing 

of strategic triad forces, India has developed nuclear submarines with sea- launched 

ballistic missiles capabilities. This poses another challenge to C2 as the submarines 

carry inherent advantage of ‘dispersal and concealment’ it encounters poor 

communication once the submarine is in deep waters and move away from shores, the 

chances of losing connection becomes acute. Hence, the inadvertent use of nuclear 

strikes resulting in pre-delegation of power is the plausible option.295  

 

India and Pakistan are moving up the escalation ladder based on the inherent 

contradictions of the two nuclear doctrines. The preemptive force posture of Pakistan 

and the massive retaliation of India have blurred the distinction over limited war 

doctrines and development of tactical nuclear weapons in South Asia. The increasing 

fissile stocks validate the quest for strategic triad forces. In this regard, the 

development of BMD systems, MIRVs and tactical nuclear weapons is causing 

greater probability of tactical level instability in South Asia. 296 Such technologies are 

posing challenges to the existing command and control systems to fully integrate 

them. It is not clear whether change has taken place in the respective command and 

control systems of both the countries reflecting organizational learning. Unless these 

issues are not addressed, the learning curve is not keeping pace with the arms race 

instability in the region. To balance the threat emanating from India at both strategic 

and tactical levels has opened up window of limited war under the nuclear umbrella, 

Pakistan in response has lowered the nuclear threshold with the introduction of 

battlefield nuclear weapons.  
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Hence, the future crisis escalation between India and Pakistan would be difficult to 

control. Moreover, the provocation of conventional war if imposed by India is likely 

to face nuclear response by Pakistan as per the doctrinal assumptions. On the other 

hand, the option with India is to either keep a limited nuclear war or retaliate with 

massive retaliation as proclaimed by its doctrine. Unless crisis management 

procedures are invoked or organizational learning is exhibited by command and 

control systems, crisis escalation control is difficult to be ascertained. The 

technological advancement is moving forward in its own pace irrespective of 

addressing state behavior/organizational learning. Any future crisis in South Asia 

cannot be addressed with same pattern as dealt earlier on the face of increasing 

mistrust and re-alignment of India with the US and China. Both India and Pakistan 

are caught in a serious dilemma; i.e. to exercise restraint once the doctrines and force 

postures drive decision-makers in particular course of action during crisis situation; 

furthermore, the deterrent capability including credibility would be compromised if 

the state decides not to advance.  

 

4.5. Implications for Nuclear Learning 

According to Toby Dalton, South Asia does not present a classic case for arms race. 

The timing and the number of missile tests conducted by each side cannot be 

categorized into ‘arms race’ theory.297 He made comparative analysis of two case 

studies i.e. Cold War rivals and South Asian nuclear neighbors. It is well understood 

that many of the jargons and theoretical approaches draw linkages from Cold War era 

as the US-Soviet dyad first witnessed the nuclear brinkmanship and developed 

strategies based on deterrence. This remains an epitome and other conflict dyads are 

always checked against this reference value. The contrasting characteristics between 

the two case studies in discussion, does preclude the juxtaposition in applying those 

very concepts in the context of South Asia. However, even though the timing and 

number of missile tests vary with respect to each other, the quid pro quo approach in 

developing more accurate and precise delivery vehicles with suitable range is not 
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negated either. The technological curve took its own trajectory irrespective of taking 

into account the factor of crisis episode as the two states are opined to reach a certain 

level of maturity. The period after 1998 tests marks the development of operational 

capabilities on both sides and coincidently it also suggests the same timeline for 

crises episodes. Therefore, many of the missiles tests scheduled to testing overlapped 

with the 2001-02 standoff and Mumbai (2008) to signal the resolve to response.  

 

While it is difficult to aptly apply Cold War context in South Asia, it is equally 

difficult to draw same inferences as resulted from the Cold War protagonists. The 

response to crises as witnessed by the US and Soviet Union positively contributed to 

the crisis stability. Hence, after the Cuban Missile crisis (1962), the two states were 

self-deterred from their assured destructive capabilities that later on averted the 

occurrence of similar event again. Unlike South Asia, where each crises learnt 

different lessons and each time these states were eager to devise new approaches 

thinking of the onset of crisis as sign of weakness and not mistake. This ‘sense of 

insecurity’ has exasperated security dilemma thereby indulged both states into nuclear 

competition against each other. The conventional wisdom on the development of 

tactical nuclear weapons (TNWs) by Pakistan reiterates plugging the gap between the 

conventional and nuclear levels, presumably considered to be an effective deterrent 

against Indian Cold Start Strategy. The deployment of Nasr does not claim to suffix 

the ‘flexible response’ strategy of Cold War where each ladder would be given a 

‘deliberate pause’ to allow crisis management procedure to take place, in fact, Nasr 

aims to lower the nuclear threshold preventing conventional deterrence to break down 

at first place. This implies a state with conventional inferiority is likely to escalate the 

conflict.298  

 

Believing that basic assumption of deterrence is ‘Rational Actor’ deterrence can only 

be communicated to an adversary who perceives it. Thus, rationality on either side is 

important indicator to make deterrence functional. India regards Pakistan’s 

                                                 
298

 Shashank Joshi, “India’s Military Instrument: A Doctrine St illborn” Journal of Strategic Studies,  

36:4 (2013), 512–513. 



129 
 

development of TNWs as part of nuclear blackmail to deter India of ‘war-termination 

over escalation.’ Manpreet Seethi Indian defense analyst writes that “Pakistan 

believes that India would be deterred from using its superior military capability since 

it would not have the will or the motivation to act. He doubts whether India, with a 

strategic culture of military restraint, would find it prudent to inflict damage (and risk 

more on itself) in response to a threat that is not itself mortal.” 299 It appears that both 

Indian and Pakistani strategic thinking has divergent interpretations of deterrence. In 

other words, both states are pursuing ‘compellence’ strategies behind the shield of 

nuclear weapons. With more advancement on the technological front, each state is 

pursuing ‘deterrence by punishment’ without changing immediate goals of interests’ 

vis-à-vis each other.  

 

Against reality, the practical approach of deterrence and affirmation of nuclear 

learning suggests the two states would have mend ways behind the nuclear shield to 

overcome their mutual contentious issues. Competitive doctrines, offensive force 

postures and counter technological advancement like BMD systems will set the stage 

for deterrence instability. Not only this, both states are growing nuclear arsenals and 

have moved onto strategic triad forces to ascertain assured second strike capabilities. 

World has shown considerable concern over inflating nuclear weapons in South Asia, 

the more worrisome aspect is the increasing stocks of the fissile material. At present 

Pakistan’s disparity with India in stocks of weapon-grade and weapon-usable 

plutonium stands at a ratio of almost >1:10. India under the Indo-US deal has been 

facilitated to get Ur fuel supply to civil reactors, hence, India cannot only use its 

indigenous fuel for weapon purposes but can potentially develop more stocks of Pu. 

As a consequence, Pakistan has backed out to participate in the FMCT negotiations. 

Thinking of discriminatory approach, Pakistan believes FMCT excludes the debate of 

existing fissile material stockpiles aiming to cap/freeze its nuclear capabilities. This in 

return has expedited Pakistan’s fears resulting in concentrated on the Pu route for 

more stocks. Apprehensive of checkered history, Pakistan knows that it cannot linger 
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on further in not participating in the FMCT negotiations on the face of international 

criticism; perhaps, it is buying time to develop reasonable stocks of fissile material.  

 

The stability- instability paradox is the result of nuclear unlearning in South Asia. At 

the strategic level, both states have overwhelmingly enhanced their arms race and 

weaponization capabilities, however at the tactical level, instability has heightened. 

As long as the sub-conventional war trends continue to exist in the region, it is the 

biggest alarm for the instability of deterrence particularly in the midst of advanced 

weapon capabilities. The history revealed that in the past, misperception led to the 

crisis escalation. At that time both countries had recessed deterrent posture. Thus, if 

any such instance occurs now, India and Pakistan may be tempted to threat the other 

with the use of nuclear weapons. Such a situation may provoke preemptive response 

from the other. Thus, heavy responsibility lies on the command and control systems 

of both the countries which are still in the evolutionary stages to control escalation. 

Even acquiring advanced weapon systems and assured second strike capabilities both 

countries have not been able to address these issues. Thus, the two countries have not 

denounced the means of using other proxy measure to fulfill the ends of policy. The  

increasing breach between the strategic and tactical of stability in South Asia is the 

manifestation of state unlearning on the part of both states. Moreover, no 

improvement on CBMs has occurred to develop confidence, resulting in recurring of 

crises between the two nuclear rivals, which has been discussed in the next chapter.  
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CHAPTER 5 

CONFIDENCE BUILDING/NUCLEAR RISK REDUCTION MEASURES: 

INDIA-PAKISTAN MILITARY CRISES 

The condition of strategic stability rests upon ensuring crisis [stability] and arms race 

stability between the conflict dyads. The technological pace in South Asia has its own 

trajectory irrespective of policy framework to resolve bilateral conflicts. In the midst 

of mistrust held by the political leaders on both sides of the border, military crises 

carry all the risk of escalation leading to the break down of conventional deterrence. 

Moreover, the probability of accidental use of nuclear weapons resulting through 

miscalculation (pre-emption) is also higher given the short flight (between 5-7 

minutes) of missiles. Thus, between the nuclear weapons states, the stability is 

expected to be automatic with the revelation of nuclear revolution. However, the 

military crises in South Asia occurred with almost same frequency as observed in the 

pre-nuclear environment of the region. It reiterates that mere possession of nuclear 

weapons do not guarantee the enforcement of nuclear deterrence. This augurs greater 

responsibility on the policy makers of both the countries (India and Pakistan) to 

develop or formulate unilateral or bilateral measures to reduce the risk of nuclear 

danger.  

 

To determine the pattern of nuclear unlearning in South Asia, several drivers have 

been taken into consideration. The nuclear learning in South Asia in the area of 

Confidence Building and Nuclear Risk Reduction Measures (CBMs/NRRMs) is tardy 

which is negatively affecting the overall learning behavior of the state. The history of 

CBMs and NRRMs failure between India and Pakistan can be explained through 

multiple factors. To explore the failure becomes more acute on the face of military 

crises experienced by both the states. The concept of nuclear learning will explain the 

connection between failure to enforce CBMs/NRRMs and the frequency of crises 

behavior. At the onset of every crisis, CBMs/hotline arrangement was found 

redundant and after every crisis, it became more difficult to restore trust. This 

heightened the risk of nuclear exchange with all channels of communication closed 

requiring greater efficacy for NRRMs to be enforced. Thus, each military crisis 
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between India and Pakistan was dependent on third party (i.e. the US) serving the role 

of both communication link as well as power balancer inculcating the risk of nuclear 

war.  

 

5.1. The Efficacy of Confidence Building Measures (CBMs) 

In the wake of 1998 nuclearization, CBMs constituted an integral component of 

nuclear risk reduction measures (NRRMs) in South Asia. Broadly, confidence 

Building Measures (CBMs) are in three major areas; i.e. political, military and socio-

economic spheres. Within military, the CBMs are further subcategorized as 

conventional and nuclear CBMs. The concept of CBMs came in vogue in 1970s in 

the backdrop of East-West confrontation during the Cold War when Helsinki Final 

Act of 1975 was introduced against conventional forces in Europe. The major 

impediment hindering its implementation process is the efficacy of verification and 

transparency in a distrustful environment. The basic spirit of CBMs is to inculcate 

trust between the conflicting parties and this trust is reinforced by substantiating the 

mutual agreement with effective verification procedures. “CBMs are not the solution 

to international conflicts; instead they merely facilitate solutions by providing a 

vehicle for peace processes...CBMs are those arrangements designed to enhance an 

assurance of mind and belief in the trustworthiness of states and the facts they 

create.”300  However, from the beginning, CBMs in South Asia faced bottlenecks and 

failed to provide framework for strengthening bilateral peace. Maleeha Lodhi 

observes the weak political will and general consensus were missing on both sides to 

get sustainable dialogue process in South Asia. Such initiatives “have frequently been 

pursued in South Asia under external prodding or pressure and at the expense of 

problem solving.”301 

 

Between India and Pakistan, the history of CBMs remained victim to poor 

implementation record. From time to time it was observed that good initiatives and 
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proposals held hostage to mistrustful atmosphere. The political leadership on either 

side was reluctant to address contentious issues in the midst of crises. Thus, 

discontinuity in the hotline/peace process not only eroded the spirit of enhancing 

mutual confidence, in fact it turned out to be counter productive and lost faith to 

invest their efforts. Moreover, the respective military and civil bureaucracies became 

proactive in discouraging the initiatives reiterating it as non-serious attempts. In case 

of Pakistan, the political leadership was hesitant to forward the confidence building 

measure process against the domestic compulsions. On the contrary, Indian civil and 

military establishment found it convenient to shoot down the idea and initiate the 

dialogue process over issues that should maintain inertia. Michael Krepon critically 

assessed the India-Pakistan CBM process as “competition building measures than as 

confidence building measures.”302 During crises, the role of CBMs becomes 

absolutely significant however, in South Asia, the CBMs were observed redundant. 

The reason being, both India and Pakistan did not move beyond the political stage to 

transform the process into a formal arrangement with legal binding involving the 

stakes of both the parties.  

 

Thus, number of confidence building measures between India and Pakistan has been 

in place. Unfortunately, many of these CBMs could not sustain peace and every crisis 

episode failed to restore normalcy of bilateral relations between the two countries. 

Resultantly, the sour relations with disputed territory of Kashmir in between, India 

and Pakistan could not establish an effective mechanism to continue with the 

roadmap. The success stories remained some of CBMs in the military domain i.e. the 

1991 agreement on advanced notification of military exercises, 1992 Chemical 

Weapons Ban, prior notification on Ballistic Missile test, prohibition of attack on 

each others nuclear installations. It is important that CBMs in political, socio-

economic and military domain work hand in hand. Although, some of the CBMs 

offered good initiatives involving IPI Gas pipeline, opening up trade routes through 

Kashmir but these met disappointment.303 The idea was to link security with trade and 
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commerce involving entrepreneurs as key stakeholders to act as pressure group in 

normalizing the bilateral relations. Unfortunately, all such practices could not be 

sustained. The end product of CBMs process between conflicting parties is to reach 

resolution over conflicting issues. In case of South Asia, the lingering dialogue 

process between the two countries could not reach the next stage. Thus, putting the 

two states with limited choices to devise any mechanism to resolve their mutual 

contentious issues. 

 

5.1.1. History of India-Pakistan CBMs/Bilateral Agreements  

Each CBM between India and Pakistan came in the backdrop of military crisis or as a 

result of conventional war. This explains the efficacy of bilateral cooperation when 

each party could not shift balance of power through threat/use of force in its favor 

against the other. This asserts that any agreement was meant to achieve truce with 

little effort to develop armistice. The onset of crisis and war had strongly impacted 

the state learning. This provided room to key bureaucracies to exercise influence in 

policy input coming from organizational cultures. Thus, turbulence in bilatera l 

relations between India and Pakistan triggered defense policies in favor of hawkish 

military planners. In this regard, the essence of the agreement/confidence building 

measure was unable to adhere to its deserved goal.  

 

Table 5.1 

Timeline of India-Pakistan Crises/Wars and Bilateral CBMs/Arms Control 

Agreements 

Crisis/war Timeline  Major Agreements/Treaties/CBMs 

(nuclear or military) 

Implications on Nuclear Learning  

India-Pakistan war on 

Kashmir 1948-49 

Karachi Agreement,1949  

1965 Ind ia-Pakistan war Tashkent Agreement, 1966  

1971 Ind ia-Pakistan war Shimla Agreement, 1972 Pakistan re-learns to wage sub-conventional war 

against India after losing its East Wing 
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Crisis/war Timeline  Major Agreements/Treaties/CBMs 

(nuclear or military) 

Implications on Nuclear Learning  

Brasstacks Crisis 1986-87 Prohibit ion of attack against nuclear 

installations and facilities, Dec 1988; 

Exchange of lists of nuclear 

installations (coming 1988 pact); 

Agreement of Prevention of Airspace 

Vio lations, 1991; Agreement on 

Advanced Notification on Military 

exercises, Delhi, 1991; DGMO 

hotlines. 

Conventional deterrence worked; both countries 

acknowledged not to target the nascent nuclear 

capabilit ies infrastructure as it would give 

justification to the other side to target its nuclear 

installations.  

Kashmir uprising and 1990 

crisis 

Joint declaration on the Complete 

Prohibit ion of Chemical Weapons, 

1992 

 

Both countries were crystallizing their nuclear 

capabilit ies and mutual learn ing occurred on 

believing in their deterrent potential. This 

learning is affirmed when declaration on 

chemical weapons prohibition was endorsed. 

Both countries have no intent to develop/use such 

weapons.  

Kargil war 1999 Lahore Declaration, Feb 1999 (Karg il 

was violation of Lahore Declaration) 

Window of limited war under the nuclear shadow 

- common learning by both India and Pakistan. 

2001-02 military standoff Islamabad Accord, 2004; Jo int Anti-

Terrorism Mechanism, Sept 2006 

Non-state actors have introduced terrorist acts; 

history of proxies from both sides connections 

with rogue elements cannot be overcome through 

CBMs; thus making learning process difficu lt 

and vulnerable to increased instability at tactical 

level.  

Mumbai crisis 2008 marit ime security hotline                       -as above- 

 

Source: Feroz Hassan Khan, Prospects of Arms Control and CBMs between India and 

Pakistan, Monterey: Naval Postgraduate School, 2011. 

 

The history of bilateral peace process between India and Pakistan dates back to 1972 

Simla agreement that urged both states to settle their disputes through negotiations 

and reach mutually agreed upon settlement. Also, hotline was established between the 

Director Generals of Military Operations (DGMOs) that resumed in 1991 but 
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continued on need-to-meet basis.304 Despite India-Pakistan mutual contentious issues, 

the spirit to value peace process and bilateral dialogue never withered away even 

during the testing times of history. Therefore, since the nuclearization of South Asia, 

both states shared the need to reach consensus on cooperative proposals possible 

prospects to resolve the conflicts. The confidence over confederates continued even in 

the post 1998 nuclear South Asia. In case of Pakistan, this proved detrimental to state 

policies. 

