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Introduction

“Trying to revert to the status quo ante in SouthigAis about as realistic as
demanding an immediate timetabled framework forefliraination of all nuclear weapons. Just
as weapons that have been invented cannot bevdigied’, so too that which has been tested

may be detested, but cannot be de-tested.”

Referring to this quotation, it has to be realised that ausleapons can not be de-
tested. But theoretically, they could be destroyed. Ramesh Théicar Rector (Peace and
Governance) of the United Nations University, Tokyo, declarepeospgosed timetable about
the elimination of nuclear weapons in South Asia as unriealist

There is definitely a big amount of truth in Mr. Thakur’s opinion. Boipdy relying
on this statement would be the end of every vision about a Muélea World. In the same
essay, Mr. Thakur claims that once the USA would work towardteaudisarmament, a
chain reaction would occur. First, Russia would join, later &htontinued by Nations like
Britain, France, and last but not least, India and Paldstan.

This paper turns around Mr. Thakur’s thesis. A possible establighoh@ NWFZ in
South Asia will be discussed, which not only enhances secnrputh Asia, but also will
positively influence other nuclear powers. The main thedisasa NWFZ in South Asia is
not as unlikely as the general opinion assumes. At leastmibre realistic than a multilateral
agreement on global nuclear abolition. Thus, concrete stepddtaral nuclear disarmament
will be suggested in order to achieve the nuclear fegasbf South Asia.

After giving a short overview about the dilemma India and Pakigtare heading
towards while demonstrating their nuclear capability, the aughlicies and the nuclear
stockpiles of the two nations will be analysed in order to gath&. In the next step, the
existing START | and Il Treaties between the USA and Russidb& reviewed. These are
the first treaties on the reduction of nuclear arms betweemtwlear weapon states. Finally,
ideas for a similar treaty between India and Pakistan widutkned. And in theAppendix 2,
these ideas are formulated in the form and language of interaktreaties.

Analysing newspaper articles is the most important method used Hesmr@use the
dynamic of the conflict accelerates permanently. In addition, pyimiacuments as well as
secondary literature will be considered in order to provide alideegroposal for nuclear

disarmament in the “World’s most dangerous regibn”.

! Thakur (2000), p. 28.
2 See Thakur (2000), pp. 34-36.
3 Bill Clinton allocated South Asia this status befais trip to India, Pakistan and Bangladesh imdd&2000.
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. A short survey of the nuclear danger in South Asia

By reviewing a book on NWFZs in the 2tentury, published by the UNIDIP in
1997, one important question should be taken notice of. This book cookisisnty essays
on existing and foreseeable NWFZs. It seems that evergrragirepresented, so that the
book could be perceived as the presentation of a Nuclear Free Biarkehking a closer look
reveals the missing of some regions. One of these missimgnseig of particular interest,
namely South Asia.

In his speech at this year's annual meeting of the UNGA, Kaofah, Secretary
General of the United Nations, referred to four regions in thédwdrich are a severe threat

to the world security at present. Last, but not leastetalls South Asia by saying:

“And finally, in South Asia the world has recenttyme closer than for many years
past to a direct conflict between two countrieshwiticlear capability. The situation may now

have calmed a little, but it remains peril(?us.

The reason that South Asia is so important to discuss about ithénatstill is a
danger of a nuclear war between India and Pakistan and thus ass#mieat to world
security, since a nuclear war would be exploding the limits optbeious conflict. Before
the nuclear tests were conducted on the Indian Subcontinent in 1998wHseteardly any
interest for the India-Pakistan conflict. Only few agendas withe frame of International
Organisations consisted of it. But the nuclear tests fimalgle the conflict to be a major
issue, since the security in South Asia worsened dramaticBipecially during the Kargil
crisis in 1999, the entire world community noticed with great conttet the first direct face
off between two nuclear powers after the Cuba crisis 1962 haehA&ridthough in the
opinion of many authors a nuclear show down will not occur due to the dat#isedisastet,
it is uncertain whether leaders of India and Pakistan wilameffrom a future war, which
could definitely be of nuclear qualftyNegotiations regarding the “India-Pakistan question”,
as called by the UN, were declined, while the language kettlee two nuclear powers

becomes more and more acrimonious. Several statements sholanger evolved due to

* Gasparini and Cipollone (1997).

® Annan (2002).

® A good overview of the ,open nuclearisation®, assicalled in some literature, is in Kreft (200pp. 14 and
Ahmed (1999), pp. 192.

" See Synnott (2000), p. 39.

8 See Mantzke (2000), p. 105 and Joeck (1997), p. 44

% In fact, the Indian Prime Minister Vajpayee did nde out a nuclear war in his speech in fronthef UNGA at
this year's annual meeting. His words are quitenailag: “In our South Asian region, nuclear blackhtzs
emerged over the last few months as a new arrawemuiver of State-sponsored terrorism. Dark tisregere
held out that actions by India to stamp out cramsier terrorism could provoke a nuclear war.” Tingire
document can be accessed through the webpage ofintlian Embassy in Washington D.C., USA:
http://www.indianembassy.org/pm/pm_sept_13_2002[R{09.2002].
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nuclear armament. For instance, Mr. Gul, the former hedéakistan’'s secret service ISI,
said: “India has two alternatives. To either negotiate Kasbntiv risk a nuclear wal®. This
statement does not need to be commented any further.