 

The Pakistani political leadership (Nawaz Sharif as PM in 1997-99) supported Lahore 

Declaration of February 1999 to foster friendly ties with India, while at the same time 

he gave green signal to the military for Kargil misadventure. Although Sharif later 

backed off from his orders delivered to the then chief of Army staff General Pervez 

Musharraf. It is assumed that Mr. Nawaz Sharif did not want to annoy military over 

the most sensitive issue of Kashmir; however, the civil-military divide placed 

Pakistan in awkward position to defend on Kargil retreat. Thus, the peace process 

between India and Pakistan held hostage either to ill-conceived strategies (Kargil 

1999) and to blame game sponsoring the terrorists’ attacks at others homeland. 

Nonetheless, the prevailing atmosphere of mistrust remained a prerequisite for the 

two states to break the deadlock and create conducive environment indispensable for 

the strategic stability of the region.   

 

After the May 1998 nuclear tests, the nuclear weapons should have automatically 

transformed the state behavior on both sides showing political resolve for bilateral 

dialogue. To keep the CBMs alive, both sides should have placed greater emphasis in 

resuming the peace process. Unfortunately, this claim was only rhetorically observed 

in both the countries. No substantial measures were taken to break the deadlock; 

rather any initiative taken by one state was not reciprocated by the other. The reason 

being, the lack of political will and consensus at home hampered the prospects by 

each state to take the initiative to generate trust. The political leadership in both the 
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countries could not pull out the bureaucratic strings attached to them thus limiting the 

scope of mutual cooperation. It is observed that ‘simple learning’ in South Asia has 

not transformed into ‘complex learning.’ Fortunately, the nuclear revolution 

compelled both states to maintain stability at the strategic level but it failed to 

inculcate a certain level of credence in either state (India or Pakistan) to condemn 

thinking to wage proxy wars and limited conflicts, thus creating instability at tactical 

level. Consequently, the Nuclear Learning process faced hiatus as India and Pakistan 

are not confident enough to ensure trust against each other.  

 

5.2. Nuclear Risk Reduction Measures (NRRMs) 

The need for NRRMs becomes more acute in a political environment where CBMs 

have consistently failed. It becomes a sole matter of judgment for the decision makers 

to rationally address the escalation in the situation of crisis.  

“Nuclear deterrence may prevent wars, but conflicts between nuclear 
powers will resemble the game of ‘chicken’ where each side will be 

tempted to test the others resolve. Should this game lead to military 
activities, there is a danger that the situation will get out of control 
because “the workings of machine and the reaction of humans in times 

of stress cannot be predicted with higher confidence.”305 
 

The nuclear risk reduction measures remained a priority for Washington and Moscow 

during the Cold War to minimize the risk of nuclear exchange between the two rivals. 

However, despite sustained efforts and unrelenting concern from both sides, a risk 

reduction mechanism was devised which inculcated considerable level of confidence 

necessary for deterrence stability.306 The case of South Asia differs due to the 

involvement of China in the strategic triangle. Despite credible deterrence and 

channel of communication open, the Soviet Union and the US were engaged in a 

cooperative arrangement thus transforming the volatile bilateral relationship into 

stable interaction.  
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Thus, NRRMs between the US and USSR included following considerations;  

1. Territorial status quo, binding the two states to agree to respect the existing 

territorial lines and make no attempt to change through the use of force. It was 

witnessed during the onset of the Korean War under the nuclear overhang of 

communist vs. capitalist blocs yet it restored the territorial status quo. 

Similarly, the Soviet attempt to build Berlin Wall in 1961 separating West 

Berlin, provoked the US, nonetheless, restraint was ultimately observed 

despite minor stimulations.307 

2. The risk reduction approach reached tacit agreement when Cold  War rivals 

did not cross the nuclear threshold in each others’ alliances. The classical 

example is of Cuban Missile Crisis (1962) that resolved with the naval 

blockade of Cuba. Resultantly, the US and Soviet removed their missiles from 

Turkey and Cuba respectively. “This crisis which led to the removal of 

ballistic missiles from both Cuba and Turkey did have a chastening effect. 

After this brush with nuclear disaster, the US and Soviet leaders contained to 

jockey for geopolitical advantage - but with a common understanding not to 

play for such high stakes so sloe to each other’s home.”308  

3. To avoid conducting military exercises or provocative maneuvers in the air, 

sea or land close to the territory of each other or conducting intelligence 

operations. Helsinki Act remained the fundamental principle to follow 

although later specific agreements were inked between the two countries to 

minimize the chances of miscalculation by the adversary. This tacit 

understanding concluded number of mutual agreements between the two 

countries including; Outerspace Treaty (1967), Anti Ballistic Missile Treaty 

(1972) and prepared the ground for the beginning of detente.  

                                                 
307

 In this regard, Helsinki Accord (1975) was based on the guiding principles of respecting 

sovereignty and territorial integrity and prohibiting the use of force in crossing each other’s claimed 

areas. Because of accord with no binding status like a t reaty, Helsinki met v iolation and could not 

cease the division of Europe. For details see Richard Crockett, The Fifty Years War: The United States 

and the Soviet Union in World Politics, 1941-1991, (New York: Routledge, 1995), 232-233.  
308

 Michael Krepon, “Is Cold War Experience Applicable  to Southern Asia?” op cit., 17.  



139 
 

4. This involved the question of trust to ensure security by showing 

transparency. It is important to mention that without reaching an atmosphere 

of detente, the question of trust was not asked.  

5. Believing in Ronald Reagan’s saying ‘trust but verify’; verification procedure 

was the most important element to minimize risk during the Cold War. 

Adequate verification mechanism helped building up trust and opened further 

venues for cooperation. It was observed over time that trust was enhanced 

through sophisticated technological means to monitor the verification process. 

It was a milestone in Kremlin history when Mikhail Gorbachev convinced his 

colleagues to allow on-site inspections on the Soviet territory. Thus, the 

purpose of on-site inspections never aimed to thwart security of the opponent 

state rather it aimed to “monitor specific obligations spelled out in treaty 

texts.”309 Verification also allowed the professional input from military 

personnel with technological know-how and this helped political leadership to 

overcome bureaucratic hurdles offered by military establishment. In this 

regard, effective verification mechanism facilitated states to become party to 

the treaties.  

6. The next key element was effective and credible channels of communication 

between the US and Soviet Union to minimize the chances of 

inadvertent/miscalculated use of nuclear weapons. This turned out to be 

absolute necessity after the Cuban missile crisis (1962).  

7. Developing effective, reliable and robust command and control systems was 

the top most priority though unilaterally assessed by both the US and Soviet 

Union. The large nuclear forces enhanced the vulnerability of nuclear attack 

between super powers against each other. Managing centralized control over 

nuclear arsenals including the deployment of tactical nuclear weapons in 

Europe demanded effective command and control system.  

 

In case of South Asia, the territorial claim over Kashmir remains the biggest hurdle to 

overcome bilateral issues. Both countries have fought wars to resolve the dispute; 
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however, no substantial agreement is reached where two sides agree to accept the 

territorial status quo. The violations of LoC remained part of the history to 

substantiate this fact. Nonetheless, both sides have mutually agreed to inform the 

other side prior conducting any military exercise. Similarly, both sides have extended 

the agreement for other five years related to nuclear accidents and exchange the list of 

nuclear installations every January. On record, there have been number of bilateral 

arrangements as treaties, conventions and bilateral agreements. 310  

 

5.3. Contrasting Patterns of Nuclear Learning and Fate of Regional Proposals 

Pakistan has always sought to find regional security frameworks which were 

consistently turned down by India. Many of such proposals came in the backdrop of 

India’s Peaceful Nuclear Explosion (PNE) of 1974. Pakistan tried to redress the 

nuclear threat and forwarded its first proposal in the 29th session of United Nations 

General Assembly for creating Nuclear Weapons Free Zone on October 28, 1974. 

The proposal met failure because India associated its threat from China after the Sino-

India war of 1962. Therefore, India reiterated that “it did not agree with Pakistan’s 

definition of South Asia, and insisted on the inclusion of China in the South Asian 

region.”311 Later in 1978 a proposal for a joint declaration renouncing the acquisition 

or manufacture of nuclear weapons312 was given followed by Simultaneous 

Adherence to the NPT and Simultaneous Acceptance of IAEA `Full-Scope' 

Safeguards, then in 1993 South Asia missile zero regime was offered. 313 None of 

these initiatives helped Pakistan in bringing India on board. However, in 1998-99 the 

strategic restraint regime proposal holds paramount significance since it came in the 

backdrop of 1998 nuclear tests. The proposal was very balanced in its approach to 

address the issue of strategic stability in the region.  
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5.3.1. South Asian Nuclear Weapon Free Zone 

Indian Peaceful Nuclear Explosion (PNE) of 1974 intimidated not only other regional 

states but also threatened Pakistan about its sovereignty. In this backdrop, the first 

response was “Pakistan raised the question of denuclearization of South Asia at the 

United Nations hoping that this will come as a forewarning of India's nuclear 

ambitions.”314 Therefore, in October 28 1974, Pakistan put forth a resolution in the 

29th session of the UN General Assembly to establish Nuclear Weapon Free Zone in 

South Asia. The declaration forwarded by South Asian states met encouragement at 

the global level; hence Pakistan set forth key points of the creation of zone; 

“In a later session, Pakistan tabled a resolution which reportedly 

favored a zone established by: (a) a regional treaty; or (b) 
simultaneous accession to the nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT); 

or (c) binding declarations by the regional states recognized by the UN 
Security Council. The zone would cover the seven states of South 
Asia, which belonged to the South Asian Association for Regional 

Cooperation (SAARC). Verification could be done by (a) a permanent 
regional consultative mechanism, including provisions for a challenge 

verification regime with on-site inspection; or (b) bilateral 
arrangements among regional states for mutual inspections of nuclear 
facilities outside international safeguards; or (c) acceptance by the 

regional states of International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) 
safeguards on all nuclear facilities and fissionable materials.”315 

 

Indian response to this disarmament proposal embedded in the matrix of ‘security 

dilemma’ vis-à-vis China. According to which, the regional setting should be taken 

into account before creating such a zone reiterating the fact that South Asia is a sub-

region part of the Asia Pacific region. It emphasized that presence of foreign military 

bases in Indian Ocean are complicating the conflict conundrum; therefore, making 

NWFZ in South Asia not a viable solution.316 Consequently, the proposal did not 

reach any success. 
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5.3.2. Strategic Restraint Regime (SRR) Proposal: Caveats and Concerns  

The idea of Strategic Restraint Regime aimed to propose a security framework to 

balance the conventional forces asymmetry and exercise nuclear restraint halting 

strategic advantage of any state over another, thus paving the way for peaceful 

settlement of mutual conflicts. The SRR was adapted from the paper presented by the 

US experts on Minimum Deterrence Posture (MDP) to establish an affective 

approach to regional non-deployment. The US Minimum Deterrence Posture 

discussed the contours of exercising restraint by “geographical separation of major 

components of nuclear arsenals and delivery means; the segregation of delivery 

systems from warhead locations; declaring non-nuclear delivery systems with their 

specific locations; the establishment of a finite ceiling for fissile material production 

and monitoring of nuclear testing, limiting ballistic flight tests and production limits” 

and named it “strategic pause.”317  

 

The experts from Pakistan devised the concept of strategic restraint regime and 

adapted it according to the regional security environment of South Asia. Hence, SRR 

along with nuclear restraint, bracketed conventional force restraint. It consisted of 

three major elements; “first was identifying the offensive forces of each country 

whose location and posture were to be acknowledged; second, was the designation of 

geographical border areas as Low Force Zone (LFZ) where offensive forces would be 

kept at bay; third is the notion of a mutually balanced force reduction in the long-run 

as conflict resolution and peace prevails in the region.”318 

 

The proposal in its letter and spirit demonstrates Pakistan’s maturity at organizational 

and state level to suggest mechanism on the face of regional challenges to prevent 

arms race instability in the region. India’s right to reject the proposal may be 

understood under the Realist paradigm, where conventionally stronger state would be 

reluctant to exercise restraint against its two-nuclear neighbors, nonetheless, the 
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international response towards Pakistani efforts remained discouraging. Hence, 

Pakistan’s learning since the initial years of its nuclearization prospered under 

stressful environment nurtured by the West leading to Pakistan’s greater reliance on 

nuclear weapons. Favorably, in the post-1998 era Pakistan soon came under the 

leadership of Gen. Pervez Musharraf. While, Pakistan’s domestic politics favored the 

organizational culture of nuclear decision making crystallizing into NCA under the 

military regime, the state was struggling to survive through the tough time imposed 

upon by sanctions, war on terror and troubling relations with its nuclear neighbor. 

The most troublesome of all was the discriminatory response by the US policies 

towards South Asia in the post 9/11 world. India was not only facilitated in 

conventional force buildup through massive arms sales from Russia and western 

states; in 2005, the 123 Agreement319 signed between the US and India in which a 

special NSG waiver was granted to India to increase its fissile stocks by enabling it to 

utilize its indigenous [unsafe-guarded] fuel supply for weapon purposes.320  

 

5.3.3. CBMs on Kashmir: A Bane for Nuclear Learning  

The deadlock on CBMs/peace process and Indian massive arms buildup persuaded 

Indian leadership to have status quo approach over Kashmir dispute. The current 

Indian stance over peace process is to talk  on all other issues without bringing 

Kashmir dispute on the table. No framework of conflict resolution was acceptable to 

India. This created a deadlock despite number of proposals offered from Pakistani 

side particularly during General Musharraf’s leadership. 321 Even though, Kashmir has 
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become a mutually hurting stalemate, any Indian leadership is reluctant to discuss 

Kashmir as a ‘dispute’ in its political manifesto. Pakistan’s security policy continues 

to involve Kashmir in its relations with India. Despite using sub-conventional 

(jihadists culture) means to support Kashmiri freedom movement, Pakistan earned 

loss of credibility at political level. From nuclear learning point of view, no change is 

observed in the official policy of both the states regarding Kashmir issue. Although 

after 9/11 attacks, the semantics of freedom movements lost significance as many 

separatist movements are seen through the prism of extremism and terrorism. Thus, 

Kashmir issue is an overarching factor without which it is difficult to expect peace in 

the region. This realization is partly inculcated in the learning of both states as use of 

force is not a viable option to resolve this issue. No hasty move can bring solution to 

the long standing dispute except waiting for the ripe moment. 322 Apart from the lack 

of resolve in the political leadership to discuss the resolution of Kashmir, the 

bureaucratic and military establishments on both sides also limit the political 

leaderships to take bold initiatives. Nonetheless, it is important to mention that 

nuclear revolution did not help arch rivals (India and Pakistan) to redefine their 

national interests. On seeing Kashmir between India and Pakistan, it is easy to 

conclude that only simple learning exists. India using the strength of its military 

capabilities is determined to maintain status quo of its border disputes with 

neighboring states whereas Pakistan staunchly believes that any bilateral initiative 

would not be long lasting without seeking resolution to Kashmir issue.  

 

5.4. Common Challenges and Joint Approach: Prospects of CBMs/Arms Control  

The Mumbai crisis (2008) was the last nail in the coffin to stall the bilateral peace-

process. Since then, any development aiming to address the issues of concern went 

down the drain. Instead of learning to develop military preparedness to retaliate, India 

and Pakistan can learn different lessons from Mumbai crisis. India linked terrorism 

with bilateral framework of mutual agreement. Hence, the Mumbai incident can be a 

                                                                                                                                           
International Affairs, 61:4, (December 2007), 511. For details also see Samarjit Ghosh, “Two Decades 

of Indo-Pak CBMs: A Critique from India” IPCS Issue Brief 132, (September 2009); Also see 

Umbreen Javaid, “Confidence Build ing Measures in Nuclear South Asia: Limitations and Prospects” 

South Asian Studies, 25:2 (Ju ly-December 2010), 341-359.  
322

 Author’s interview with Shamshad Ahmed Khan on December 31, 2014 in Lahore. 



145 
 

learning point for both countries to begin in new direction. Pakistan and India can 

work together to formulate Maritime Security Confidence Building Measures 

(CBMs) to prevent any non-state actor from taking advantage of the mutual 

mistrust.323 Moreover, the joint anti- terrorism mechanism already in place can be 

improved to create conducive atmosphere necessary for transparency.324 Apart from 

military-to-military contact, limited intelligence sharing on border and maritime 

security can be utilized by Pakistan to prove commitment/seriousness to combat 

terrorism at the state level.  

 

A comprehensive framework of CBMs, of which trade can be an integral component, 

needs to be introduced. This would involve key entrepreneurs from both sides of the 

border not only facilitating economic indicator of two countries but serve as key 

pressure group for respective governments to prevent dialogue process getting 

derailed after any unwanted incident. Some progress was made to institutionalize 

CBMs with Cross-LoC trade. In this regard both sides developed a framework of 

CBMs but faced deadlock with the killing of Indian soldier on the border in January 

2013. After DGMOs military-to-military consultation related to border patrol and 

security across the LoC, the Joint Working Group (JWG) met in Delhi to work on 

Cross-Line of Control Confidence Building Measures (CBMs). The JWG planned to 

work on normalizing relations between the two countries on security related to 

Kashmir border.325 “Intra-Kashmir dialogue in Kashmir and across the LoC needs to 

be consolidated for a long-term resolution of the Kashmir conflict. This would help 

build consensus among the Kashmiri population and provide the people of Kashmir 

with a sense of ownership.”326 
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After the suspension of foreign secretary level talks by the newly elected Indian 

Prime Minister Narendra Modi, the peace process between India and Pakistan is 

stalled once again. India called off the talks in response to Pakistani high 

commissioner meeting with Kashmiri separatist leader. The aim of the secretary level 

talks was to make steady progress on the composite dialogue which became hostage 

to 2008 Mumbai incident. India accused Pakistan for its support to the militants.327  

Pakistan expected to present new CBMs in the expected talks in addition to already 

existing arrangement328 between the two countries. “We were disappointed at the 

cancellation of the foreign secretary- level talks by India.”329  

 

There have been instances when the prime ministers of both countries were willing to 

agree on Kashmir (Agra) or resume dialogue process (Sharm-el-Sheikh), however, 

these issues met with internal hurdles laid by respective bureaucracies. It can be 

explained that constructivism facilitated bureaucratic inertia in both the countries and 

states’ learning became subservient to organizational pathologies. The political 

environment with deadlock facilitated the state actors to learn wrong lessons from 

military crises. The matter of political will to overcome bureaucratic hurdles is 

negated where states confronted political climate offering little hope of peace. Thus, 

the occurrence of military crises reinforced the states to keep expecting negative 

response from the other side and develop policies under the perceptions of historical 

baggage. This resulted in nuclear unlearning as the nuclear weapons failed to bring 

stable deterrence in South Asia. Therefore, the next chapter is focused on the factors 

responsible for nuclear un-learning in the region.  
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CHAPTER 6 

FACTORS DETERMINING SOUTH ASIAN NUCLEAR UNLEARNING IN 

THE POST-1998 ERA 

India and Pakistan took birth from the same umbilical cord yet each one fed under 

different circumstances and developed different understanding on foreign and defense 

issues. This different genetic make-up is reflected from the political expression and 

force demonstration of the two states. Adamant on ‘agreed to disagree’ both sta tes 

have made no effort to rationally estimate cost-benefit calculus in bilateral relations. 