At present, there are series of bomb attacks and violermahncountries, committed
by suspected religious extremists. Both country leaders blaen®ther government to be
involved in these attacks. Since there has not been any contaeehbehigher officials of
both sides after the Indian Parliament was attacked BrD&Bember 2001, the final answer
to the India-Pakistan question from each side could be an attable ¢erritory of the other,
regardless of the supposed following chain reaction. This scerasates the urgent need
for negotiations between India and Pakistan on nuclear disarmamertterr to prevent any
use of nuclear weapons.

Several efforts have been undertaken in recent years for @soditthe conflict
between India and Pakistan without achieving any crucial succéseraly, leaders of India
and Pakistan met in either of the countries or at internatimrdeences. Some examples
should be given here. In 1999, the Indian Prime Minister Atal Baraggpayee proceeded
within the occasion of the inauguration of the first bus sefvete/een India and Pakistan to
Lahore and held direct talks with Nawaz Sharif, at that tPPadkistan's elected Prime
Minister. But at the same time, Pakistan’s soldiers wareding into Kargit' and supported
a proxy war against India. Two years later, Pakistan’s &tliRuler Musharraf visited Agra,
India in order to work towards a settlement of the Kashmir atfflithe heart core of India-
Pakistan disputes. At the annual meeting of the SAARC in Neptie beginning of this
year, Musharraf, who had in between become Pakistan’s Presiddridian Prime Minister
Vajpayee shook hands in the limelight of the Media, although notdalks were held. Both
leaders now avoid any direct contact, as they also did antingal UNGA this year, which in
fact could be an appropriate opportunity to resume talks.

As said before, the situation is seriously deteriorating #fieeindian Parliament was
attacked by suspected Muslim extremists. Along the India-Rakisbrder, troops of both
armies were heavily increased to a total number of more thamrmdhen, causing new

mistrust between India and Pakistan and making clear therisamanger of this conflict.

0 Gul (2001), p. 14.

1 The Pakistani side denies any involvement of thegjular soldiers during the Kargil crisis. But soevidence
is found in an interview with Pervez Musharrafttat time head of Pakistan’s Army. He said: ,Thaik them
[Pakistani troops] across [the Line of Controlptake sure that we had our eyes and ears open lzfpiladian
action takes place on the Line of Control." See iz (1999). The Line of Control divides the Indiand
Pakistani part of Kashmir. It is not the officiabrder, although some voices appear and recommenuairtahe
Line of Control to the official border and solvestKashmir conflict.

21t is not the goal of this paper to further disstise Kashmir conflict. For a very elaborated oiemabout
Kashmir History, see Schofield (2000).
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“Now, that the nuclear genie has escaped the bottle in Sai#y &n arms control
regime [...] may offer the best hope of containing the genieshtéa This statement shows
the need for a mutual strategic arms control betweenwbéenemy brother state¥”India
and Pakistan, especially by reassessing the dimension thePakigtan conflict has reached
after partition in 1947. Pakistan, remaining an instable countrynah@apable of keeping
command of its own nuclear weapons, is hard to be trusted upon aegmaihs control.
That's why it is assumed that the USA committed pressure ostRakn terms of nuclear
arms controf?

And even in India, voices appear to use nuclear weapons againatcthenemy
Pakistan. India always claims to have control on its nueleapons, but what happens once
Vajpayee is ousted and the hard-liners of the ruling BJP seekrpde best prevention
against the use of nuclear weapons is to get rid of thenth&e, is no alternative to nuclear
disarmament.

There were some efforts to establish mutual transparency onoglaets nuclear
facilities. The PAANIF agreemelit which came into force in 1991, is a bilateral accord not
to attack each other’s nuclear facilities. Although Art. 2 ef BAANIF Agreement schedules
an annual exchange of information on their respective nucleitiés to the other side, there
is no information about the capacity of the nuclear weapons existesrh country. None of
the countries has established any information transparency innthed&ar weapon arsenal.

Any wrong action can cause a nuclear war, which willcaftiee world beyond South-Asia.

13 Ganguly (1999), p. 177.

14 Wieck (2000), p. 44.

5pakistan seems to have already handed over theotohtts nuclear stockpile to the USA, who unoidilly is
very engaged in Pakistani arms control in ordeprevent nuclear proliferation. India seems to Hermed
about this, as the Indian Defence Minister Fernaratimitted in an Interview. Ramindar Singh hastemitan
essay on this question. Refer to Singh (2002). Thissay is available in an online version:
http://www.prospect.org/print/\VV13/1/singh-r.htmi42.0.2002].

' The entire document can be accessed through thpage of the Indian Embassy in Washington D.C., USA
http://www.indianembassy.org/South_Asia/Pakistaotiitition_Attack_Nuclear_Dec_31_1988.html
[27.09.2002].
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. Nuclear Policy in South Asia

1. India

a.) Nuclear doctrine

The core of India’s nuclear policy is the renunciation of a nusleapons us¥.Only
in two cases, a use is intended. (1) If a country seriously ragriae Indian security with a
nuclear attack, a provisional nuclear strike, a first usk b&iconsidered in order to counter
the attack® (2) A retaliation attack, a second use of nuclear weapondenarried out once
a country has assailed India with nuclear weapons, in t¥gemish the aggressbt.

Nevertheless, India designed its nuclear weapons first anddetdar the purpose of
deterrencé® Deterrence infers that nuclear weapons are not supposedisedehey simply
have the role to prevent any attack on its own territbfo sum it up it is implied that India
only possesses nuclear weapons (1) in order to eschew any nuelelaoatits own territory

and (2) to strike back if it is hit by nuclear bombs.

7 Art. 2.3 INuclD. The entire document can be acedshrough the webpage of the Indian Ministry ofeExal
Affairs: http://meadev.nic.in/govt/indnucld.htm [2B.2002].

18 Art. 2.3 (a) INuclID. India takes reference to tight of self-defence in Art. 51 UNCH. Indeed, aalission
about the interpretation of this article has jusgin. While one opinion says Art. 51 UNCH can dmyreferred
to when there has been a previous attack on thetemsitory, another opinion suggests that eveneagmptive
strike is an act of self-defence of Art. 51 UNCH,drder to counter an approaching attack . Theddn8tates
started this controverse recently while the Iramyiésis being discussed. See PTI (2002a), and $ughiports this
view due to the present threat of suspected Pakistgpported militants. Former foreign ministerwlast Singh
refers to this ongoing discussion by saying, thatrg country has this right to pre-emptive strikebyiously
talking towards Pakistan, although it is not exgiicmentioned (see PTI (2002b)). Continuing thisam of
thought, the French President supports India’s vides says, that India indeed has the right to insatg pre-
emptive attacks on Pakistan. See Imhalsy (2002¢. U8 denies this interpretation by pointing outt ttee
situation with Iraq differs from the India-Pakistaonflict. See PTI (2002¢e).

19 Art. 2.3 (b) INucID. The term “retaliation only'ppears in Art. 2.3 INuclD.

20 Art. 2.1 and 2.3 INuclD. While the theory of numtedeterrence was very effective during the cold, itds
guestionable whether this effect can be transfeiwdtle India-Pakistan conflict. Dietmar Rothermuade very
acknowledged researcher on South Asia, disagrees @nalogy. In his newest essay, he developsreiiffe
scenarios in which a nuclear war between IndiaReddstan could occur. See Rothermund (2002), p. 42.

1 The policy of deterrence should avoid any nuciear, while the policy of second strike enables tise of
nuclear weapons as a measurement of defence,aftack on Indian territory has occurred before.ughily,
both these contradictory terms appear in the INuélbr further discussion on these terms, refer amdaly
(1999), p. 175f. This essay was written previouartdNuclD, which only was presented to the PublicAugust
17, 1999. Sumit Ganguly criticises in this esshgt the nuclear tests were undertaken before &girgposition
towards nuclear weapons was expressed: “Unfortlyndéav scholars or security analysts have devtiedght
to the development of a strategic doctrine foradhdGanguly (1999), p. 175.
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b.) Discussing India’s nuclear doctrine

Since the world community, especially {5vere unable to agree on global nuclear
disarmamerit, India claims it has the right to develop, test and possesean weapons on
its own, especially due to national security reasdns.

Compared to India’s previous security policy, this means a coanfigt back. In the
past, India promoted efforts towards a Nuclear Free World. Alth@igha, one of India’s
main enemies since the Indian-Sino war in 1962, demonstratectieanuapability in 1967,
India did not plan to acquire nuclear bombs and solely tried to seektgeriarantees from
the Soviet Union and the US, but failed to get them granted.l¥inal974, India exploded
one nuclear device and confirmed its ability to build nuclear weapwtia’s efforts towards
a Nuclear Free World continued, but it always felt discrated that the N5 — among these is
China, India’s next door enemy — were endorsed to retain and even inpesvauclear
arsenal legally with the help of the NPT of 1968. The NPT waewexd and extended in
1995, without adapting it to the new situation which had arisen, edlgebie end of the Cold
War, which the N5 used in order to justify their nuclearisatidtuclear apartheid® was
permitted by International Law with the NPT. Thus, securitySouth Asia would not be
guaranteed, since China, not following any no first use patioyld threat India with their
legitimate nuclear weapoR8.

India’s interest in developing and maintaining nuclear weaponslyr@danives from
the fragile security situation along almost all its borders,amby along the India-Pakistan
border. Pakistan is neither explicitly mentioned in the offipidss release regarding the

nuclear tests nor in a statement of Brajesh Mishra, the seadltiser of the Indian Prime

?2 The N5 are the United States, the Russian FedaraGreat Britain, France and China. These countrie
possess a permanent seat in the UN Security Cowitbilthe right to veto in the decision processeylare the
officially acknowledged nuclear powers who are péed to retain nuclear weapons according to th& NfRen
though disarmament efforts are undertaken.

Z Art. 1.1. INuclD. Although some efforts were unidden towards global disarmament, no concrete
compulsory steps for the five superpowers were anoed to decrease and eliminate their nuclear aks&he
NPT does not contain any information how the ackedged nuclear powers once should become nuclear fr
In fact, Art. I and Art. IX (3) NPT enables the temr powers to retain their status. In the entieaty, there is
no agenda towards the prohibition of nuclear weapgonbe found. And the failure of ratifying the CTBy
some countries, i.g. the denial of the US congtesatify it can be interpreted as the incapabitifyconvincing
the nuclear weapon states towards nuclear disarmtafNeclear powers remain legitimate, as claimediin

1.1 INuclD.

24 Art. 2.3 INuclD. India explicitly takes referent@the right of self defence of Art. 51 UNCH.

% The expression ,Nuclear Apartheid“ is very oftéted in the literature. Jaswant Singh, former Indiareign
minister and at present Finance Minister, develogsl proverb in an essay criticising the past present
nuclear policies of the N5. See Singh (1998).