There are several factors responsible for nuclear unlearning in South Asia. For 

convenience, it is analyzed at three levels; i.e. domestic level dealing with civil-

military relations in both the countries, the proliferation history in case of Pakistan 

and Osama bin Laden’s abduction raid by the US Naval SEALs. Second tier is 

regional level which discusses the increased Indian influence in Afghanistan is 

offering another battlefield for the two arch rivals. Instead of learning to cooperate, 

both states may enter into other vicious cycle of conflict involving other regional 

players. At the international level, the chapter primarily focuses on the US foreign 

policy towards the region and its implications on the nuclear learning of both the 

states. The ‘carrot and stick’ policy of the US could not prevent Pakistan from 

pursuing its nuclear program. Likewise, the US policy of aligning with India to 

bandwagon China through Indo-US strategic cooperation has compelled Pakistan and 

China to once again tie up into strategic partnership. The outcome of the Indo-US 

deal is detrimental in Pakistan’s calculations thinking to shift balance of power 

equilibrium in India's favor.  

 

6.1. Domestic Level 

The geographical proximity between India and Pakistan with mutual territorial 

conflicts mostly along the border makes conflict conundrum more complex. Apart 

from inheriting post-colonial legacy of conflicts, from the very beginning, the two 

countries confronted different challenges. The most critical difference is the initial 

years of political stability in case of India with basic infrastructure to begin its 

democratic journey unlike Pakistan in which both the state and society had to begin 
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from scratch. Facing external security threats, Pakistan’s nuclear behavior is deeply 

shaped by domestic politics and key political and military personalities defining the 

state’s national security course. Therefore, it is important to explore the civil military 

relations in both the countries and observe its implications on South Asian learning 

tendencies.  

 

6.1.1. Civil-Military Relations in India and Nuclear Learning 

The role of military in politico-military context is known to be in four key areas, i.e. 

advisory, representative, executive and advocatory. According to Samuel Huntington, 

the last category has the possibility to challenge the political rule and  overthrow the 

regime in coup detente. Joseph Moskowitz argues it is difficult to determine the role 

of military in politics, the most explicit involvement is considered when military has 

direct and indirect access to decision making processes of the government and use it 

to get its objectives done.330 In the case of India and Pakistan, the civil-military 

relations began from scratch due to insufficient infrastructure and dearth of human 

resource. In comparison to Pakistan, India was fortunate to inherit structured political 

institutions and strong political party system that continued to develop into a firm 

democratic system. Similarly, the administrative structure was already intact in New 

Delhi left by Britain, thus independent India was better off than Pakistan that 

struggled to begin with all institutions from the start. Interestingly, both countries 

faced turbulence in domestic matters for instance, ethnic riots, population explosion 

and insurgencies supported by external forces. Despite strong civilian hold in Indian 

politics, the role of military was to act as supporting hand. On the face of geo-

strategic interests, Indian military has consistently improved its technological 

sophistication and organizational skills; nonetheless, it continued to remain under the 

civilian control and practiced counter- insurgency operations.331 
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The strong Indian political system and state institutions hindered Indian military to 

meddle into domestic politics. Stephen Cohen argues that Indian army remains 

‘preoccupied.’332 “Though India was born in war with Pakistan, its vastly larger size 

and less strategically vulnerable position led to much lower perceived external threat 

until 1962.”333 Being geographically bigger than Pakistan, India in the 1947-48 

Kashmir war, 1950 and 1951 troops’ mobilization heightened tensions vis-à-vis 

Pakistan and later in 1971 debacle, left Indian Army with contentment to be capable 

of defeating its adversary. However, the 1962 Sino-India war ended in India’s defeat 

from China and drove India to develop military modernization to offset technological 

backwardness. Revamping defense buildup against China and fighting internal 

insurgencies in Kashmir and Punjab by late 1980s. “The army, in addition to police 

and paramilitaries, was used extensively for more than ten years as an internal 

security/counterinsurgency force.”334 However, instead of reaching a political resolve 

to Kashmir, India violently crushed the Kashmiri movement by handing over the 

control to regular army in Jammu and Kashmir. In this regard, political role is being 

assigned to Indian army to curb down the political repression.  

 

Scholars contest the opinion on non- interference of Indian military involvement in 

political affairs is the result of organizational culture. Many argue that Indian military 

might have exploited its role in the absence of strong political parties. The strong 

democratic system of government operating at local, state and national levels, 

prevented insurgencies and separatist movements to cross the threshold causing 

political instability, likewise military was also contained in its domain of deterring 

external aggression and suppressing domestic political strife. Thus, Indian military 

could not become part of politicization rather acted as an instrument of state power.335 

Indian army’s non-interference into political affairs developed organizational culture 

in which the top military brass was aloof from the key developments taking place in 

the weapons program. This created disconnect between the nuclear decision making 
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at the political end and military’s operational command. Resultantly, after the 

detonation of May 1998, Indian military faced critical challenges in developing 

command and control structure, drafting its doctrine and formulating nuclear policy, 

and operationalizing deterrent forces.  

  

Indian military encouraged from winning wars and oppressing uprisings, still appears 

to carry false perceptions to win wars in a nuclear environment. This mindset explains 

the improvising war fighting doctrines under nuclear shadow. Thus, for opposite 

reasons, Indian and Pakistani military learnt different lessons from history. Indian 

military’s political dispensation allowed its military to modernize its force 

capabilities. It is unclear how much policy disconnect still persists between civil and 

military; however, India’s global aspirations with increasing military power is dr iving 

the region into ‘security dilemma.’ Boosting over its military capabilities to become 

regional power, India did not resolve border disputes with any of its neighbors 

reiterating the fact that Indian nuclear learning is showing negative indicators. 

Acquiring nuclear weapons did not enable the two countries to begin with changed 

realities. Thus, the historical baggage has hampered the thought process of the two 

countries. The new Indian Prime Minister Narendra Modi is Kashmir centric. Even 

during this political campaign before general elections held in 2013, Kashmir was key 

topic of his manifesto. It is believed to be political posturing of Modi that suspended 

the secretary level talks, and flared up the cross-firing along LoC due to elections in 

Kashmir. This gesture is taken as part of domestic politics and making good terms 

with its military.336 

 

6.1.2. Civil-Military Relations in Pakistan and Nuclear Learning 

Pakistan’s sixty seven years history witnessed vicious cycle of civilian and military 

rule periodically replacing each other. The most prominent reasons for civil-military 

clash remained weak civil institutions, incompetent political leadership, bureaucratic 

tussling among key players belonging to different organizations, external security 
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threats making military a prominent institution in the country. 337 Soon after the 

independence, the first Governor-General Muhammad Ali Jinnah and hand picked 

ministers including A.M. Malik, Ghulam Muhammad and Zafarullah Khan 

confronted with serious challenges to run the state. “The cabinet and other high 

political appointments [held by bureaucrats] reflected a paucity of talent among the 

politicians.”338 Being handicapped of educated professionals, Pakistan waited for nine 

years to implement its first constitution in 1956. Thus, from the very beginning, 

Pakistan remained under the autocratic rule of governor-general (1947-1956) due to 

procrastination in formulating state constitution. In the meantime the two countries 

went into war over Kashmir (1947-48) and later two more wars (1965 & 1999) were 

fought. Geographically divided and psychologically intimidated, Pakistan confronted 

issues at multiple fronts. Its East Wing was far off with single string of common 

religion was pulling it with the mainstream. After surviving the first Kashmir war and 

then second in 1965, Pakistan revered its military as sole strength of the country. 339 

 

Starting from scratch with dearth of resources, weak institutions and insufficient 

professional human capital, the country faced persistent delays in prioritizing its 

initial tasks tantamount to state building. Resultantly, the democracy was a late 

entrant in country’s history as the first general elections were held in 1971, which 

were supposed to take place in 1951. However, in contrast to other state institutions, 

the military stood out as the most organized and disciplined institution perhaps 

because “the proportion of Muslims in the Indian Army was comparatively 

substantial, i.e., 33 percent.”340 Likewise, small community of literates developed a 

class within bureaucracy having greater influence over decision making than political 

elite. It was first witnessed when Ghulam Muhammad (1951-55) being civil 

bureaucrat and governor-general dismissed the National Assembly in 1954 under ‘law 
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of necessity.’341 Subsequently, Iskander Mirza (1956-1958) on the face of turbulent 

situation against the succession declared by Khan of Kalat, dissolved the government, 

banned all political parties by putting off the elections for indefinite period and 

handed over the reigns to General Ayub as Chief Martial Law Administrator 

(CMLA). Gen. Ayub then became the president by removing Iskander Mirza. This 

legacy continued by president Ghulam Ishaq Khan (another civil bureaucrat) who 

dismissed Benazir’s government in August 1990 and of Nawaz Sharif in 1993. His 

successor, Farooq Ahmed Laghari also followed suit in dismissing National 

Assembly and government of Benazir in 1996, which was replaced by Nawaz Sharif.  

“Thus, during 1988-1999, four democratically elected governments 

were replaced on charges of corruption, inefficiency, security risk, etc. 
The civil-military bureaucracy has dominated governance owing to the 

inherent weakness of political parties and their incompetent leadership, 
resulting in the derailment of democracy thrice, in 1958, 1977 and 
1999.”342 

 

Pakistan’s political landscape is distinctive in experiencing frequent military coups. 

Interestingly, Pakistan faced major military crises and wars during the dictatorial 

regimes. The Ayub’s era witnessed 1965 war, whereas, Bhutto and Yahya are equally 

responsible for mishandling the East Pakistan crisis leading to 1971 fall of Dhaka. 

General Zia tried to be very diplomatic in his political posturing and diffused 

Brasstacks with cricket diplomacy. Zia served as the longest army chief in the country 

with weak Prime Minister Muhammad Khan Junejo. Zia’s authoritarian rule had deep 

repercussions on the state policy. Before his demise in an air crash incident in 1988, 

Zia dismissed Junejo’s parliament and was about to set up another civilian 

government.  

 

After Zia, the role of military in politics subdued bringing power in the hands of 

civilian government in 1988. However, in the post-1988 power structure, the role of 

army chief becomes significant in Pakistani politics, holding meetings with prime 

minister and president on security issues, at times by calling Corp Commanders 
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meeting involving top military brass and civilian officers to discuss issues pertaining 

to national interests. This practice continues even today. On October 12, 1999 Prime 

Minister Nawaz Sharif in an attempt to topple Musharraf as army chief and wanted to 

replace him with Khawaja Ziauddin, lost his government to Gen Pervez Musharraf.  

This was the fourth military coup in the country which lasted till 2007.  

 

The unsettled Kashmir dispute is integral to Pakistan's foreign policy and this led 

Pakistani decision makers to have greater reliance over its military capabilities. The 

history of Indo-Pakistan wars then coursed Pakistan’s foreign policy under the 

shadow of security paranoia, persuading every incumbent government to draft 

policies keeping in factor of ‘Indian hegemony.’ This explains Pakistan’s Afghan 

policy after the Soviet withdrawal, strategizing flawed concepts of seeking ‘strategic 

depth’ in Afghanistan with friendly regime in Kabul and by sending ‘jihadists’ to 

Indian Occupied Kashmir (IOK), though it backfired. In this regard, military being in 

power and dealing with key foreign policy issues pertaining to security turned out to 

be the most influential institution. Hence, the civilian regimes succeeding military 

rule faced serious identity crisis. On the one hand, these governments wanted to prove 

their individuality and autonomous traits and not the tutelage of the military while on 

the other hand, they could not afford to alienate or annoy the military leadership, 

whose support was crucial to their survival.343  

 

With frequent shifts of military coming into power enabled it to have assertive 

influence in guiding national security affairs even during the civilian governments. 

Notwithstanding the foreign policy goals, military works in close collaboration with 

other intelligence agencies. This cooperation became more acute during Zia’s era. 

After declaring itself nuclear weapon state, military established an overarching role 

with respect to nuclear policy, decision-making, operational capabilities, and safety 

and security of nuclear assets under its own secret intelligence wing inside Strategic 

Plans Division (SPD). The National Command Authority (NCA) resulted from 
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morphing CD Directorate and ER Cell, thus, from early 1990s till to-date, army holds 

monopoly over information which makes its role in national decision making 

indispensable.  

 

While there is debate among western scholars about the plausibility of war fighting 

role of nuclear weapons if under the military control, Pakistan’s nuclear learning was 

shaped under the military mindset which translated into preemptive defense 

posturing. After bearing the brunt of dismemberment, fighting wars with its eastern 

neighbor, Pakistan feels threatened from India. This threat perception has not 

withered away despite possessing the nuclear weapons. In Pakistan, while the 

military’s involvement derailed democracy yet it facilitated military in quickly 

integrating command and control mechanism. The civil-military clashes in Pakistan’s 

history shaped policies where military’s dominance consistently prevailed and 

outlawed civilian capacity building apart from enjoying visible autonomy in military 

modernization. 

 

6.1.3. Domestic Hurdles in Pakistan (Post 1998) 

The post 1998 strategic environment of South Asia revamped the security landscape 

of the region. The 9/11 terrorists’ attack on the US homeland followed by attack on 

Indian Parliament and militants’ connection with LeT drove international opinion 

against Pakistan. Before that Pakistan could detach its strings with ‘jihadist’ 

organizations and prove its innocence, A.Q. Khan’s proliferation record (2003) 

brought Pakistan’s nuclear program into the limelight of international media. The 

evolutionary stages of Pakistan’s command and control faced immense external 

pressure raising questions about the safety and security of its arsenals. Despite calling 

it ‘Western propaganda’ Pakistan’s strategic culture re-shaped under acute sense of 

insecurity. To overcome the apprehensions regarding the safety and security of its 

nuclear program, Pakistan showed greater transparency to justify its security. Calling 

it a bad era for Pakistan, president Musharraf tried his level best to protect country’s 

image. During this time, the radicalization trends were at its apex giving world 

another concern about political takeover by religious/fundamentalist scholar and 
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insider threat of those working in strategic organizations. Pakistan army co nducted 

military operations at Wana, Swat valley and Lal Masjid to discourage militant 

organizations symbolizing Pakistan military’s abandonment policy with rogue 

elements.  

 

Doing all this was not enough. Pakistan had opened war for itself on multiple fro nts; 

on its western border as Non-NATO ally and on its homeland, in its backyard. 

Western media quoted Pakistan ‘to-do more’ even though Pakistan itself became a 

theatre of war. Despite cooperation (military to military level) between Pakistan and 

the US, Pakistan military is facing acute problems in fighting militants. In 2014, new 

elected government attempted to initiate peace talks with Taliban but failed. 

Resultantly, Operation Zarb-e-Azb was launched in FATA (North Waziristan) 

through air strikes and land operation and targeted TTP headquarter and hideouts at 

Miranshah. The success in on-going operation met with the price of losing the lives of 

its soldiers and civilians.   

 

This provided congenial atmosphere to India and declared longstanding freedom 

movement in Kashmir as proxy war waged by Pakistan. Not only this, India 

persuaded the US administration to call off aid (economic and military assistance to 

fight war on terror) to Pakistan as it would use those assets against India. After a 

decade of struggling to restore its image and reflect itself a responsible nuclear 

weapon state, on May 2, 2011 Osama bin Laden (perpetrator of 9/11 attacks) was 

abducted from Pakistan’s homeland. Facing dilemma of competence vs. 

complacence, Pakistan’s army was not trusted to take into account while the secret 

operation was conducted by the US Navy SEALs.344  
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6.2. The Policy of ‘Jihadism’ and State Learning  

The trend of sub-conventional/asymmetric war tactics are peculiar to subcontinent 

prior to be used as a military strategy by Pakistan Army in Kashmir. It remained a 

characteristic feature at the time the two countries were developing their nuclear 

programs. “India successfully used in East Pakistan and Pakistan failed in 

Kashmir.”345 After the 1974 nuclear explosion by India, the strategic environment of 

South Asia changed. In its own way, the “ethos of Pakistan Army also changed due to 

the following issues; 1) the ideology factor which came into play with Gen. Zia-ul-

Haq coming into power but later got international legitimacy when the US used it 

against the Soviet Union, 2) the time frame of 1979-97 was crucial for Pakistan and 

military as an organization while the development of nuclear program was on-going, 

3) 1998-2001, the learning of past (sub-conventional/asymmetric warfare) combined 

with the thinking of waging limited war under the nuclear umbrella and both 

countries were on the wrong trajectories of escalation ladder, 4) Pakistan is still in a 

state of denial about ‘jihadist’ culture and don’t know how to overcome the 

organizational inertia.”346 

 

During the Musharraf regime, Pakistan banned several ‘jihadist organizations’ and 

conducted military operations in Wana (North Waziristan), Swat Valley and Lal 

Masjid. Musharraf promoted ‘enlightenment and moderation’ in Islamic values but it 

received little credence at home. Brig (R) Feroz H. Khan believes that “Pakistan's 

nuclear learning developed under the shadow of jihadi culture from 1974 till to-

date.”347 From time to time, these jihadi groups were used by Pakistan Army as a 

strategy to seek strategic depth in Afghanistan and as an instrument to tie down 

Indian Forces in Kashmir based on the assumption that these elements would be in 
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control.348 Brig. Feroz believes that Pakistan army used it “as a firewall against 

themselves and took protective shield.” During Musharraf’s era when these groups 

were targeted, the policy backfired on the military itself as these terrorists’ launched 

assault on military personnel, targeted General Headquarter in Rawalpindi and made 

three assassination attempts on Gen. Musharraf’s convoy.349 Michael Krepon termed 

it as ‘plausible deniability.’ According to him, the extremist groups nurtured by 

Pakistani military and intelligence services to help advance presumed regional 

interests have become harder to oversee and control. Some have turned against the 

security apparatus that helped spawn them.”350 Zahid Hussain, one of Pakistani 

journalists wrote; 

“These militant organizations were not clandestine and had not 
sprouted surreptitiously. Their growth, even when not sponsored by 

state functionaries were viewed with favor by them...Their objectives 
were more in line with the regional strategy of the Pakistani military 

establishment: the liberation of Kashmir from India and promoting a 
Pashtun government in Afghanistan.”351 

 

A symbiotic relationship existed between Pakistani military establishment and the 

militants before the 9/11 incident and the subsequent U-turn policy by the US towards 

the ‘jihadists’. While they were serving Pakistan’s interests of asymmetric warfare, 

Pakistan was willing to own them. These groups were sharing the burden of Pakistani 

military in fighting their enemies and now to disown them is not easy for the 

institution. So “they are empathizing with them.”352 This affirms to organizational 

unlearning on the part of Pakistan Army and nuclear unlearning at state level while 

the geo-strategic environment does not allow any irresponsible behavior. The state 

policies of India and Pakistan assert confidence on nuclear deterrence while pace for 

denial narratives lead to confusion and obscurity on deterrent capabilities.  
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6.3. The OBL Episode and Pakistan’s Response: Complacency vs. Incompetence 

Dilemma 

On May 02, 2011 The US President Barack Obama officially declared the death of 

most-wanted Al-Qaeda leader Osama Bin Laden (OBL) in a secret mission conducted 

by the US Navy SEALs in Abbottabad (Pakistan) on his home compound. “A US 

military C-130 transport plane, equipped with hi-tech intelligence gadgets, also flew 

from the same base to support the highly secretive operation. For over two hours the 

helicopters and the C-130 aircraft hovered over the palatial mansion where Bin Laden 

was hiding before launching the assault.” Since 2001, there have been several reports 

about Osama’s presence in different countries including Yemen, Syria, Pakistan, 

Afghanistan and Sudan. Also, there have been several rumors about his demise and 

being alive. Laden, according to the Abbottabad Commission Report353 had been 

there since August 2005. After escaping the operation in Afghanistan at Tora Bora, he 

entered Pakistan in 2002 and stayed on different locations including South 

Waziristan, northern Swat Valley and moved to Haripur before coming to 

Abbottabad.  