%6 To have an overview about the Indian point of argnt, refer to Michael Foot's book. He, being thenfer
head of Britain’s Labour Party, elaborately studaubut the Indian stand on nuclear weapons fronpése to
today. See Foot (1999).
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Minister. In fact, during the presentation of India’s nuclear duethe said, that the nuclear
weapons are not directed towards any specific country. The maictiobjés to provide
regional deterrence and thus stabffitfurther, in the official press release it is said that “th
Government is deeply concerned [...] about the nuclear environmentndm'sl
neighbourhood®™®. With this statement, the Indian Government is obviously refgrto
China, also the main supplier of Pakistan’s nuclear weapon proggaThe Indian Defence
Minister George Fernandes made the headlines a few days befiareommitted its nuclear
tests in 1998, as he declared to the public that China isdreti@my number orfé. These
statements explain India’s position of a possible fear of a mateak and the intended need
for nuclear deterrenc8.India’s “increased perception of threat from China and Pakiitae

the end of the Cold Wat" thus is the main objective, which has lead to the Indian docifine
minimal, but credible nuclear deterreriéd&his nuclear doctrine was established more than a
year after the tests were conducted in order to justify theisitto of nuclear weapon&.It

is on the one side a command of restrajiut on the other side also keeps every option open
for India’s leadership to take necessary steps againshésiies, which could be a nuclear
attack, if it is interpreted differently. Thus, it is gtiesable if India’s nuclear doctrine can
cause restraint, once India faces a serious threat, althoedilyitit is simply a doctrine of

minimal and credibly deterrence and retaliation only.

27 Mishra (1999), .. The entire document can be aszkthrough the webpage of the Indian Ministry xienal
Affairs: http://meadev.nic.in/govt/opstm-indnucltivh [21.10.2002]. Remarkably, the INuclD was only
completed more than a year after the tests werdumed. Obviously, the consequences of the nutdsts were
not taken into consideration enough. See Footnbtan?2l Ganguly (1999), pp. 175 and Maal3 (2001),18p.
The latter author comments very elaborated Indiaidic of testing nuclear bombs in conjunction wikie
INucID.

2 The Press Release of the Indian Government onublear tests can be accessed through the webpalge o
Indian Ministry of External Affairs: http://meadenc.in/news/official/19980511/official.htm [27.09Q2].

29 India will never forget the attack of Sino soldiet the Indian-Chinese border in Kashmir in 1982ther,
India is noting with deep regret that China aidkigtan with its ballistic and nuclear missile pragme.
Especially on the Indian point of view in termstloé Indian-Sino relations, the feature publishethifia Today
gives an appropriate overview. See Joshi (1998).flther reading on the Indian rhetoric before thelear
tests, see Siegfried (2002), p. 59.

30 Art. 1.4 INuclD explicitly underlines the need fsecurity as a precondition for further development

31 Ganguly (1999), p. 149.

%2 Mishra (1999).

% See MaaR (2001), pp. 189.

% In fact, Jaswant Singh described the Indian nuclespons as ,not really usable®. See Singh (1999336.
Further, the Indian defence minister Fernandes thelinihat Indian nuclear weapons were designedtfategic
defence, not for tactical use. See Besi (1998gdims questionable whether “not really usable”earolveapons
provide deterrence. Indeed, why did the Kargilisris 1999 occur? At that time, the intended detece failed.
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2. Pakistan

a.) Nuclear policy

Unlike India, Pakistan does not have any official nuclear doctkiiaey efforts were
made to find a similar document like the Indian one, but no ssicoesd be accomplished. In
fact, Hillary Synnott brings it to the point: “In the wake of tlests, Pakistan’s statements
concentrated on criticising India rather than elaborating a detfti That's why in this
chapter, the nuclear policy of Pakistan will be analysed thropgkckes, statements and
secondary literaturdn Il1. 2. b.), a draft doctrine suggested by Mr. Ismat, one of Pakistan’s
Retd. Brigades will be discussed.

It is indubitable that Pakistan’s nuclear tests were aiogatd the Indian ones. They
were committed only 17 days after India undertook its series déanuexplosions. Taking a
closer look at the statements of Pakistan’s government uretethis obvious assumption.

In the first speech of Nawaz Sharif on Pakistan’s nucle&s’tethe reason why the
tests were committed is very clearly expressed. Theéegtcabalance of South Asia was
negatively affected through India’s tests. He criticisedid being a threat to Pakistan after
having exploded the nuclear devices. Thus, Pakistan had to respoodregely in order to
reinstall the strategic balance within the region. Indiaisventional forces are much stronger
and larger in quantity, admits SFS Lodhi, (Retd.) Patron Lé&he@l of Pakistan’s Army. He
says:

“Unfortunately in South Asia a balance of power man be maintained by

conventional means alone. Owing primarily to Irglisheet size and ample resources. India is

larger than all her neighbours combined, in Sowttady a wide margin®

Catching up with India’s nuclear forces, Pakistan gets hopérgiatArmy could keep
up with India’s Army despite the big gap in terms of conwaenti forces®

Pakistan’s former foreign minister Aziz conveyed a staterteetite UNCD in 2000,

where he reiterates this positidhFirst of all, he distinguishes between India’s and Pakistan’s

% Synnott (2000), p. 59.

% Unluckily, the press releases on the nuclear testsnot more available on the webpage of the Raiis
government. So, refer to Nawaz Sharif(1998): Statgron the Pakistani Nuclear Tests. In: Dokumentiatium
Nuklearkonflikt zwischen Indien und Pakistan. Ini#ionale Politik8), pp.101.

3 Lodhi (1999). The Pakistan Defence Journal has &Il wmaintained internet edition:
http://www.defencejournal.com [04.10.2002].

3 SeeAppendix | for a graphical display of the change of the Siegg@ituation after the Nuclear to understand
Pakistan’s reaction to India’s nuclear tests .

%9 UNCD document Nr. CD/1615 ($3Vlay 2000). The entire document can be accessedghrthe webpage of
the UNCD at the UNOG: http://www.unog.ch/disarmfine/1615.htm [04.10.2002].
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nuclear tests. While India’s nuclear tests caused instatmli8outh Asian security, Pakistan’s

equalised this instability. This opinion is supported by Mr. Lodhi:
“It is the considered opinion of defence analysth@me and abroad that when only
one side possesses nuclear devices, it is a wedpoass destruction, and is likely to be used.
But on the other hand when both sides have acquivettar devices, it becomes a deterrent

that could avoid an armed conflict and the enornuastruction that would follow*®

Secondly, Aziz underlines that Pakistan’s nuclear policy is mdesigned in order to
deter any aggression against Pakistan. Last but not least, peet aseds to be focused,
which definitely ought to be noted with regret. Due to the lower nurobe&onventional
forces of Pakistan’s Army compared to India’s AffpyPakistan reserves itself the right to
counter any Indian attack with nuclear weapons, which unofficially fisst-strike policy.
Again referring to Mr. Lodhi, he clearly utters what Pakistauld do if it was attacked by

India:

“During any future Indo-Pak armed conflict Indiasmerical superiority in men and
conventional arms is likely to exert pressure belyemdurance. In a deteriorating military
situation when an Indian conventional attack i®lljkto break through our defences or has
already breached the main defence line causingjer iset-back to the defences, which cannot
be restored by conventional means at our disptisalgovernment would be left with no other
option except to use Nuclear Weapons to stabilize situation. India's superiority in
conventional arms and manpower would have to bgebty nuclear weapons. The political
will to use nuclear weapons is essential to prewettinventional armed conflict, which would
later on escalate into a nuclear war [.Pakistan's Nuclear Doctrine would therefore
essentially revolve around the first-strike option.In other words we will use nuclear
weapons if attacked by India even if the attack iswith conventional weapons*?
[Highlighted by Subin Nijhawan].

From this statement, it can be inferred that Pakistan, aihtitia, does not adhere to
any no-first-strike policy. In fact, Pakistan denies to sigy @o-first-use agreement, offered

by India immediately after Pakistan’s nuclear tests, liea

India's offer of a treaty to be signed by the twartries, agreeing not to be the first to
use nuclear weapons against each other is one-aitéadvould benefit India only, as it has a

superior conventional forcg.

Thus a nuclear weapons use would seriously be taken into consideraRakistan’s

leadership in case there be any attack from Ifidia.

“% Lodhi (1999).

“I Numbers and kinds of weapons and forces will hbaately discussed IV.

“2 Lodhi (1999). In this passage of his essay, heisitzp several scenarios how a Pakistani firstestrisuld look
like.

3 Lodhi (1999).

4 For further reading on this issue, see Synno®@20p. 63f.
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b.) Concept of a nuclear doctrine

As mentioned before, Pakistan has not established any nucleanelgetr, but some
analysts have already sketched their ideas. One of the ceneapioutlined by Brig. (Retd.)

Saeed Ismat and should be discussed here. He suggdstbthieg doctriné®:

a. Pakistan shall not resort to first use of amgtegic nuclear weapons.

b. If nuclear deterrent fails and the aggressaresethe initiative to launch the First Strike, we
shall hit back with our Second Strike ability.

c. In case the deterrent fails by the enemy laumgchi meaningful conventional offensive, our
forces shall resiliently defend their homeland.

d. Any time in our perception when the defencessamously endangered and a collapse is
imminent, we shall be obliged to raise the scopkraature of our response. We shall now
employ tactical nuclear weapons against the invadiilitary forces.

e. This is essentially a defensive strategy bacigelly a series of controlled escalations.

f. Our response shall be directly proportionateéhi actions of enemy provocation and threat

posed to our security.

This proposal for a nuclear doctrine definitely describes Paksstauclear policy.
Although, in Art. (a.) any first use of nuclear weapons isated and Art. (b.) declares similar
to India’s doctrine a second strike policy, Art. (c.) revehés purpose of Pakistan’s nuclear
weapons. Referring to the statements cited earlier, themgnlaunching a meaningful
conventional offensive” is definitely India. Going further to Ad.), it is visible that nuclear
weapons will be used in a first strike once a defeat of the owrd is likely. Art. (e.) and (f.)
justify a possible first use.

Here, it has been made evident that Pakistan serioaskiders a first use of nuclear
weapons. Before, it was shown that in India, a war againsstBakis being taken into
account. This leads to the assumption an eventual war between mudiRaéistan could
certainly be a nuclear one. Hence, the necessity for a NW8&duth Asia as the first step is a
must, otherwise the would face great irreversible consequences.

As long as the ongoing India-Pakistan dispute is not settledVB2Nin South Asia
seems implausible, since Pakistan is likely to be defeataccamventional war and thus it is
retaining its nuclear weapons for deterrence and for an evensialde. However, a modest

chance to gain stability is still at hand, what théofeing passage will provide evidence for.