 

The Pakistani intelligence establishment was not pursuing extensive search against 

Bin Laden. It shows the collapse of government and civil institutions as incompetent 

to follow-on his hunt. Calling it “Government Implosion Syndrome”, in case of state 

institutions including intelligence agencies, the US secretly launched operation in 

Abbottabad. In the words of the Abbottabad Commission Report it is “culpable 

negligence and incompetence at almost all levels of government, can more or less be 

conclusively established.”354 Pakistan officials denied the awareness about Bin 

Laden’s presence in Pakistan. The ISI Chief, Gen. Zaheer ul Islam presented before 

the parliament to seek pardon of negligence. The “political, military intelligence and 

bureaucratic leadership cannot be absolved of their responsibility for the state o f 

governance; policy planning and policy implementation that eventually rendered this 

national failure almost inevitable.”355 Needless to say, Pakistan’s response to grave 
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negligence depicts incompetence to a level of complacence. Pakistan establishment 

has been so fixated on a certain set of security threats that it has largely ignored, or 

given inadequate attention and resources to a range of problems that have major 

security implications. This includes not trying very hard to find OBL and allowing 

A.Q Khan to develop and expand his proliferation network, allowing extremism to 

take root and spread throughout Pakistan, giving rise to today’s overwhelming 

militant and terrorist threats.356 It exhibits unlearning on part of the state to show 

responsible behavior to address these issues pertaining to national security.  

 

6.4. Regional Level 

All of the neighboring states of Afghanistan have their stakes involved in its stability. 

With India’s increasing presence in the rehabilitation of Afghanistan, Pakistan’s 

security paranoia is getting piled up. Being suspicious of Indian political intentions, 

Pakistan is vary of its cooperation in training Afghan security forces and wants to 

own a good share in Afghanistan’s stability. To Pakistan, the apprehension of Indian 

presence in Afghanistan posing threat to its existence is a reality based on close 

collaboration between the intelligence and security forces of both sides (India and 

Afghanistan).357 However, the new Afghan President Ashraf Ghani visited Pakistan 

(November 15, 2014) and met army chief Gen. Raheel Sharif seeking assistance in 

the training of Afghan soldiers,358 affirming that Afghan soil would not be permitted 

to be used against Pakistan.359  

 

The research confines the regional context to Afghanistan due to its direc t security 

implications on Pakistan. The geopolitical interests of other neighboring states 

including Iran, Russia, and Central Asian Republic States are deliberately kept out, to 

limit the scope of the study. 

 

                                                 
356

 Author’s interview with former US official sharing personal views on condition of anonymity.  
357

 Author’s interview with Pervez Iqbal Cheema on December 20, 2014 at Islamabad. 
358

 Baqir Sajjad Syed, “Focus on Security Cooperation in Talks Ashraf Ghani” Dawn, November 15, 

2014. 
359

 Inter Services Public Relat ions Press Release No PR277/2014-ISPR, December 17, 2014. 

 



160 
 

6.4.1. Post-Withdrawal Afghanistan: A Battlefield of Conflicting Interests 

Afghanistan-India relations date back to pre-partition South Asia when both the states 

were neighboring countries. Even after the partition, both countries continue to 

maintain friendly ties. Given the fact that Afghanistan remained a battlefield for many 

imperial powers, its relations with India followed a smooth pattern. During the Cold 

War era, Afghanistan tried to follow India’s foreign policy of independent/non-

aligned movement, but soon it became hostage to attractive offers provided by one 

super power against the other. Thus, at one point during the Cold War, Afghanistan 

took assistance from both the blocs. On the face of US close ties with Pakistan, 

Afghanistan developed natural inclination towards the Soviet Union in response to 

military and economic assistance; this subsequently led to Soviet Union’s invasion in 

1979. Post Soviet withdrawal Afghanistan after 1989 and then end of Cold War, 

changed regional politics. India’s foreign policy towards Afghanistan faced serious 

challenges during the Taliban rule starting from 1992. 360 Pakistan, Saudi Arabia and 

UAE were the first (and only countries) to accept the Taliban regime; however, Iran, 

India and Russia declined to accept their legitimacy. India’s support to Northern 

Alliance in Afghanistan’s politics contradicted Pakistan’s interest which always 

supported the Pushtun faction in politics due to geographical contiguity with 

Pakistan’s tribal areas.  

 

In the wake of 9/11 terrorist attacks, the US declared war against Al-Qaeda and 

toppled the Taliban regime in Afghanistan after invasion. This U-turn in US foreign 

policy caught Pakistani decision makers with surprise supporting Taliban regime. 

India found an opportunity to restore its ties with Afghanistan with President Hamid 

Karzai. During his tenure, India invested in Afghanistan on multiple fronts including 

economic, military and cultural sectors. “As a rising power, India has also sought to 

make its presence felt by adopting a more pro-active role in its extended 

neighborhood and forging economic, military and institutional linkages.”361 President 

Karzai frequently visited India and inked several bilateral agreements worth $750 
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million financial assistance by India (most of which is unconditional) for construction 

efforts. Furthermore, both states reached at; 

“a Preferential Trade agreement between the two states; memoranda of 

understanding of cooperation in the fields of civil aviation, media and 
information, rural development, standardization, and education; and 
the establishment of a Joint Committee at the level of Commerce 

Ministers to conclude an EXIM Bank Line of Credit to the tune of 
US$50 million to promote business-to-business relations. Afghanistan 

has also sought Indian aid in agri-technology that would halt 
desertification, deforestation, and water wastage in Afghanistan.”362 

 

Despite Pakistan’s concerns of increasing Afghan-India relations, India provided 

defence assistance to Afghanistan including MiG-21 fighter aircraft to Afghan Air 

Force fleet, other equipment of Soviet and Russian origin and providing services to 

train Afghan National Army.363 Increased Indian interest in the rehabilitation of 

Afghanistan is of various dimensions. Attempting to exercise its own political 

influence, both states in the light of their own interests, suggest solution of 

Afghanistan's stability. Thus, conflicting interests of all stakeholders involved within 

Afghanistan and in the region remain responsible for its ‘descend into chaos.’ 

Afghanistan serves India’s interest for varied reasons ; first, to counter Pakistan's 

influence in Afghanistan. Having experienced the Taliban regime, India wants to 

develop cordial ties with Afghan government to minimize Pakistan’s involvement.  

 

On the contrary, “good India–Afghanistan ties are seen by Pakistan as detrimental to 

its national security interests as the two states flank the two sides of Pakistan’s 

borders.”364 This security apprehension explains the idea of strategic depth (to have 

friendly regime in Afghanistan that will not become puppet in the hands of Indian 

decision makers to malign Pakistan). Given the advantage of geographical proximity 

and ethnic cohesion across the border, Pakistan feels privileged to have its interests 

served with every possibility to prevent India gaining its foothold. Being caught in the 
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phenomenon called ‘security dilemma’, both states are using Afghanistan as a scape 

goat to forward their interests against each other.  

 

The lingering security situation in Afghanistan is jeopardizing regional peace and 

stability. Fearing ‘strategic encirclement’ Pakistan until very recent did not forgo the 

option to use ‘jihadist’ under different brand name to target either India or US. 

Nonetheless, Pakistan has been accused by the Afghans and western media for its 

alleged support to Haqqani network. However, with the sudden suspicious murder of 

Nasiruddin Haqqani blames Pakistani establishment for his killing. “The Pakistani 

establishment has made it clear to the Afghan Taliban and the Haqqani Network that 

the time has come for them to choose between the Tehreek-e-Taliban Pakistan and 

the state of Pakistan, if they want to stay friends with Islamabad.”365 On June 15, 

2014 Pakistan army launched military operation codenamed Zarb-e-Azb to evacuate 

the North Waziristan agency in FATA, from the foothold of Tehreek-e-Taliban 

Pakistan (TTP - terrorist organization operating inside Pakistan). The operation was 

launched as last resort option after observing ceasefire violation by the TTP during 

the stalled peace talks.366  

“Until recently, the Islamist militant groups nurtured by Pakistan’s 

military and intelligence apparatus were focused on external conflicts, 
especially the dispute over Indian Kashmir, the Soviet occupation of 
Afghanistan during the 1980s and the presence of US-led forces in 

Afghanistan since the fall of the Taliban in late 2001. In the past few 
years, however, extremist groups along the Afghan border have turned 

inward, spreading violence and religious fanaticism among the ethnic 
Pashtun populace in Pakistan’s northwest.”367 

 

Prime Minister Nawaz Sharif appreciated Pakistan Army’s role in combating 

terrorism through operation Zarb-e-Azb and believes that enemy will not be given 

any chance to survive. In national address to the nation (December 24, 2014) after 

terrorists’ attack on army public school in Peshawar, Nawaz believes that fight will 
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continue till the last terrorist is present on this land. The success in on-going 

operation shows civil-military resolve to uproot this menace once and for all. 368 

 

According to Harsh V. Pant, the second most important reason for India’s 

involvement inside Afghanistan is to overcome the looming threat of extremism and 

radicalization. After 9/11, India successfully played terrorist card to subdue Kashmir 

issue on the international forum. Pakistan is unable to defend its position for its past 

connections with Jaish-e-Muhammad and Lashkar-e-Tayyaba, the terrorist 

organizations responsible for conducting terrorists’ activities in India erupting crises 

in 2001-02 and 2008. 

 

The third significant interest that drives Indian policy makers towards Afghanistan is 

its geo-strategic location. Lying at the crossroads of Central and West Asia, India 

intends to develop close ties with Central Asian states. Energy rich countries of 

Central Asia will not only be promising route for energy security but would also 

facilitate India to have influence in the region like other great powers. Being 

threatened and humiliated from the hijacking incident of Indian Airlines flight flying 

from Kathmandu (1999), persuaded its military planners to set up its military base at 

Farkhor in Tajikistan. Although, the plane was safely released by exchanging 

terrorists held by the Indian government.369 To Pakistan, India is extending its sphere 

of political influence on Pakistan’s western border.  Against such strategic moves 

played by India, Pakistan’s security remains questionable.  

 

The post 2014 withdrawal of foreign troops from Afghanistan does not give 

promising picture of Afghanistan’s stability. Pakistan being the next door neighbor 

sharing porous border with Afghanistan has greater stakes than any other regional 

state. Indian presence across Pakistan’s western border is seen absolutely detrimental 

to Pakistan’s national interests. The security paranoia in Pakistan military cannot be 

negligent about India’s 80% presence across the border involving infrastructure 
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developments in Afghanistan, its level of cooperation with Afghan security forces, 

helping Iran in Chahbahar Port and waging proxy in Baluchistan.370 Afghanistan 

under the new government of Ashraf Ghani, still gives bleak future given the 

domestic situation at hand. The withdrawal of foreign troops with weak central 

government would drift Afghanistan security into civil war situation. Both India and 

Pakistan are adamant to exert influence in Afghanistan, nonetheless both are betting 

on dead horse. Any endeavor by India to threaten Pakistan’s western border would 

invite preemptive response. This is one of the reason Pakistan pursued tactical nuclear 

weapons.371 Fearsome of shifting its forces from western to eastern border may not 

leave Pakistan vulnerable to Indian encirclement. Thus, Pakistani military planners 

reduced the window of conventional/sub-conventional war to obscurity where 

increased chances of preemption would deter Indian aggression. 

 

6.4.2. Pakistan-China Cooperation: Another Determinant of South Asian 

Nuclear Learning Curve 

Pakistan-China bilateral cooperation is based on realpolitik where states interact and 

cooperate due to mutual national interests. The ideological and strategic split between 

China and Soviet Union and Pakistan’s attempt to facilitate China in forging bilateral 

ties with the United States opened venues for China. While at the same time, China 

felt United States military assistance to India as part of its containment strategy.372 

Facing bitter relations with India after the 1962 Sino-India war, China developed 

natural inclination towards Pakistan. The 1971 debacle and creation of Bangladesh, 

China condemned India’s proxy measure against Pakistan and vetoed against 

Bangladesh in the UNSC. To protect its own interests against Soviet expansion 

towards Indian Ocean in 1979, China aligned with the US. During this phase of re-

alignment in the Cold War era, the Soviet Union assisted India in its conventional 

buildup. Consequently, China enhanced its strategic cooperation with Pakistan 
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against India.373 For defensive purposes, Pakistan protected China from the US, 

Soviet and Indian aggression while on economic front, Pakistan provided major 

ingress to the Muslim and third world countries creating opportunities for Chinese 

investment. From time to time, China assisted Pakistan in its weapon program by 

assisting in peaceful uses of nuclear technology under the 1986 bilateral agreement, 

the CHIC-4 weapon design and weapon grade Uranium for nuclear weapons. Pakistan 

was obliged to receive Chinese assistance for its weapon program; nonetheless, the 

device detonated by Pakistan on May 1998 was the result of indigenous production of 

its nuclear program.  

 

The Pakistan-China cooperation has been overestimated by the West and propagated 

by India. India’s security concerns vis-à-vis China have indulged it into security 

dilemma.374 The security dilemma compelled India to think of two-front war 

situation. Extremely difficult to develop operational capabilities, Indian military 

planners chalked out war games to fight war at simultaneously with Pakistan and 

China. The psychological cushion provided by Russia, Israel and the US defense 

procurement, prepares India to develop conventional and strategic posture that cannot 

be undermined by any regional power.   

 

6.5. International Level 

In determining South Asian political trends, it is difficult to clear cut demarcate the 

factors operating at the regional and international level. Owing to geographical 

proximity and strategic interests of great powers (US, China, Russia), India-Pakistan 

bilateral relationship is always under the influence of third player. However, in the 

new decade, the US partnered with India for its vested interests and now India’s 

increasing cooperation with China is the greatest concern to Pakistan. No matter what 

Indian officials claim, its rising status will continue to haunt Pakistan and keep 

shaping its revisionist policies vis-à-vis India. 
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6.5.1. U.S. Sanctions and Pakistan’s Strategic Culture: Learning under Stress 

The geo-strategic location of South Asia at the crossroads of Middle East, Central 

Asia and East Asia, brings it in ambit of external players for their vested interests. 

The US despite being the distant neighbor remained interested in the region and was 

forthcoming to build alliance with Pakistan. The US and Pakistani diplomatic 

relations started soon after the independence of subcontinent from the British empire, 

in October 1947. Since then, the two countries enjoyed engagement and estrangement 

and Pakistan from the ‘most-allied ally’ of the US became the ‘most-sanctioned ally.’ 

Thus, the courtship period observed between the two states during the Cold War era 

was a requisite in power politics where national interests are supreme.  

 

To a greater extent, the US played a stabilizing role in averting and diffusing the 

crisis situations. Nonetheless, the US contradictory foreign policy for South Asia in 

the post 1990 era inculcated inherent competition between India and Pakistan thus, 

indulging the two states into massive arms race. South Asia’s strategic dynamics are 

closely interlinked with Sino-India relations. Subsequently, in the post 2001 era, the 

US-India bilateral relations considerably improved that led to the culmination of 

Indo-US nuclear cooperation. Hence, the changing regional dynamics continuously 

impacted Pakistan’s strategic thinking therefore revamping its evolving strategic 

culture.   

 

Pakistan savored the delight of acquiring military and financial ass istance to develop 

strong defense against its eastern neighbor as it was the need of the hour. On the 

contrary, Pakistan fought to contain communism leading to the disintegration of 

Soviet Union. Pakistan received financial assistance of $1.625 billion and $1.5 billion 

military assistance for six years plan (1982-87).375 It was also exempted from 

Symington and Glenn Amendments. Soon after the end of Cold War, the bilateral 

relations again witnessed diverging pathways in the backdrop of conflicting national 

interests. Despite being aware of Pakistan’s progress on building a bomb, the US 
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assistance remained unconditional until then, Pressler Amendment was levied upon. 