5 1smat (2000).
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IV. The Armies of South Asia’s Nuclear Powers

In order to proceed with the proposal for concrete steps toward&FZNn South
Asia, a closer look at the nuclear stockpiles and the arafidisdia and Pakistan will be
taken. This is rather complicated, since defence policthése countries is generally kept
secret from the public, because they, unlike the acknowledged npolears, face each other
as enemies. Experts disagree about the quantity of warheads apdnwdn these both
countries® But this should not harm, since the main idea of disarmamentdsheubstered
independently from the quantity. Reference will be taken todig provided in a handbook of
the 1SS

It has to be clarified that the launching missiles like t88S, MRBMs and perhaps
the ICBMs are an integral part of India’'s and Pakistan’s ancl@apon programme, that is
why reference on those will be taken. Unfortunately, this handbdoek not define the range
from which a rocket is considered as a SSM, MRBM or a ICBbbking into different
books and browsing through the internet revealed different definiffmnghe India-Pakistan

dispute, the following definitions should be relev&nt

SSM: Any missile with a range of up to 1.000 Ki
MRBM: Any missile with a range from 1.000 KM up to 3.000 KM.
ICBM: Any missile with a range above 3.000 KM.

1. India

a.) Nuclear ordnance depot

As said before, India possessed an indeterminate number of nuedsgads. In

conjunction to these warheads, a number of SSMs and MEBBt®bling to carry nuclear

6 Some examples should be given: Joachim Krausmasts India being capable of constructing up to 70
nuclear warheads and Pakistan between 25-50 (K(4988), p. 49), but other figures suggest thatalmdight

be able to build up to 500 warheads, while Pakigtaaid to have to potential for up to 100 nucleambs. See
Lennox (2002) (also accessible in a short verstmough the webpage of the Janes’ Defence Magazine:
http://www.janes.com/security/international_seguniews/jsws/jsws020530_1 n.shtml [07.10.2002]).

“" The International Institute for Strategic Studi2801 / 2002).

“8 The same definition was later found coincidentaily the webpage of the Nevada Division of Energy
Management (http://dem.state.nv.us/glossary.htmll12002]).

4 |f it is adhered to this definition, the recentlgsted Pakistani missil&haheen, officially declared as an
MRBM (AFP (2002)) would be considered as an SSM.

* Due to India’s active space research programmis, litelieved that it is only a matter of time uritidia
launches its first ICBM, able to target every podftChina and much far beyond. TBarya with a range of
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weapons to the enemy’s soil without utilisation of a militairgraft is continuously being
developed

Main interest in terms of the India-Pakistan conflicndid’'s SSM programme. SSMs
could reach Pakistan, unlike the MRBMs, within estimatedtfess a minuté” The MRBMs
were obviously designed to deter any aggression from China, sincedhereach major
Chinese cities like Shanghai and probably the capital Beijing>*tdo order to reach
Pakistan, the SSMs are sufficient and the MRBMs notyreadjuired.

The most modern generation of BMs are the domestic desiymtbsti series and the
Agni series. Both are capable of being deployed with nuclear warhBaglBrithvi missile,
available in several types, is the SSM which is placed toettie border between India and
Pakistan and has a range of minimum 150 ¥NMDther versions of th@rithvi can be
launched from the navyand the airforce, making its operational range flexible. Indiman
minimum of 300Prithvis, mostly located in Punjab, at the India-Pakistan border, but s@ne ar
also located in Jammu & Kashmir and Gujarat in ordeatget other cities of Pakistan.

The Agni, being a MRBM and mainly directed toward deterring any aggne$sbm
China, is also available in different versions, namely Agai |, 1l and Ill. These names
depend on the range. Thgni 1ll, India’s latest invention, has a minimum range of 2.500
KM?®®. So, it can be installed at sites further away from RakisSome of them are installed at
Orissa in East India, which on one hand makes it capable diimgaPakistan and on the
other hand also lets it be a threat towards China. India hasimum of 5Agnis, but the
integration of theAgni into India’s arms depot only took place in 2000, thus many more are
likely to have already been added to the Indian stockpile.

5.000 KM is already listed in the table of The Inttional Institute for Strategic Studies (2001002), p. 158,
but neither is there a delivery date mentionedhaarit ever been test-fired.

°L Although these rockets itself are not nuclear weapthe combination with a nuclear warhead caneniiak
nuclear weapon. Hence, they are considered asarweiapons in this paper.

%2 This estimate had to be made by me, since no etntimings could be found. It is said that MRBMsc
reach the other country already within only four naotes of time (see
http://www.cnn.com/2002/WORLD/asiapcf/south/10/G8dstan.missile/index.html [22.10.2002]), so that |
assume that SSMs, which are launched much clogke tenemies border only take a fraction of thigeti

%3 This assumption is supported by Voll (2000), pN@vertheless, the MRBMs are of course also directed
towards Pakistan.

% ThePrithvi was test-fired very often, so that other versiaith a range above 150 KM do exist.

%5 This version ofPrithvi is also calledDanush. This SEAL is the latest invention from Indian sdists. It can
be launched from Indian warships, which could lmated behind the 12 sea miles zone before Pakisters.
Cities like Pakistan’s economic capital Karachilddoe targeted. Thu®anush further enhances India’s missile
programme. Also see PTI (2002d).