The false revelation of Pakistan’s possession of nuclear device by A.Q. Khan in his 

interview to Indian journalist (January 06, 1987) brought serious repercussions for the 

country’s progress. “Avoiding sanctions under the Pressler Amendment to the Non-

Proliferation Act required the US president to certify to the Congress that Pakistan 

did not have the nuclear device and that its nuclear program was in its control as 

agreed between the two states.”376 The A.Q. Khan’s interview, thus, affirmed the CIA 

intelligence reports on Pakistan’s considerable progress in its weapons program, 

facilitating the imposition of Pressler sanctions. Under the Pressler Amendment, all 

economic and military assistance to Pakistan was ceased, furthermore, the impending 

delivery of F-16 aircraft was also denied.  

 

This was indeed the beginning of testing times when Pakistan’s the then, most 

friendly state left the allied nation-state in the lurch as bilateral cooperation was no 

longer needed to the US. Neither it was the first nor the last time that Pakistan had to 

confront with challenges on its both borders. Earlier Pakistan’s military aid was also 

suspended by the US in both 1965 and 1971 Indo-Pak wars. The decade of 1990s 

brought stumbling blocks one after another. The 1990 Kashmir crisis, Pakistan’s 

journey to nuclear trajectory in the midst of economic plus military sanctions and 

festering civil war in Afghanistan, coupled with more sanctions under Missile 

Technology Control Regime (MTCR) on receiving missile technology from China, 

continuously haunted Pakistan’s national security. Pakistan’s survivability on the face 

of such odds like U-turn in the US policies coupled with threat perception from 

Indian hostility aiming to dismember it shaped Pakistan’s strategic culture. The 

combination of fear and resilience befitted the organizational interests of Pakistan’s 

military whose role swiftly shifted to decision-making since president Zia’s era (since 

1980s).  

 

Throughout the 1990s, Pakistan relied on its indigenous capabilities for pursuing its 

weapon program. Facing democratic transitions at the political end, army 
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considerably developed connections with scientific community and preparing for 

operationalizing its deterrent forces. When the time for the decision of 1998 nuclear 

tests came, Pakistani political leadership despite external pressure showed resolve to 

detonate. All voices coming from three bureaucracies (civil, military and scientific) 

persuaded the then Nawaz Sharif’s government to conduct the tests. Apart from 

deterring India’s hostility, Pakistan’s scientific community, who had long served to 

develop the program, also hinted to response in kind to test its nuclear device, as 

India had provided good excuse. 

 

6.5.2. US-India Strategic Cooperation (2005) 

Another significant driver that impacted Pakistan’s state learning was the ‘strategic 

partnership’ between the US and India. It transformed their strained political relations 

into joint cooperation based on mutual interests. The US economy was constraint due 

to ongoing war in Iraq (2003) and Afghanistan (2001) pushing the Congress to forge 

ties with India offering a lucrative market opportunity for investment. This persuaded 

the US policy makers to shift policies towards India. By 1990, the bilateral 

merchandise trade grew from $6 billion to $33 billion in 2006. This eventually paved 

the way for negotiations on Hyde Act 2006 later crystallized into civil nuclear 

cooperation (123 Agreement).377  

 

While Pakistan under the dictatorial regime was struggling to survive, the 9/11 

incident proved to be blessing in disguise. In order to fight in ‘war on terror’ against 

Taliban/Al-Qaeda network as frontline ally, Pakistan in return was offered 

unconditional economic and military assistance, and lifted the existing sanctions. But 

this time, the US power balancing378 also involved India to develop unprecedented 

strategic partnership, thus, creating a bulwark against China.379 On July 18, 2005, the 
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US administration and India signed a bilateral agreement allowing India to have 

nuclear trade despite being a non signatory of NPT.  

 

The civil nuclear cooperation between India and the US is unparalleled in history as it 

eroded the spirit of nonproliferation treaty (in particular) and regime (in general). The 

US provided exemption waiver under which the NSG can trade the nuclear fuel and 

technology with India. In exchange to this, India placed 18 out of its 22 reactors of 

civilian purposes under the IAEA safeguards. To add further, India will put its fast 

breeder reactors (current and future) under the safeguards. In this regard, “India’s 

remaining eight power reactors, all its research reactors, and the Plutonium-fueled 

fast-breeder reactor program are to be part of the military program.”380 The primary 

concern is the indigenous fuel supply, outside of IAEA safeguards which will enable 

India to develop greater stocks of fissile material. Consequently, India would make 

qualitative and quantitative improvement in its arsenals thus, creating strategic 

imbalance in South Asia.  

 

To Pakistan the deal adversely impacted the strategic calculus, thwarting regional 

stability. The then Pakistani Prime Minister Shaukat Aziz said that “a selective and 

discriminatory approach will have serious implications for the security environment 

in South Asia.”381 In response to this, Pakistan tried to get the similar deal from the 

NSG through China which was turned down. Nevertheless, Pakistan procured civilian 

reactors under the grandfather clause of 1986 bilateral agreement signed between 

Pakistan and China to add two more reactors at CHASMA complex. It is expected 

that in the years to come, CHASMA reactors (all four) would facilitate Pakistan to 

overcome its energy crisis as required from nuclear energy sources. 382 The Indo-US 

deal has set in wrong precedence in damaging the nuclear nonproliferation norms. 

The special waiver granted to non-NPT state (India) raised questions about the 

authenticity of the nonproliferation regime. In this regard, the multilateral cooperation 
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with India has encouraged it to enjoy benefits of dejure status despite being a non-

NPT state.  

 

In both the countries, the nature and role played by civil and military institutions in 

domestic politics have sharply influenced the process of nuclear learning. “Feudalism, 

tribalism, landlords, sardars and family-controlled political parties betray our 

democratic credentials.”383 Nonetheless, Pakistan’s political culture is determined by 

fragile civil institution, representation of group of ruling elite, feudal mindset in civil 

and military bureaucracies hold the responsibility to define the national interests. 

Certainly, these interests were not devoid of their personal political interests. The 

external security threats and domestic compulsions in the early years of independence 

transformed Pakistan into a garrison state in which military coups, authoritarian rule 

for long durations gradually became part of the political process. The role of military 

in all walks of state affairs was equally shared, thus, making it a key institution of the 

country.  

 

Pakistan’s nuclear odyssey from the formative years to the operationalization, its 

strategic forces (Gen. Zia to Gen. Musharraf) witnessed military regimes of long 

durations. Undoubtedly, the military from politics became part of the nuclear 

decision-making elite of Pakistan. General Musharraf laid the foundations of National 

Command Authority (NCA) in which the chain of command involves greater military 

input than civilian. Moreover, President of Pakistan (Gen. Musharraf himself) was 

designated as head of NCA brought Pakistan nuclear weapons under military rule; 

however later Pakistan’s Peoples Party (PPP) government replaced it with the Prime 

Minister. During eight years, Pakistan operationalized its missile program and worked 

on several strategic projects that remained confined to military. During Musharraf’s 

era, Pakistan’s organizational learning overlapped with state learning as civilian 

leadership was outside the loop of strategic decision-making. The culture of 

compartmentalization of information marginalized civilians in understanding several 
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aspects of strategic decision making. Thus, military sponsored think tanks in the 

country provided limited information to the civilian elite in particular and public in 

general.  

 

On the one hand, the Indian military’s non- interference policy into political affairs 

protected India from military coups and strengthened its democratic political process, 

while on the other hand keeping military aloof from the mainstream of strategic 

affairs proved detrimental to national security affairs. It turned out to be the reason 

for organizational unlearning in India and lag in operationalizing its deterrent 

capabilities including doctrines and developing coherence with force postures. 

Nonetheless, confining military’s role for war-fighting purposes shaped Indian 

strategic thinking more war oriented. Thus, even after nuclearization, Indian military 

planners continue to operationalize limited war concept having greater confidence to 

rely on its conventional forces. It is worrisome if India thinks conventionally of its 

strategic weapons, then South Asian stability would perspire under ‘stability-

instability paradox.’ 

 

The post-9/11 era embraced Pakistan with number of challenges. Suffering from 

staggering economy due to the era of sanctions throughout 1990s, political instability, 

coupled with 9/11 terror episode, forced Pakistan to participate in the War on Terror 

and take U-turn in its ‘jihadists’ policy. Declaring militants as enemies of today 

aimed to clamp down the offices and networks of several organizations (later-on 

banned), added stress on Pakistani state learning. Moreover, in 2003, the Khan 

Proliferation episode added pressure on the state to rationalize its policies to clean its 

image and replace existing policies with new ones. The ‘do-more’ policy by the then 

Bush Administration, on the one hand, intensified anti-American sentiments in 

Pakistan at both state and societal level, while on the other hand, heightened 

Pakistan’s insecurity. This led Pakistan to turn towards China again for mutual 

interests. The strategic cooperation between India and the US, favoring India to 

contain China, has brought Pakistan and China in close cooperation with each other. 
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Against changes at systemic level, Pakistan learnt to exploit its utility whenever 

needed by the great powers and seek benefits even if short- lived.  

 

Therefore, based on the past history of crises experiences and resultantly, nuclear 

learning and un- learning in the South Asian security calculations, it is important to 

understand the challenges and prospects of nuclear leaning in the future. This has 

been discusses/analyzed in the next chapter.     
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CHAPTER 7 

NUCLEAR LEARNING IN SOUTH ASIA: PROSPECTS AND CHALLENGES  

The role of the United States in mitigating crises between India and Pakistan is 

commendable. Consequently, the crisis management in South Asia has inadvertent ly 

become dependent on the third party intervention. Interestingly, the US intervention 

to de-escalate India-Pakistan mutual crisis is a destabilizing factor in determining 

South Asian strategic stability landscape. The fear of escalation to nuclear war is 

eminent in proximate neighborhood of arch rivals. Instead of relying on their 

deterrent capabilities, Indian and Pakistani military strategists have conditioned the 

extra-regional players’ involvement in their risk calculation. Believing in the rhetoric 

of deterrence, the quest of technological innovation and military modernization is 

driven by the interests of strategic organizations. Therefore, the bureaucratic 

establishments on both sides have not learnt to honor the spirit of confidence building 

and risk reduction measures. It is believed that both states intend to use military 

posturing as a measure of deterrence while at the same time have not learnt to take 

advantage of their strategic capabilities in normalizing their bilateral relations.  

 

After analyzing the factors of nuclear unlearning at three different levels i.e. 

domestic, regional and international levels in South Asia, this chapter attempts to 

highlight the prospects of nuclear learning in the next decade in South Asia. Given 

the exiting pattern of behavior, the nuclear learning in South Asia is facing multifold 

challenges. The study helps to draw lessons from historical underpinnings of crisis 

behavior, which guide area of common knowledge. In this regard, it is equally 

important to address the negative perceptions developed over the years that continue 

to haunt trust on the face of aggressive force structures. A balanced nuclear policy 

reflecting input from civilian and military leadership is mandatory to maintain peace 

and harmony. The personalized decision-making trends and controlled academic 

debate have constructed images and associated it with biased interpretations resulting 

in false learning on both states. The regional peace and security rests upon the need to 

inculcate mutual understanding on the risk of nuclear dangers both at state and 

societal level. More enlightened public will induce pressure through different stake 
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holders/factions (media/think-tank community and entrepreneurs) in both states from 

crisis prone to risk aversive behavior. Thus, nuclear learning in South Asia can be 

improved by incorporating some of the measures discussed below.  

 

7.1. Nuclear Learning in the Next Decade 

To explore the trends of nuclear learning in the next decade, it is essential to explore 

the areas of common understanding carrying prospects of nuclear learning between 

India and Pakistan. The presence of political rhetoric to support the efficacy for 

resuming dialogue process although there are different conditions attached with the 

scope and priorities of the process. All political parties and civil societies living on 

either side of the border acknowledge the efficacy of the dialogue process. Second 

common understanding came much later but now this realization prevails that 

Kashmir and other disputes cannot be resolved through use of force and only solution 

available is through dialogue. Again there are differences and disagreements on the 

final solution. Third area of mutual concern and agreed upon is the joint agreement to 

prevent nuclear accidents. Fourth, India and Pakistan showed support in concrete 

measures for denouncing the development/possession of chemical and/or biological 

weapons, asserting their nuclear programs are for deterrence and pursuit of chem/bio 

weapons would undermine the essence of their capability.  

 

7.1.1. Role of Track II/Back-Channel Diplomacy  

Despite the history of unsuccessful episodes of peace process and confidence building 

measures (CBMs), the spirit to initiative track II dialogues have not died down. For 

Pakistan, it is its prime interests to keep engaging its principal adversary vying for 

global status and track II gives hope to find ways of common gray areas. From Indian 

political leadership, the lack of interest partly stems from the one sided picture, that 

Pakistan plays a dual game and lends a hand of friendship while keep sponsoring 

terrorists against India. Looking at China, India is seeking to attract other great 

powers of the time.384 Thus, India’s focus has shifted from regional interests to global 

politics. It has not realized that any state in history could not achieve global status 
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without becoming a stable regional power. Without resolving its issues with its 

neighbors, India will continue to face problems in its quest to attain global status. 385 

 

The only way to redress organizational pathologies and bureaucratic inertia 

hampering the progress and sustainability of peace process/CBMs is through 

institutionalization of decision-making process in both countries. It cannot be 

achieved without bringing about institutional reforms followed by political will. 

Sincere efforts on the homework on track II initiatives will help reduce the 

atmosphere of mistrust. One bilateral agreement ensuing resolving any bilateral 

dispute would be a major breakthrough in restoring the trust and cleaning up the 

historical misperceptions. It appears a string of pearls in which important task will be 

achieved by track II dialogue and back channel diplomacy.  

 

The classic example in this regard remains Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) of 

1999 and Strategic Restraint Regime. Although, the fate of these milestone 

agreements met with disappointment; however, most of the CBMs enacted later were 

drafted from the essence of these major agreements. 386 Thus, Track II involves 

practitioners from academia, diplomats and army officers to exchange views that 

would have been otherwise difficult to be discussed at the official level. Such an 

informal arrangement provides avenue and facilitate the conveners to find grey areas 

on issues of mutual concern. Keeping in mind the sensitivities concerning both 

countries, ideas are composed to become acceptable at Track I level.  

 

Even today, the intellectual capacity on either side is not running short of brain 

waves, yet the political will to drag the process has bogged down. In this regard, the 

job of Track II efforts becomes more tedious. Given the history of unsuccessful 

CBMs, to address the political deadlock over major issues it is important to begin 

with small items. Some of the Track II initiatives have received major headway 

towards Track-I level in both countries and are under consideration in their respective 
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decision making circles. One activity is ‘Dismantlement of retired/obsolete short 

range ballistic missiles’ started its brain storming at Colombo in 2010 involving 

experts from academia, forces and civil bureaucracy. The idea is to inculcate 

confidence between India and Pakistan and to make them learn verification 

mechanism to dismantle their aging/retired/obsolete short range ballistic missiles.387 

If approved, this Track II activity will add credibility to their inventory of missiles 

possessed by both states and minimize the risk of nuclear accident. An aging missile 

mated with nuclear warhead can blow up in the air soon after its boosting phase 

causing nuclear fallout on the host country.   

 

The spirit of CBMs lies in maintaining transparency and removes the atmosphere of 

suspicions even if it entails military agreements. The level of transparency vis-à-vis 

verification will not jeopardize national security and give certain degree of 

confidence to both states to move forward with new perceptions. This cannot be 

achieved unless the two states are fully aware of the concept and consequences about 

putting certain CBMs in practice. This will facilitate in d rafting a comprehensive 

agreement signed by both the states under which verification tools will be defined. 

The CBMs cannot ensure sustainability and can only thrive under smooth relations. 

Once the CBMs are reverted, it erodes trust and confidence of the conflicting parties 

thereby adversely affecting the bilateral relations. Track II is not the substitution to 

formal arrangement yet once the two governments want to resolve the issues that 

cannot be formally addressed Track II provides a forum to amicably discuss/convey 

the ideas to the other side. This purpose is well served by Track II in case of India and 

Pakistan.388 

 

7.1.2. Overcoming Risk-Aversive Civil and Military Establishments 

It is important to explore who misread the good initiatives and peace proposals that 

were turned down despite offering win-win situation of deterrence stability in the 

region. The answer is interesting as many of such proposals were p roposed by 
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Pakistan and were shot down by India. It includes the idea of strategic restraint 

regime getting victim to the Indian bureaucracy. The security paranoia prevailing in 

the civil and military establishments of respective countries, discourage the 

governments from making bold decisions and policies. As stated earlier, the SRR 

aimed to balance conventional and strategic stability in the region, which was not 

acceptable to Indian establishment. This clearly, doubts Indian claims to procure new 

weapons systems against China as Pakistan faces 80% deployment of Indian forces 

on its eastern border. The refusal of such initiatives reinforced Pakistan’s military 

assertion to doubt Indian hidden motives.  

 

As mentioned in chapter two, the initiatives taken up by President Musharraf to seek 

resolution on Kashmir with India one after another reached failure. In Agra, a historic 

summit (July 14-16 2001) held where the two heads of states, India and Pakistan met 

with great optimism to discuss issues by burying the past; the mutual issues including 

Kashmir, cross-border terrorism, NRRMs, prisoner of war and commercial/trade ties. 

However, the talks ended without concluding any bilateral agreement. The major 

sticky point remained Kashmir issue where both sides could not show much 

flexibility even after hours of discussion. Thus, Musharraf regime did not gave up and 

after the failure of Agra Summit 2001, he came up with other formulas to resolve the 

Kashmir dispute. The Agra summit was unique attempt that explained the reason for 

high hopes of success from either side. “It could be because it felt that going direct 

into the top level meeting offered a better chance of success, for Indo-Pakistan 

bureaucratic procedures have an uninspiring record and lead rapidly to deadlock. ”  

There are several reasons that explain the failure of the summit including the heavy 

loaded agenda involving Kashmir and cross border terrorism expected to reach 

settlement soon after Kargil. From Indian perspective it is difficult to trust the words 

and efforts of Gen. Musharraf in resuming bilateral ties.  

 

Despite weak civil institutions in Pakistan, with its military fighting ferociously for 

state sovereignty, Pakistan’s establishment voice is military dominated. The reason is 

the confidence of state and nation that gives popular support to the decisions taken by 
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military establishment. Apart from nuclear decision making, in foreign policy 

decisions vis-à-vis India, military enjoys moral authority to be taken on board by any 

civil government in power. Having said that, it is usual to expect that Pakistan’s 

military shows suspicious on CBMs and track II initiatives with Indian counterparts.  

  

Some academicians believe that South Asian decision makers are staunch believers of 

nuclear deterrence that flows out from their evolving deterrent postures. This very 

logic and optimism convinces them to underestimate the strength of inking any 

nuclear CBMs.389 According to Suba Chandran, “the official faith, especially amongst 

the civilian and military bureaucracies on deterrence makes them believe that nuclear 

CBMs are not a priority. Both countries believe nuclear deterrence exists and view 

Kargil conflict and the 2002 border confrontation as a proof of this.”390 Such claims 

do reflect confidence of the two countries on nuclear deterrence, but at the same time,  

it loses credence in CBMs. The assumption of having achieved strategic stability 

without creating grounds for attaining stability at the tactical level, abets crisis 

instability in the region. Toby Dalton urges the need for incremental approach of 

CBMs in South Asia. According to him, the CBMs in military domain are clearly 

drafted and easily monitored, and make them easy to be implemented. The greater the 

success stories of having such CBMs intact, the stability in long term can be 

expected. However, Toby continues in arguing “for a variety of reasons - bureaucratic 

inertia, military stonewalling, aversion to risk, and lack of political will - India and 

Pakistan seem unable to break out of the constraints of existing frameworks despite 

no shortage of good and workable proposals.”391 This explains the back and forth 

movement on composite dialogue and other bilateral negotiations leading to no 

forward progress.  
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In order to overcome bureaucratic hurdles on both sides, it is important to develop 

mutual understanding on defining ‘security’. Playing in each other’s backyard has 

eroded trust and enhanced security dilemma. It has to be ensured from either side that 

nuclear weapon states cannot indulge in foul games. The modes of sub-conventional 

warfare can be redressed by intelligence sharing and gaining trust in military domain. 

Once both states abide by the policy of non- interference in absolute terms, the battle 

of counter-terrorism would be easy to win. The security assurances can be reinforced 

by signing formal agreement and devising a mechanism to monitor force deployments 

on either side of the international border and LoC, so as to prevent misperceptions. 

This will hamper the blame game at political level at the onset of any attack/crisis and 

would facilitate both states to gear muscles in arms race. Security assurance is the 

only key to solve security dilemma between the two enduring rivals. With this 

mindset, the military advancement and force modernization will add to credible 

deterrent thus, bringing stability at the tactical level. With written agreements and 

verification procedures effectively monitored, each party to the treaty will have no 

excuse to allow any hindrance offered by the civil/military bureaucracies.  

 

7.1.3. The Need for Institutional Reforms  

India and Pakistan’s nuclear learning is deficient in overcoming the gap between state 

and the societies. After the withdrawal of British Empire from subcontinent, Indian 

and Pakistani ruling elite struggled to develop a strong and viable ‘state’ thinking to 

augment its capacity to progress. In doing so, people on both sides of the border could 

not keep pace to incorporate their thinking process with the growing demands of the 

time. Resultantly, over the years, a visible disconnect between states and societies 

emerged that continues to widened. Therefore, societies undergoing transformation 

with progression on (tangible) elements of national power require coherence to 

concentrate on the capacity building and strategic thinking of their masses. “The 

military alone does not have exclusive intellectual control over strategic and security 

issues, others should also be involved. The role of independent think tanks is crucial 
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to nuclear learning, debates over nuclear issues, and building awareness on these 

issues.”392 

 

The problem with new nuclear weapon states remain the adjustment of the thinking 

process by the responsible institutions and individuals. The armies and decision 

makers take time to learn about the safety, security and utility of non-use of nuclear 

weapons. In case of India and Pakistan, societies have not matured even after two 

decades to develop understanding on the issues pertaining to strategic weapons. This 

obstacle is another major impediment to explain the lag in South Asian nuclear 

learning. The political haste of leadership, yearning of the young scientists to practice 

the technical knowledge and climate of secrecy confined the learning process to few 

individuals in both states. Thus, key institutions and organizations that later became 

involved in the decision making process were left out of loop to learn from the 

learning of others. Unfortunately, the political atmosphere of South Asia after 1998 

nuclear tests proved detrimental to the learning curve of such institutions. The most 

important among these institutions is the role of military on either side, which 

continues to view strategic weapons for war-fighting purposes. Consequently, the 

recurrence of crises and brinkmanship repeatedly has transformed their attitudes 

creating greater chances for false learning.  

 

Apart from military, the civil bureaucracy and ruling elite is aloof from the 

operational details of these weapon systems even though the final authority to push 

the button is with them. Similarly, at societal level, the masses on both sides of the 

border feel pride in possessing such weapons, taking them as symbol of nationalism 

while at the same time totally unaware of the element of responsibility attached to this 

national asset. This false interpretation has incurred ‘nuclear nationalism’ among the 

people of South Asia.  

“The first kind of nuclear debate involves politicians, retired generals 

and some scientists, is usually one-sided, and involves public 
audiences and propaganda gimmicks. It is meant for domestic political 
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consumption....The second kind of nuclear debate has been 
monopolized solely by General Head Quarters (GHQ), the Foreign 

Office, and a few scientists eager to advertise themselves as the 
creators of deterrence in South Asia. Their debate too is one sided. 

Rather than shout at the public they whisper to each other, and create a 
conspiracy of silence. They fear that an open public debate can bring 
out some unpalatable truths, expose many a white-washed hero, and 

raise pertinent questions about national security. Their irresponsibility 
is in overlooking the fact that truth and wisdom are neither the 

monopoly of GHQ or the Foreign Office. Truth and wisdom emerge 
only as a result of discussion among a large number of people, in 
which each lays claim to a bit of reality.”393 

 
This calls for institutional reforms among state institutions by capacity building of the 

civilian to make them learn basic knowledge about weapons’ use and the magnitude 

of destruction caused by such weapons. The South Asian political culture is different 

from other states where most of the politic ians represent middle class with varying 

levels of literacy. Hence, such leaders when come into power take pride in raising 

slogans often miscalculated by adversaries. Moreover, it augments the dependency of 

political leadership over military establishment issuing hawkish statements as part of 

signaling leading crises to its peak.  

 

7.1.5 Delinking South Asian Nuclear Dimension from the Regional Politics  

South Asian regional politics are in flux since the Cold War. It is marked with 

troubled relations between India and Pakistan and long standing instability in 

Afghanistan. To stabilize the region, Pakistan vis-à-vis India continued to adopt 

policies and postures to avoid direct military confrontation yet developed alliances 

and supported unconventional/revolutionary warfare tactics operating below the 

nuclear threshold. On the other hand, unstable Afghanistan haunted Pakistan’s 

security from its western border. Later, in 1990s, the spillover effect of Talibanization 

in Pakistan created perpetual unrest and weakened the writ of the government in 

Federally Administered Tribal Areas (FATA). In this regard, the region witnessed 

growing trends of extremism and radicalization, political and diplomatic tensions in 

bilateral relations, military crises and violent conflicts. “Nuclear tests did not bring an 
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era of genuine stability between India and Pakistan, though military crises in the 

region did not escalate into full- fledged wars, underscoring the need of greater 

imagination to reign in the risks due to the fragility of relations between two nuclear 

neighbors in an increasingly complex set of circumstances.”394  

 

The government of Pakistan (2008-2013) was found mired in domestic challenges of 

high inflation rate, restoration of judiciary, energy crisis and terrorism. The fragile 

coalition government remained unable to cater the looming threat of terrorists’ attacks 

by Talibans/Al-Qaeda throughout the country.395 During the Musharraf regime, 

military operations were conducted in several terrorists ’ safe havens but the major 

pocket, Waziristan, was the only simmering wound. Over the years, the 

amalgamation of Taliban-Al-Qaeda nexus complicated the conflict conundrum with 

issues to address post-withdrawal Afghanistan stability. All of its neighboring states 

have different stakes in post-conflict Afghanistan thus mounting tensions and added 

mistrust between Pakistan and India. Both Indian and Pakistani intelligence agencies 

are suspicious of each others’ presence in Afghanistan. Nonetheless, Pakistan feels 

threatened from India-Afghanistan nexus carrying security implications for Pakistan 

particularly after the Cold Start strategy of India. Under the perceived threat 

perceptions, Pakistan’s counter measures in keeping support with some Taliban 

factions to serve its national interests is adding confusion to the big picture. Under 

this fluid situation, any terrorist activity by Talibans/Al-Qaeda indulges South Asian 

nuclear rivals into blame game, further worsening their bilateral relations.  

 

With tacit arrangement of Nuclear Risk Reduction Measures (NRRMs) intact, it is 

fortunately assumed that nuclear war is not/was never an option, but given the 

regional dynamics and mistrustful environment, both India and Pakistan can escalate 

the conventional war to nuclear level. In this regard, the element of miscalculation 

and inadvertent use of nuclear arsenals cannot be a remote possibility. Thus, both 
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unilateral and bilateral measures to reduce the risk of war are encouraged given the 

nuclear environment of the region. The progress on unilateral measures is 

considerably less against the domestic politics within each state, as any government 

would go extra-mile to normalize bilateral relations with each other. Unless 

transparency on strategic issues and sustainable dialogue process is encouraged  at the 

state- level, it is implausible for any political regime to draft policy. In case of India, 

the Congress party was reluctant to take measures to revive talks after Mumbai 

attacks. At Sharm-al-Sheikh, the two prime ministers agreed that resumption of talks 

at foreign secretary’s level which will later lead to exchange of talks between foreign 

ministers on the sidelines of annual UN General Assembly session. 396 However, the 

moment Indian PM Manmohan landed home-ground he backed off from such 

progress stating that the then political atmosphere was not conducive to resume the 

talks “at any level.”397 

 

It is evident that PM Manmohan Singh faced criticism at home for showing courage 

to begin dialogue process. The current elections in India led to the decisive victory of 

Bharatya Janata Party (BJP) electing Narendra Modi as India’s new prime minister. 

Modi’s election campaign primarily focused on reviving country’s economy; 

however, broadly it involves 5Ts i.e. trade, talent, tradition, tourism and 

technology.398 Nonetheless, Modi’s past remained questionable about its perceptions 

against Hindu-Muslim riots held in Gujrat when he was Chief Minister (2002), rigid 

stance of BJP’s Kashmir policy and special emphasis on expanding India’s nuclear 

program on civil and military fronts. PM Modi cancelled the foreign secretaries level 

talks between India and Pakistan scheduled to be held on August 25, 2014, in 

resentment to the meeting of Pakistani Ambassador to India with Kashmiri leaders.399 

Since Narendra Modi has taken the office of prime minister, several incidents of 
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crossfire are observed across the Line of Control (LoC) supplemented by stringent 

comments from Modi’s side stating that Pakistan “has lost the strength to fight a 

conventional war but continues to engage in the proxy war of terrorism.”400  

 

At present, the domestic voices on both sides are not conducive to support bilateral 

talks. In comparison to PM Nawaz Sharif, Narendra Modi is in strong position at 

home who has won the elections with great majority. On the o ther hand, Sharif’s 

government is facing political unrest. It would be difficult for PM Nawaz to take bold 

measures in forging ties with India in the backdrop of current political situation. 

Some political factions inside the country also raised concerns about PM Sharif’s visit 

to India.401 Pakistani Prime Minister’s visit was to take leap forward in forging 

friendly ties between the two countries, anticipating good gesture from his Indian 

counterpart. Attending the oath taking ceremony was symbolism showing that 

Pakistan is taking initiative to lend a hand of friendship aiming to normalize bilateral 

relations. However, Indian leadership demands Pakistani army to forgo its 

alleged/covert support to the militants.402 It is likely to experience deadlock over 

resuming the dialogue process getting hostage to blame game over terrorist acts.  

 

7.2. Challenges to Nuclear Learning in South Asia  

Given the current policy trend continues in both the countries, it is assumed that in the 

years to come, nuclear learning in South Asia is grappled with two major challenges. 

The changing regional alliances with the extra-regional players are directly impacting 

India/Pakistan’s security perceptions. The regional strategic environment with 

massive arms race offer great possibilities to conceptualize worst case scenarios. 

Instead of forging new grounds to open communication links, the technological pull 

factor facilitates in bringing about technological advancement thus enhancing security 

dilemma in the region.  
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7.2.1. Geo-Politics and Alliances: Role of Perceptions in State Learning  

In the post-Cold War era, many changes have buffeted in the world order directly 

affecting the international relations. The significant threat turned out to be the 

emergence of non-state actors in the region. This eventually started affecting the 

bilateral relations of India and Pakistan. After the Afghan war (1979-89), Pakistan has 

nothing much to offer to the US yet during the era of economic sanctions, it 

developed close ties with its principal friend China. China and Pakistan friendship 

was broad spectrum ranging from cultural ties to strategic cooperation. In the wake of 

9/11 attacks, the US-led war on terror in Afghanistan again brought the US and 

Pakistan into alliance relationship. Nonetheless, Pakistan-China bilateral ties 

remained supreme national interest to Pakistan’s foreign policy. While the new 

millennium witnessed new alliances all over the world, for South Asia, the most 

significant was US-India strategic partnership. Although, this cooperation is the 

reflection of realpolitik where both states are mutually benefiting from each others’ 

economic and democratic institutions, it also carries deeper connotations for the 

regional security. 

 

The increasing US-India bilateral ties are viewed with skepticism not only by 

Pakistan but also by China. Similarly, Pakistan-China cooperation on strategic front, 

economic and developmental projects has added suspicions in the minds of Indian 

decision makers. Interestingly, these political arrangements have far reaching cuts on 

South Asian strategic stability calculus. This makes India-Pakistan conflict dyad more 

complex with hyper tunes of external powers’ vested interests in the region. From 

non-proliferationist lobbies in the US, the Indo-US civil nuclear deal signed in the 

backdrop of Indo-US strategic partnership is a big blow to the regime but at the same 

time the deal offers political interest to create bulwark in the region against China. It 

was a unique distinction that only India could have provided to the US due to intense 

rivalry between the two countries after the 1962 Sino-India war. Therefore, in South 

Asia, the security perceptions of India and Pakistan are interwoven with the political 

interests of great powers. India-Pakistan rivalry after overt nuclearization and 

experiencing a limited war at Kargil has made the region more volatile. The nuclear 
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South Asia was never acceptable to the US and P-4 countries, however, the mutual 

rivalry were always a concern for the international peace and security.  Despite the 

two countries acquired nuclear weapons, their war-mongering postures have not 

altered much. This focused the attention of the international community to develop 

mechanisms to minimize the chances of the onset of military crisis in a nuclear 

environment. Attractive restraint proposals, confidence building and risk reduction 

mechanisms were chalked out but all went down the drain on the face of political 

mistrust.  

 

In the atmosphere of mistrust between India and Pakistan, the bilateral relations of 

India and Pakistan with the Western world was viewed as policy of ‘de-hyphenation.’ 

Pakistan considered Washington-Delhi ties as security concern impinging on its 

national sovereignty likewise, Pakistan-China bilateralism was viewed as bandwagon 

by the US and India. Recently, Afghanistan has become a battleground for all stake 

holders (distant or nearer) to exercise their vested interests conflicting with each 

other. This has complicated the opportunities for United States to devise a regional 

mechanism to place each of the actors in nonpartisan relationship. The situation at 

present leaves India and the US in a better balancing arrangement than Pakistan 

which is confronted with multiple internal and external challenges. The domestic 

instability including political and economic issues, the on-going military operation 

(Zarb-e-Azb) in Waziristan against terrorists and the expected backlash from 

Afghanistan once the complete withdrawal of foreign troops occur. Furthermore, the 

increasing Indian involvement in developing Afghanistan’s security apparatus 

exacerbates Pakistan’s concerns from its western border. The loose security situation 

in Afghanistan carries potential for another crisis between India and Pakistan.  

 

Against all odds, Pakistan feels blessed to rely on its time tested friend China. 

According to the latest estimates, Chinese investment in Pakistan’s energy sector as 

per FY 2014 is $32 billion.403 This remains outside the other developmental projects 
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already in progress including the construction work at Gwadar Port. China is offering 

economic corridor ‘Silk Route’ to Pakistan which will augur for potential trade from 

China via Pakistan to Central Asian Republics (CARs). On the other hand, US-

Pakistan relations are touching the lower ebb during PM Nawaz’s government, 

although, Pakistan is being facilitated in reviving its economy through foreign debts.  

 

The US and Soviet leadership developed a cooperative arrangement consisting of 

self-binding rules to guide their adversarial relationship. It includes maintaining 

territorial status quo, no attempt to cross the nuclear threshold, avoid military crises, 

inculcate trust with the contending partner, ensuring trust through verification 

mechanisms, effective and credible channels of communication operative during the 

tense situations and stringent measures to develop robust command and control 

systems. These key areas proved significant in creating congenial atmosphere for 

nuclear deterrence. Unfortunately, in the case of South Asia, many of the aforesaid 

indicators are absent. The territorial claims on disputed conflicts by either side or 

history of wars do not ensure that territorial status quo will be maintained. Moreover, 

the introduction of battlefield nuclear weapons and planning of limited war doctrines 

offer little opportunity to keep nuclear threshold high.  

 

With evolving command and control structures in both the countries, the pursuit of 

BMD systems would undermine strategic stability in South Asia. 404 The obscurity due 

to dearth of public information on Indian command and control system, there is 

opacity about its arrangement. According to Vipin Narag, India can put its strategic 

forces on readiness for quick retaliatory strikes in event of surprise attack. 405 The 

development of Ballistic Missile Defenses indicates that Indian early warning sensors 

are now or will be sufficiently developed to provide Indian decision-makers with 

substantial visibility on potential missile threats in real time.”406 
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The introduction of tactical/battlefield missile (Hatf-IX) is likely to rest upon the 

judgment of decision makers. “With stability at strategic nuclear level, Indian 

decision makers would be tempted to test Pakistani resolve on lower order nuclear 

use options and authorize conventional operations that risk crossing these lower order 

thresholds. And the Pakistan Army may be tempted to employ limited nuclear use 

options in the vent of a conventional breakdown, knowing the strategic nuclear 

deterrent ought to inhibit full scale Indian nuclear retaliation.” 407 The nuclear 

submarines and TNWs have serious challenges regarding deployment pattern for 

integration into existing C4I2SR frameworks.  