% Other figures claim it to have a range up to 4.864 thus being an ICBM.
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Further, theAkash® and theTrishul missile should be mentioned. Unlike tRgthvi
and theAgni missiles, these two are SAMs, developed in order to Haeded into a NMD
shield against aircraft and missiles of the em@nhese two missiles are merely defensive

Several other missiles are available for India’s Armyhsas ATGWSs, AAMs etc.,
which elevate the India’s Army to have one of the most sophisticaidnance depot. But it
will be refrained from further details.

One additional issue to take notice of is the fact that mabshe Indian weapon

systems were developed domestically.

b.) Armed forces

In 2002, India has 1.263.000 active soldiers, making it the fougledaarmy of the
world. Some 535.000 reserves exist.

From these 1.263.000 armed forces (87 %), 1.1 million belong tarthe while the
navy consists of 53.000 soldiers (4 %) and the air force of 11190%). (

2. Pakistan

a.) Nuclear ordnance depot

The presentation of Pakistan’s nuclear weapon depot is alsaiiécylt. Similar to
the Indian programme, Pakistan has a variety of SSMs and MRBbtgér to launch nuclear
warheads on the rival's soil. In Pakistan’s case, the MRBMsmore interesting than the
SSM<°, since they can enter deep into India’s territory and additioteiiyet metropolis like
Mumbai, Chennai and Kolkdta while the SSMs can at the best only threaten Delhi. Thus,
the MRBMs enhance the flexibility of Pakistan’s missile progreenUnfortunately, there is

" The Akash missile was only recently tested. SagtdRe (2002a).

%8 These missiles could also be called ABM's, sirffmytcould target enemies’ missiles and aircraftciviare
invading the Indian territory.

%9 The purpose of these missiles can be compared thé&HNMD shield the USA is considering to develop
against the protest of the international commuriiigcause the ABM treaty from 1973 will be disregard
Indeed, the USA has offered India assistance ieldping a defence shield.

%0 Neil Joeck claims the SSMs to be “the most pressioncern” (Joeck (1997), p. 67), but reconsidethray
arguments in the paper | do not agree. The MRBMBakdistan can destroy cities the SSM would nottreac

®1 These cities, formerly known as Bombay, Madras @attutta were renamed by the Indian Government onl
in the last years.
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no information about the quantity of weapons given in the handbook dS®Hheln fact, very
little is known about Pakistan’s nuclear polféy.

As already mentioned, Pakistan recently made the headlinksawseries of new
missile tests. The main components are the misShesri®®, Shaheen andHatf, whereby the
names of the missiles are rather confusing. For instane&hauri 2 is also known as the
Hatf 6, Shaheen 1 asHatf 4 as so on. Most of these weapons construction is based on Chinese
prototypes, as th®1-9 and theM-11, which makes it clear that the know-how was acquired
with Chinese (and North Korea®$)assistance.

The SSMShaheen 1 and 2, similar to Hatf 4 and 7, only lately tested and thus
equipped with the latest technology, has an estimated rarg@0ab 800 KM, thus able to
reach important cities like the Indian capital Delhi and tf@nemic capital Mumbai, India’s
most important cities. Other figures support the conjectureSttadieen 2 could reach targets
up to 2.500 KM distanc®, thus classifying it as an MRBM. In addition to the SShaheen,
its forerunneHatf 2 and3 is available in Pakistan’s ordnance depot.

The core of Pakistan’s BM programme are @&f&uri 1, 2 and3, since they have a
more extensive rang&hauri 3 can reach an estimated 2.500 KM up to 3000 KM, perhaps
even further, thus able to hit any part of India with nucleapweas.

Considering that Pakistan’s nuclear weapons have actually alesss under the
control of the military® there exists the risk that they could be used arbitrarily, with the
objective to slap India’s face regardless of possible consegsieNow, on October 11, the
Islamic fundamentalists had a major victory in the electminthe Pakistani Parliament, so

there is no certainty about the future of Pakistan’s ntfkes.

%2 See Ahmed (1999), p. 178.

83 Calling its major missilé&hauri is evidence that the Pakistani arms programmeastive to the Indian one.
Ghauri is the name of a Moslem conquer who invaltheiia in the 14 century and beat the Indian Prince
Prithvi. See Krause (1998), 52.

® Not, that North Korea revealed its nuclear weapmgramme, it is alleged that there probably wasade of
horses between Pakistan and North Korea: North &aiding Pakistan with the BMs, and Pakistan priogd
the know how for the nuke. See Reuters (2002b)isRakis denying this allegation.

® This displays the problem in discussing the mésgibgrammes of countries like India and Pakistdmg keep
it away from the public. In AFP (2002), the randeShaheen 2 is defined with up to 800 KM, while in The
International Institute for Strategic Studies (20@D02), the range is estimated up to 2.500 KM.

% See Ahmed (1999), p. 189.

®" This victory seems more symbolic than practicalces most of the power is gathered in the NatiGedurity
Council, with President Pervez Musharraf at itschea
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b.) Armed forces

As already mentioned, Pakistan’s existing armed forces atgefand India’'s Army.
The number is given as 620.000, about half the Indian Army. From these 626r.0€%)
550.000 (89 %) serve the army, 25.000 the navy (4 %) and 45.000 the ai(7#d¥6e

513.000 reservists are available.

3. Comparing India’s and Pakistan’s Army

The figures provided confirm the assumption that the Indian Army cwéekp any
aggression from Pakistan, if committed with conventional fofeakistan’s Army, about half
of the Indian one, can not stand any conventional war if India igwgvilb invade Pakistan
and conquer some of its territory. This theory is supported by mfajoy officials of
Pakistarf?