 

7.2.2. Technological Determinism and Policy Implications: A Gap in State 

Learning 

Technological determinism is a key driver of nuclear proliferation.408 It is an 

important feature from the perspective of nuclear unlearning in South Asia. The 

strategic organizations in both countries are responsible in driving the state learning 

in offensive force posturing. The bomb lobbyists and relevant organizations have 

vested interests in improving weapon systems or at times launching new weapon 

system irrespective of strategic requirements or the threat perceptions. In case of 

India’s DRDO the recent introduction of two short range ballistic missile systems, the 

Prahaar and the Pragati and claims of having developed Ballistic Missile Defense 

shield, are examples where the military industrial complex succeeded in getting its 

new weapon system into Indian existing or future arsenal when the demand for these 

systems may not actually be present on-ground.409 There has been debate inside India 

questioning the efficacy of inducting such a costly weapon system which is more 

offensive than defensive in nature.  
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Similarly, there appears to be doctrinal opacity and lack of clarity with regard to the 

development and introduction of ballistic missile system NASR which was developed 

by NESCOM in Pakistan.410 Apparently claimed to close the window of opportunity 

provided by proactive military operations (PMO) by India, NASR aims to plug the 

gap between the conventional and strategic level. When asked about the deployment 

pattern, it is stated to be under the centralized control. In reality, it seems unable to 

deploy a weapons system with 60km range in the battlefield to remain under the 

control of Strategic Force Command. This sense would make the weapon vulnerable 

to enemy attack thinking of lame duck sitting close to the border. At the same  time, it 

increases the chances of being used in preemption instead of getting attacked (use 

it/loose it dilemma). Thus, the obscurity of the deployment pattern of NASR makes it 

clear that it was a technological spin-off driven by NESCOM. Thinking of its utility 

against the IBGs of Cold Start, NASR with expected yield of (0.5-5kt) would be 

insufficient to target one IBG (of approximately 4 div+1 brigade size). This affirms 

the fact that strategic organizations are persuaded by the technological determinism 

developing new weapons systems that serve little purpose in reality. Thus, 

organizational interests over powers policy making debate and directly impinge state 

behavior. The introduction of NASR has shaken the debate on deterrence stability in 

the region instead of enhancing security.  
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CONCLUSION 

The crisis instability in South Asia is corollary to inadequate complex learning at   

either all or one of these different tiers i.e. individual, organizational, domestic/state 

and international levels. The key determinants of nuclear learning are therefore, 

assessed against these different levels of analysis. These drivers include; nuclear 

decision-making processes, the evolution, development and operationalization of 

command and control systems both in peacetime and crises situations; the domestic 

politics with civil-military relations; arms race and pursuit of assured second strike 

capabilities; technological advancement and military modernization on the face of 

evolving security doctrines; and confidence building measures between the two 

countries. Since the debate on the concept of nuclear learning is in its formative 

stages, therefore, to contribute in the existing knowledge, South Asia’s crisis behavior 

is explored through the conceptual framework of nuclear learning with the help of 

cognitive dissonance and constructivism. It facilitated this study to explain the causal 

factors impeding complex learning and traced the connections between the unlearning 

trends and strategic culture.  

  

Recapitulating nuclear learning as a norm, automatically inducing restraint and 

responsibility to reshape inter-state rivalry, South Asia’s tardy growth has been 

assessed in comparison to the Cold War era. After the Cuban Missile Crisis (1962), 

the Able Archer (NATO military exercise in 1983) has been analyzed by many 

historians as an artifact of unlearning on the part of leaders of two super powers. The 

situation during the Cold War is asymmetrical to South Asia in many respects where 

political and strategic interests of two blocs (US vs Soviet Union) were interlocked at 

several theaters (Korean peninsula, Europe, Africa and Middle East) and proxies were 

fought from time to time. A triggering event in any one theatre had direct 

ramifications on the balance of power equation at the systemic level. However, the 

two super powers had stringent control in maintaining peace despite possessing large 

strategic forces and observed escalation control from the Korean (1950-53) to the 

Afghan War (1979-89). This aspect of Cold War history asserts that beyond a certain 

level of armed maneuver, each super power understood the limits of force 
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demonstration and encouraged transparency, out of compulsion per se, to pitch 

grounds for dialogue. Hence, the limits of deterrence were asserted, thus paving the 

ways for arms limitation and reduction treaties (INF treaty, SALT and START series) 

by both sides. In this regard, the Cold War rivals managed to gear the trends of 

‘complex learning’ from falling into the abyss of miscalculation.  

 

On the contrary, South Asia’s recurrence in crisis behavior is the result of selectivity 

in learning lessons from history. Following this trend of technological advancement, 

the pursuit of assured second strike capabilities consolidated the deterrent postures of 

both countries, provided the force modernization trends couple with mature decision 

making to avoid any outbreak of armed conflict. The maintenance of strategic forces 

by the nuclear powers needed no manifestation of deterrent capabilities. Rather the 

overplay of capabilities generated misperceptions and underestimation of dangers 

associated with escalation proved detrimental. The inadvertent miscalculation of risk 

calculus by either state in South Asia with the introduction of war-promoting 

doctrines (limited war/proactive operations) in the environment of lower nuclear 

threshold may provoke unintended response. The perilous crisis history of South Asia 

affirms both states underscored different lessons from the Cold War history and 

assume stability to prevail as a condition sufficed with nuclear weapons.  

 

Nuclear Learning requires transformation in the state behavior from their existing 

doctrines, force postures to re-defining the nature of animosity vis-à-vis its adversary. 

Both the US and Soviet Union initially took time to understand the complexities of 

managing the nuclear weapons. This learning then, overlapped with the ability of 

decision makers to act with restraint, thus strengthening the locus of stable nuclear 

deterrence. Later, state learning became part of mutual learning of both states because 

the efficacy to restraint was in the mutual benefit of both superpowers. Consequently, 

‘simple learning’ gradually transformed into ‘complex learning’ between the Cold 

War rivals thus completing the learning continuum. The manifestation of ‘complex 

learning’ in the case of US-Soviet Union dyad (Soviet Union and not Russia) is 

substantiated with the acceptance to respect the territorial status quo, devise a risk-



192 
 

aversive approach by avoiding military exercises and maneuvers, making use of 

effective channels of communication, enhancing verification mechanisms, entering 

into bilateral agreements and reliance on the development of robust command and 

control systems.  

 

On the contrary, the ‘complex learning’ failed to occur in South Asia. The political 

goals pursued by India and Pakistan, before and after the overt nuclearization (1998), 

have not changed. Over the years, the political leadership and civil/military 

establishment on both sides possess inhibition to take bold initiatives towards 

bringing normalcy in bilateral relations. Despite considerable proposals, the efforts to 

resume the peace process and/or implement confidence building measures remain 

futile. Moreover, in the midst of mistrust, the channels of communication to avert the 

onset of crisis seem a far cry. The existence of contentious disputes between the two 

countries did not rule out the option to change the territorial borders. In this regard, 

war as an option exists in the minds of military establishment on both sides (on the 

Kashmir dispute), if need arises. Thus, the long term political/strategic objectives of 

each state believes in maintaining sovereignty and territorial integrity while at the 

same time claim its right on Kashmir, Siachen and Sir Creek.  

 

There are critical overlapping of three levels of analysis of nuclear learning i.e. state, 

organizational and individual, in the case of both Pakistan and India’s nuclear 

decision making trends. The reason for this close knit is enshrined in ‘culture of 

secrecy.’ A group of like-minded individuals dominated the strategic decision 

making. This trend continued throughout the development of nuclear program, the 

doctrinal evolution and devising command and control systems. Subsequently, the 

nuclear decision making remains confine in the hands of few key individuals on both 

sides.  

 

The pugnacious traits of army chiefs in military on both sides were largely 

responsible for the onset of unscrupulous circumstances (like conducting large scale 

military exercises close to international border/LoC, 1965 war, Kargil) leading to 
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crisis/near-war situations. Constructivism explained the idiosyncratic factor where 

historical perceptions deeply guided the strategic culture of both countries during the 

critical times. Nevertheless, the onset of military crises between India and Pakistan 

both, in the pre and post 1998, nuclear environment also carry personality factor. The 

individuals in military brass perceived the security threat and responded to the best of 

its subjective judgments; each time in an effort to offset the adversary’s strategic 

advantage by adventuring another maneuver. Thus, each crisis from its beginning and 

to the onset of succeeding crisis was a subjective interpretation of military brass.  

 

At the individual level, the military top brass in both countries were deprived to 

undergo ‘complex learning.’ From time to time, hawkish military generals set forth 

dynamic but ludicrous operational strategies that soon were detested and met sheer 

criticism. The culmination of Siachen occupation 1984 (operation maghdoot of Lt. 

Gen. M.L. Chibber), Brasstacks (Sunderji Doctrine), 1990 Kashmir uprising (Gen. 

Aslam Beg), Kargil 1999 (Gen. Musharraf), 2001-02 (Operation Parakaram by Gen. 

Sundarajan Padmanabhan) proved the individual unlearning that trickled down to the 

organizational culture. The military establishments on both sides believe that use of 

force is the necessary condition to ensure deterrence. This assertion contradicts the 

very notion of nuclear revolution and impedes the learning curve from simple to 

complex. The mere possession of nuclear weapons demand state behavior to 

transform strategic thinking in favor of war-aversive rather war mongering attitude. 

The frequency of crisis behavior reiterates that technological quest, organization 

cultures and personality factor predominate state learning, and failed to alter India-

Pakistan’s existing practices after acquiring nuclear weapons.  

 

Many historians believe the latent nuclear capability possessed by both India and 

Pakistan at the time of Brasstacks (1986-87) and Kashmir Uprising (1990 crisis) was 

instrumental in averting the outbreak of an armed conflict. This study reveals that 

despite latent capacity both sides were well aware of the absence of operational 

capabilities, therefore, nuclear deterrence was not functional in South Asia and hence 

cannot be regarded as an instrument to mitigate these crises. Kargil was chalked out 
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in early 1990s when General Musharraf was serving as Director General Military 

Operations but this option was turned down by the military high command. Thus, in 

1999 as Chief of Army Staff, Kargil infiltration was launched to avenge Siachen 

occupation. In 2001-02 Indian military planned to outmaneuver Pakistan’s jihadist 

trends in the backdrop of attack on Indian Parliament. Facing difficulties to mobilize 

its forces in time, India articulated in 2004, strategy of proactive military operations 

based on limited war doctrine (Sunderji). The quid pro quo security doctrines affirm 

the fact that in South Asia’s strategic calculations, the ground realities after the 

nuclear revolution had not changed; India in 1984 captured Siachen whereas Pakistan 

in 1999 launched offensive at Kargil and used jihadists as an option to nudge India.   

 

The pursuance of Jihadi culture by Pakistan in the post-1998 nuclear era, on the one 

hand depicts Pakistan’s strategic myopia to seek Kashmir resolution through 

asymmetric warfare, while at the same time, affirms the notion that Pakistan is not 

confident about its deterrent posture. Fearful of 1971 debacle, Pakistan should 

overcome its security paranoia and denounce the pursuance of policies leading to 

tactical instability in the region.  

 

In Pakistan, the organizational culture of military is suffering through cognitive 

dissonance on the issue of dissociating its connection with ‘jihadists’. This dilemma 

is clearly reflected from the state policies. The jihadists’ has its own morphology and 

mindset, despite being used by Pakistani military at some point of time. The 

uncontrolled labyrinth of jihadists’ culture and selective targeting of militant groups 

is the third front revealing organizational and state unlearning. Even now, the military 

operation (Zarb-e-Azb) is targeting the groups, yet a number of terrorists have taken 

refuge in Afghanistan. As long as asymmetric warfare is an option in the region to 

fight, no military can ambush the ‘jihadists’. Now when state and military have 

launched operation and decided to dissuade them, these non-state actors have 

challenged the writ of the state. Military is fighting factions of jihadists operating 

against the national interests. Killing those who were at once providing protected 

shield to Pakistan, is a formidable task for the army, who (military) at the same time 
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still considers the option of supporting insurgency against India.  

 

Likewise, India’s long held desire to punish Pakistan in a conventional war is 

ordained from time to time. The advent of nuclear weapons in South Asia, thus, failed 

to register the changed geo-strategic environment. Pakistan’s security paranoia 

consolidated after the Mumbai crisis as India successfully demonstrated its political 

resolve to launch surgical strikes by shallow penetration into its air space. Despite 

facing conventional asymmetry vis-à-vis India, Pakistan is working to improve its 

operational capabilities (four military exercises named ‘Azm-e-Nau’ were conducted 

and counter IBGs campaign is planned to offset India’s strategic advantage). Pakistan 

would first aim to conventionally fight India, in the event of exhaustion of its forces; 

NASR would be the first tripwire likely to be used to halt Indian aggression.  

 

Since the institutions in both countries have developed under the looming threat, 

therefore they continue to adhere to old beliefs/perceptions and policy objectives. 

This not only hampered the organizational reforms and led to controlled growth, as 

these organizations became subservient to dominant personalities. The reason being, 

the institutions in India and Pakistan were in its evolutionary stages and have grown 

to attain maturity under the shadow of individual learning. This partly explains South 

Asia’s technological advancement being driven by the parochial mindset and strategic 

interests of organizations of both countries instead of threat perceptions. The pursuit 

of BMD systems and tactical nuclear weapons (NASR) further complicated the 

deterrence stability equation of the region. The utility, cost and deployment pattern of 

such weapon systems create greater ambiguity thus, further enhancing the risks for 

miscalculation.  

 

The internal crises in Pakistan (A.Q. Khan, OBL) occurred largely as a consequence 

to personalized decision making. The revelation of A.Q. Khan’s proliferation 

activities (2004) was an embarrassing moment for the state and society. General 

Musharraf, the chief of army staff and head of the state, pardoned A.Q. Khan and 

issued orders to dismantle its proliferation network. Subsequently, new export 
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controls laws as part of organizational reforms were introduced to hamper any such 

activity later on. SPD formulated PRP (Personal Reliability Program) to keep counter 

intelligence on all office staff/officials associated with strategic organizations. The 

Khan operation brought Pakistan’s nuclear program under the international limelight 

and questions were raised regarding safety and security of its strategic assets, as 

Khan’s proliferation was in his individual capacity with his even handed individuals 

at different organizations. The second internal crisis faced by Pakistan was the 

abduction of Osama Bin Laden in 2011 in an operation secretly conducted by the US 

Naval SEALs and later informed Pakistan. The incompetence as accepted by General 

Ahmed Shuja Pasha (the then DG ISI) (as mentioned in the Abbottabad Commission 

Report), reveals negligence on the part of Pakistani state and establishment (civil and 

military) in controlling factors detrimental to state’s national interests.  

 

Another condition to determine unlearning is the unavailability of de-escalatory 

mechanism to both nuclear rivals. In each of the military crisis, the diplomatic 

intervention by the US played significant role in overcoming the escalation. This 

reaffirms the proposition that each crisis ended at brinkmanship with no roadmap of 

crisis management. To both states, crisis escalation acts as a bargaining chip to deter 

the adversary and the world at large, denying any plausibility to change the status quo 

in the balance of power equation of the region.  

 

Likewise, every confidence building measure or bilateral agreement has connection 

with military crisis at its onset or diffusion. Both countries unfortunately, failed to 

respect the peace process/mutually signed agreements between them. Trust deficit 

instead of getting restored, was eroded. The environment of deadlock and history of 

military crises have provided room to the bureaucratic inertia and organizational 

pathologies to maneuver and drive state behavior as per their organizational interests.  

 

The meagre political resolve of both states towards the settlement of mutual conflicts 

is the result of seeking solution within the framework of existing policies. Kashmir 

dispute prevails in the irreconcilable setting with added nuclear dimension. In the 
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post-nuclearized South Asia, India’s power projection with no desire to 

participate/resume dialogue reflects its image as a ‘hegemon,’ denying to see its 

nuclear neighbor as equal. Conversely, it aggravates Pakistan’s strategic anxieties and 

compels it to use proxy measures to continue the turf battle. Thus, the quagmire of 

‘stability- instability paradox’ in the region is the symptom of nuclear unlearning. 

Both states have made cosmetic arrangements in verbal declarations but in reality, 

have done little tangible to show resolve and concern to bring rapprochement. 

Nuclear deterrence is seen as a protective shield to continue their risky behavior.  

 

The role of great powers is very crucial in determining the landscape of South Asia’s 

nuclear unlearning. The timely response by the US administration helped in 

mitigating the military crises yet it has adversely affected the learning process in both 

states. The third party intervention has generated dependency for crisis diffusion. 

Thus, the role of international community (predominantly the US) is taken as a factor 

in the risk calculus of Indian decision makers (part of Cold Start strategy).  

 

Thus, South Asia’s ‘ugly stability’ is conducive for nuclear unlearning than nuclear 

learning. States are likely to learn wrong lessons as witnessed in the case of South 

Asia. Without comprehensive framework and joint mechanism to communicate 

especially during the crisis situations, offer greater room for misperceptions. In this 

regard, crisis prevention cannot be assured. The trust deficit, failure of CBMs and 

bilateral agreements, arms race stability with crisis instability in a geographical 

proximity of nuclear conflict dyad offers little for escalation control.  

 

In the light of above discussion, the hypothesis for this study has been rigorously 

examined through descriptive tools of analyzing the empirical data that shows the 

tardy South Asian learning curve. This has been exhibited by the regular instances of 

nuclear crisis behavior and the onset of military crises in South Asia, which is a 

demonstration of nuclear unlearning. However, if the strategic cultures of both states 

continue to evolve under unlearning trends, the misinterpretation of history is likely 

to become a permanent feature of strategic cultures of India and Pakistan.  
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ANNEXURE-I 

FLOWCHART OF PAKISTAN ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION  

 

 

 
 

 

 

Source: Adopted from Said Wahab’s presentation on “International Cooperation” 
serving as Division Directorate General of International Affairs & Training at PAEC, 

and IAEA Country Nuclear Power Profile, 2014, available at www.cnpp.iaea.org  
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ANNEXURE-II 

BILATERAL AGREEMENTS/CBMS BETWEEN INDIA AND PAKISTAN 

AND MILITARY CRISES 

 

CBM Date of 

Signature  

Crisis Context Implementation 

Status 
Nuclear Learning 

(N.L) yes/no 

 
 Hotlines - 1) 

DGMOs 

First, in Dec1971 After the 1971 
Indo-Pak war, 

hotlines was 
established 

Suspended yes/no 

2) DGMOs re-established in 
Dec1990 

After the 1987  
and 1990 Kashmir 

uprising crisis, as 
previous hotlines 
were not used 

Weak yes/no 

3) Foreign 
Secretaries 

May 1997, To revive the 
communication 

links 

Strong yes; 
the agreement was 

re-affirmed for 
five year term in 
Feb 2012. Nuclear 

Learning (N.L) 
has occurred. On 

December 24, 
2013, the DGMOs 
ended a 14 years 

break in-person 
talks.  

Declaration on the 
Non-Use of force 

and Bilateral 
Resolution of 

differences 

1966 Tashkent 
Declaration and 

1972 Simla 
Accord 

After the Indo-Pak 
wars of 1965 and 

1971, respectively 

Weak;  yes/no; 
 

The 1999 Kargil 
war eroded the 

spirit of the 
declaration, thus 
N.L face hiccups. 

Agreement on 
Reducing the Risk 

from Accidents 
Related to Nuclear 

Material 

Feb 1997  
 

                      -- 

             
  

              -- 

Yes. 
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CBM Date of 

Signature  

Crisis Context Implementation 

Status 
Nuclear Learning 

(N.L) yes/no 

Lahore MoU 21 Feb 1999 PM Vajpayee’s 

bus trip to Lahore 

suspended soon 

after the Kargil. 

yes/no; although 

Kargil 1999 
adversely affected 

the expected 
course of nuclear 
learning trajectory, 

the spirit of MoU 
is alive in many 

agreements. 

Agreement of Pre-

notification of 
Flight Testing of 
Ballistic Missiles 

Oct 2005 committed to 

MoU 1999 

still intact yes. Aim at 

preventing 
misunderstanding 
and 

misinterpretation- 
adding positively 

to promote peace 
and security.  

Agreement on prior 
Notification of 

Military Exercises 

April 1991 after Brasstacks 
1986-87 

mostly honored  yes; to prevent 
misunderstanding 

and 
misinterpretation 
leading to 

preemptive 
measures.   

Agreement on the 
Prevention of the 

Violation of Aero 
Space 

signed on April 
1991;entered into 

force in August 
1992 

 
                      

 
                     -- 

claims from 
both sides that 

violation has 
occurred mostly 
at Glacier 

region, where 
rules of 

engagements 
are more 
aggressive 

yes/no;  
 

based on mutual 
distrust 
provocation is not 

tolerated by either 
side 

Agreement on the 

non-attack on 
Nuclear Facilities 

Signed in Dec 

1988; ratified in 
Jan 1992. 

 

 
 
                      -- 

strongly 

implemented 
even during 
crises, the 

annual list of 
nuclear facilities 

is exchanged on 
Jan 1st.  

yes. 
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CBM Date of 

Signature  

Crisis Context Implementation 

Status 
Nuclear Learning 

(N.L) yes/no 

Joint Declaration on 

the Prohibition of 
Chemical Weapons 

August 1992  

 
                    -- 

strong.  yes; adheres to the 

essence that India-
Pakistan’s nuclear 

program is meant 
for deterrence & 
not war-fighting 

Joint Anti-
Terrorism 

Mechanism 

Sept 2006 in the Havana 
meeting of non-

aligned 
Movement, PM 

Manmohan Singh 
and President 
Pervaiz Musharaf 

urged the 
importance of 

composite 
dialogue 

weak; due to 
blame game and 

divergent 
opinions on one 

issue i.e. anti-
terror measures 

no; any alleged 
involvement by 

India or Pakistan 
shows deficit in 

learning lessons 
and restrict risky 
behaviors.  

 

Source: Michael Krepon, “Confidence-Building and Nuclear Risk Reduction 
measures in South Asia” Washington DC.: Stimson Centre, available at 

http://www.stimson.org accessed on March 20, 2014. 
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ANNEXURE-III 

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING [LAHORE DECLARATION] 
 

 

Lahore Declaration February, 1999 

February 02, 1999 
 

The Lahore Declaration  

Joint Statement ||| Memorandum of Understanding  
 

The following is the text of the Lahore Declaration:  
 

The Prime Ministers of the Republic of India and the Islamic Republic of Pakistan:  
 
Sharing a vision of peace and stability between their countries, and of progress and 

prosperity for their peoples;  
 

Convinced that durable peace and development of harmonious relations and friendly 
cooperation will serve the vital interests of the peoples of the two countries, enabling 
them to devote their energies for a better future;  

 
Recognising that the nuclear dimension of the security environment of the two 

countries adds to their responsibility for avoidance of conflict between the two 
countries;  
 

Committed to the principles and purposes of the Charter of the United Nations, and 
the universally accepted principles of peaceful co- existence 

 
Reiterating the determination of both countries to implementing the  Simla Agreement 
in letter and spirit;  

 
Committed to the objective of universal nuclear disarmament and non-proliferation;  

 
Convinced of the importance of mutually agreed confidence building measures for 
improving the security environment;  

 
Recalling their agreement of 23rd September, 1998, that an environment of peace and 

security is in the supreme national interest of both sides and that the resolution of all 
outstanding issues, including Jammu and Kashmir, is essential for this purpose;  
 

Have agreed that their respective Governments: 

 shall intensify their efforts to resolve all issues, including the issue of Jammu 

and Kashmir. 

 shall refrain from intervention and interference in each other's internal affairs.  

 shall intensify their composite and integrated dialogue process for an early 
and positive outcome of the agreed bilateral agenda.  
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 shall take immediate steps for reducing the risk of accidental or unauthorised 

use of nuclear weapons and discuss concepts and doctrines with a view to 
elaborating measures for confidence building in the nuclear and conventional 
fields, aimed at prevention of conflict.  

 reaffirm their commitment to the goals and objectives of SAARC and to 
concert their efforts towards the realisation of the SAARC vision for the year 

2000 and beyond with a view to promoting the welfare of the peoples of South 
Asia and to improve their quality of life through accelerated economic growth, 
social progress and cultural development.  

 reaffirm their condemnation of terrorism in all its forms and manifestations 
and their determination to combat this menace.  

 shall promote and protect all human rights and fundamental freedoms.  
 

Signed at Lahore on the 21st day of February 1999.  

 

Atal Behari Vajpayee - Prime Minister of the Republic of India  

 

Muhammad Nawaz Sharif - Prime Minister of the Islamic Republic of Pakistan  

 
 

JOINT STATEMENT  
The following is the text of the Joint Statement issued at the end of the Prime 
Minister, Mr. A. B. Vajpayee's visit to Lahore: 

 
In response to an invitation by the Prime Minister of Pakistan, Mr. Muhammad 

Nawaz Sharif, the Prime Minister of India, Shri Atal Behari Vajpayee, visited 
Pakistan from 20-21 February, 1999, on the inaugural run of the Delhi-Lahore bus 
service. 

1. The Prime Minister of Pakistan received the Indian Prime Minister at the 
Wagah border on 20th February 1999. A banquet in honour of the Indian 

Prime Minister and his delegation was hosted by the Prime Minister of 
Pakistan at Lahore Fort, on the same evening. Prime Minister, Atal Behari 
Vajpayee, visited Minar-e-Pakistan, Mausoleum of Allama Iqabal, 

Gurudawara Dera Sahib and Samadhi of Maharaja Ranjeet Singh. On 21st 
February, a civic reception was held in honour of the visiting Prime Minister 

at the Governor's House. 
2. The two leaders held discussions on the entire range of bilateral relations, 

regional cooperation within SAARC, and issues of international concern. 

They decided that: 

 The two Foreign Ministers will meet periodically to discuss all issues of 

mutual concern, including nuclear related issues.  

 The two sides shall undertake consultations on WTO related issues with a 

view to coordinating their respective positions.  

 The two sides shall determine areas of cooperation in Information 

Technology, in particular for tackling the problems of Y2K. 
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 The two sides will hold consultations with a view to further liberalising 

the visa and travel regime. 

 The two sides shall appoint a two member committee at ministerial level 
to examine humanitarian issues relating to Civilian detainees and missing 

POWs. 
3. They expressed satisfaction on the commencement of a Bus Service between 

Lahore and New Delhi, the release of fishermen and civilian detainees and the 
renewal of contacts in the field of sports.  

4. Pursuant to the directive given by the two Prime Ministers, the Foreign 

Secretaries of Pakistan and India signed a Memorandum of Understanding on 
21st February 1999, identifying measures aimed at promoting an environment 

of peace and security between the two countries.  
5. The two Prime Ministers signed the Lahore Declaration embodying their 

shared vision of peace and stability between their countries and of progress 

and prosperity for their peoples. 
6. Prime Minister, Atal Behari Vajpayee extended an invitation to Prime 

Minister, Muhammad Nawaz Sharif, to visit India on mutually convenient 
dates. 

7. Prime Minister, Atal Behari Vajpayee, thanked Prime Minister, Muhammad 

Nawaz Sharif, for the warm welcome and gracious hospitality extended to him 
and members of his delegation and for the excellent arrangements made for 

his visit. 
 

Lahore,  

February 21, 1999. 
 

 

 

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING  

 
The following is the text of the Memorandum of Understanding signed by the Foreign 

Secretary, Mr. K. Raghunath, and the Pakistan Foreign Secretary, Mr. Shamshad 
Ahmad, in Lahore on Sunday:  
 

The Foreign Secretaries of India and Pakistan:-  
 

Reaffirming the continued commitment of their respective governments to the 
principles and purposes of the U.N. Charter;  
 

Reiterating the determination of both countries to implementing the Shimla 
Agreement in letter and spirit; 

 
Guided by the agreement between their Prime Ministers of 23rd September 1998 that 
an environment of peace and security is in the supreme national interest of both sides 

and that resolution of all outstanding issues, including Jammu and Kashmir, is  
essential for this purpose;  
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Pursuant to the directive given by their respective Prime Ministers in Lahore, to adopt 
measures for promoting a stable environment of peace, and security between the two 

countries;  
 

Have on this day, agreed to the following:-  
1. The two sides shall engage in bilateral consultations on security concepts, and 

nuclear doctrines, with a view to developing measures for confidence building 

in the nuclear and conventional fields, aimed at avoidance of conflict.  
 

2. The two sides undertake to provide each other with advance notification in 
respect of ballistic missile flight tests, and shall conclude a bilateral agreement 
in this regard. 

 
3. The two sides are fully committed to undertaking national measures to 

reducing the risks of accidental or unauthorized use of nuclear weapons under 
their respective control. The two sides further undertake to notify each, other 
immediately in the event of any accidental, unauthorized or unexplained 

incident that could create the risk of a fallout with adverse consequences for 
both sides, or an outbreak of a nuclear war between the two countries, as well 

as to adopt measures aimed at diminishing the possibility of such actions, or 
such incidents being misinterpreted by the other. The two side shall 
identify/establish the appropriate communication mechanism for this purpose.  

 
4. The two sides shall continue to abide by their respective unilateral moratorium 

on conducting further nuclear test explosions unless either side, in exercise of 
its national sovereignty decides that extraordinary events have jeopardized its 
supreme interests. 

 
5. The two sides shall conclude an agreement on prevention of incidents at sea in 

order to ensure safety of navigation by naval vessels, and aircraft belonging to 
the two sides. 

 

6. The two sides shall periodically review the implementation of existing 
Confidence Building Measures (CBMs) and where necessary, set up 

appropriate consultative mechanisms to monitor and ensure effective 
implementation of these CBMs. 

 

7. The two sides shall undertake a review of the existing communication links 
(e.g. between the respective Directors- General, Military Operations) with a 

view to upgrading and improving these links, and to provide for fail-safe and 
secure communications. 

 

8. The two sides shall engage in bilateral consultations on security, disarmament 
and non-proliferation issues within the context of negotiations on these issues 

in multilateral fora. 
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Where required, the technical details of the above measures will be worked out by 
experts of the two sides in meetings to be held on mutually agreed dates, before mid 

1999, with a view to reaching bilateral agreements.  
 

Done at Lahore on 21st February 1999 in the presence of Prime Minister of India, Mr. 
Atal Behari Vajpayee, and Prime Minister of Pakistan, Mr. Muhammad Nawaz 
Sharif. 

 
(K. Raghunath)  

Foreign Secretary of the Republic of India  

 

(Shamshad Ahmad)  

Foreign Secretary of the Islamic Republic of Pakistan 
 

Source: Ministry of External Affairs, Government of India, February, 04 1999.  
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ANNEXURE-IV 

INDIA-PAKISTAN MISSILE INVENTORY 

 

 

Indian Missile Inventory 
 

Missile  Range (km) Weight (tons) Year of first 

testing and No. 

of tests  

Notes 

Prithvi 150-300 4.5 1988 around 40 
tests 

Liquid-fuel; 
conventional and 
nuclear versions; 
land-based and 
ship-launched 
versions 

Agni-1 700 12 2002, ~9 tests  
Agni-2 2000 16 1999, ~9 tests  

Agni-2/  
Agni-4 

3000 17 2010, 3 tests  

Agni-3 3000 48-50 2006, 5 tests  

Agni-5 5000 50-54 2012, 2 tests Submarine-
launched missile 

K-15 700 6.5 2008, 13 tests 13 tests include 4 
tests of an 
underwater-
launched missile 
in its 
full 
configuration, 
and additional 
tests of one or 
two missile 
stages 
or from land 
 

Brahamos CM 290 3 2001, ~35 tests Conventional 
payload; land, sea 
& 
air-launched 
versions 
 

Nirbhay 700 1-2 2013, 1 test  
Prahaar 150 1-2 2011, 1 test  
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Pakistan Missile Inventory 
 

Missile  Range 

(km) 

Weight 

(tons) 

First Test No. of Tests Notes 

Hatf-2/Abdali 180  2  2002 8 tests Hatf-2 tested 
in 2002 is 
different 
from the 
original Hatf-2 
 

Hatf-
3/Ghaznavi 

290 4.5 2002 7 tests Derived from 
Chinese M-11 
 

Hatf-
4/Shaheen 

700 9.5 1999 11 tests Derived from 
Chinese M-9 
 

Hatf-5/Ghauri 1300 16 1998 9 tests Derived from 
North Korean 
Nodong; liquid 
fuel 
 

Hatf-
6/Shaheen 

2500 24 2004 5 tests  

Hatf-7/Babur 
CM 

700 1.5 2005 11 tests Land-based 
and ship-
launched 

Hatf-8/Raad 
CM 

350~ 1.1 2007 4 tests Air-launched 

Hatf-9/Nasr 60 unknown 2011 3 tests  

 
Source: Michael Krepon and Julia Thompson ed., Deterrence Stability and Escalation 
Control in South Asia, Washington D.C.: Henry L. Stimson Center, 2013.  
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ANNEXURE-V 

NUCLEAR RELATED BILATERAL AGREEMENTS/CONVENTIONS 

SIGNED BETWEEN INDIA AND PAKISTAN  
  

 India  Pakistan  

Treaty/ Convention/ Agreement 
Date of 
Signature 

Date of 
Accession 

Date of 
Signature 

Date of 
Accession 

Agreement on the Prohibition of Attack 
Against Nuclear Installations and Facilities 

12/31/1988 1/1/1991 12/31/1988 1/1/1991 

The Antarctic Treaty  8/19/1983   

Code of Practice on the International 
Trans-boundary Movement of Radioactive 
Waste 

 9/21/1990  9/21/1990 

Convention on Assistance in the Case of a 
Nuclear Accident or Radiological 
Emergency 

9/29/1986 2/28/1988  10/12/1989 

Convention Concerning the Protection of 
Workers Against Ionizing Radiation 

 11/17/1976   

Convention on Early Notification of a 
Nuclear Accident 

9/26/1986 2/28/1988  10/12/1989 

Convention on the Liability of Operators of 
Nuclear Ships 

5/25/1962 
Not 
applicable - 
not in force 

  

Convention on Nuclear Safety 9/20/1994  9/20/1994 9/30/1997 

Convention on the Prevention of Marine 
Pollution by Dumping of Wastes and Other 
Matter 

   4/8/1995 

Food and Agriculture Organization/ United 
Nations - nuclear projects 

 10/1964  10/1964 

Lahore Memorandum of Understanding 2/21/1999  2/21/1999  

International Convention for the Safety of 
Life at Sea 

 6/16/1976  4/10/1985 
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Regional Cooperative Agreement for 
Research, Development and Training in 
Nuclear Science and Technology in Asia 
and the Pacific 

6/7/1972 6/7/1972 9/6/1974 9/6/1974 

Safeguards Agreements with the IAEA  
Various 
times 

 
Various 
times 

Treaty on Principles Governing the 
Activities of States in the Exploration and 
Use of Outer Space, including the Moon 
and Other Celestial Bodies  

3/3/1967 1/18/1982 9/12/1967 4/8/1968 

Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in 
the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and Under 
Water 

8/8/1963 10/10/1963 7/14/1963 3/3/1988 

Treaty on the Prohibition of the 
Emplacement of Nuclear Weapons and 
Other WMD on the Seabed and the Ocean 
Floor 

 7/20/1973   

UN Convention on the Law of the Sea 12/10/1982 7/29/1995 12/10/1982  

 

Source: Gaurav Rajen and Kent Biringer, “Nuclear-Related Agreements and 
Cooperation in South Asia” Disarmament Diplomacy, Issue No. 55, March 2001 

quoted in Sitakanta Mishra and Mansoor Ahmed, “Cooperative Measures to Support 
the Indo-Pak Agreement on Reducing Risks from Accidents Related to Nuclear 
Weapons” Sandia Report No: 2014-2607, Cooperative Monitoring Center, Sandia 

National Laboratories, Albuquerque, USA. 
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ANNEXURE VI 

PROPOSED REGIONAL INITIATIVES BEWTEEN INDIA AND PAKISTAN 

 

Year Pakistan’s Proposed frameworks for Regional Security Turned down by 
India 

1974 Proposal in UNGA for a NWFZ in South Asia.  

1978 Proposal for a joint declaration renouncing the acquisition or 
manufacture of nuclear weapons. 

1979 Mutual inspection by India and Pakistan of each other's nuclear facilities 

1979  Simultaneous adherence to the NPT. 

1979 Simultaneous acceptance of IAEA `full-scope' safeguards. 

1987 A bilateral or regional nuclear test ban treaty.  

1988 A UN Conference on non-proliferation in South Asia. 

1991 Five-nation talks on non-proliferation in South Asia 

1993 South Asia Zero Missile Zone 

1996 Multilateral Conference on security, arms control and non-proliferation 

in South Asia. 

1998-99 Strategic Restraint Regime 

 

Source: Ambassador Munir Akram’s talk while addressing the National Defense 
University, 21 November 1996, Washington D.C., available http://www.fas.org  
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