Unlike the Indian programme, focused on SSMs, Pakistan fosterdevielopment on
the MRBMs. Hence if once one side acquires a rocket, tiner @ne will try to acquire a
similar plus an additional one in order to keep balance and havad¥anced position,
consequently leading to the arms race on the Indian Subcontinent.

But the overt nuclearisation of both the countries finally leadetualise this
difference®® Existing nuclear weapons have the capability to destroy almoshtite country
of each other. Assuming that 75 nuclear bombs were dropped on Pakist&f aodlear
bombs on India, there would be no winner, since wide parts of the iesumtould be
destroyed and contaminat€dThis displays the cataclysm India and Pakistan were moving
towards while acquiring nuclear weapons. Only a NWFZ in South Asigd cseriously
prevent any nuclear war. The barely credible nuclear doctritveliaf * and a possible similar

one of Pakistan would not be enough to keep nuclear weapons in check.

8 As mentioned on pp. 8-10, refer to Lodhi (1999) &smat (2000).

%9 SeeAppendix .

0 Some Indian leaders believe that it would be retido provoke a nuclear war with Pakistan, bec®adestan
would entirely be destroyed while India would ssillrvive with severe damages. This is a strangaryhd&his
scenario is being supported, but morally discaidétfalker (2000), p. 181.

L A strict adherence to the INuclD is dubious, e&glBchy keeping in mind India’s reaction to theaak on the
Indian Parliament. India did not rule out using thelear option against Pakistan that time in otdesolve the
India-Pakistan problem once and forever. See S&tj(002), p. 62. This is evidence that the INuidDot that
credible, especially with the Hindu nationalisténigein power.
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V. Road towards a Nuclear Free Zone in South Asia

So far, it has been shown that the situation in South Asia helse@ a level, at which
serious thoughts ought to be made how to put the nuclear genie badkeiriiotile, seal it
tightly and thus de-escalate the tension in the world’'s most daugyeegion.The best
solution would be a settlement of the Kashmir conflict, keepindpdiie countries as enemies
for 55 years. Since a solution of the Kashmir conflict is warjkely, the focus in this chapter
will be put on the possibility of a START Treaty, independentiyrf the ongoing conflict. So
called “regional peace packag&sare an important step not only towards regional security,
but also towards global disarmament.

First of all, the existing START Treaties between theAldd the Russian Federation
will briefly be analysed in order to see whether an analogagytbetween India and Pakistan

is possible, proposing concrete steps for India and Pakistan.

1. The START | and Il Treaties between the USA and the Rssian

Federation

The START | and Il Treaties between the USA and the Rus®deration have set
milestones in the history of disarmament. It is the firetthat two countries agreed on an
upper limit for strategic nuclear weapons and that concretes stewards a partial
abolishment are legally determin&d.

Although the START | and Il Treaties do not provide the goal afoenplete
destruction of nuclear weapons, it definitely is an important stedrtly abolition and
effective arms control. Hence, it could once provide an effort complete nuclear
disarmament of the world’s two largest armies.

Concrete steps on the reduction of weapons of mass destructifmmraméated in the
START Il Treaty. In a first step, Russia will demolisipart of its nuclear arsenal, while the
US will do the same in the second phase of the treaty. Armsciosp®f each side enter the
ordnance depots in order to verify whether the steps of the aatyet. Transparency, such
as the exchange of the data is a major point of this tr8aig in a few words, the treaty
postulates an equilibrium of nuclear weapons on a lower level im twdehieve stability/

and end the nuclear arms race.

2\Walker (2000), p. 183.
3 See Bundesministerium der Verteidigung (1991),.32 and Buchbender, Biihl et al. (1992), p. 8.
" See Bundesministerium der Verteidigung (19918. p.
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Both nations, each possessing more than 10.000 nuclear warheads before t
START Il Treaty was reached, agreed to reduce thenssotfen 4.250 by 2003.0One very
interesting point should be taken notice of: The ICBM launchshsch actually are a
precondition in order to fire an ICBfshould be eliminatetl. Thus, the usage of ICBMs is
much more unlikely and complicated, because the utilisationild&m bombers is required
to convey the warheads. Nevertheless it has to be noted wi#t tiegr the SLBM launchers
will not entirely be eliminated. A strength of 1.750 focleaide is determine®.

The START | and Il Treaties are often

“criticised by many for not having gone far enoughgd critics suggest the START
treaty risks becoming irrelevant as the result @hf@ overtaken by ever more sophisticated

technologies and by the increasingly rapid pacgarfd events.”

There is definitely a modicum of truth in this statement. E\mv, it is amazing what
kind of progress it actually means. Considering that the reggis began in 1982, a time
where the relation between the USA and the USSR could havey tieelh wors®, both
sides were able to realise the necessity for a reducti@mnoé of mass destruction which
indicates the willingness of the two parties to reduce thelplitysof a nuclear show down.
The significance of the START Il Treaty gets cleariiass linked to Art. 102 UNCH,
abandoning it being solely a bilateral decision and making it aemattthe international
community®

Beginning now to think about the India-Pakistan conflict, this dikreshope that even

the arch enemies India and Pakistan could reach a sagieement.

S Art. 1 1. START Il. Also see Buchbender, Biihl ét(@992), p. 133. The START Il is available in dnped
edition. See US Arms Control and Disarmament Ag€t®&p5).

® In the case of the USA and the former USSR, eiéimetCBM or a SLBM was necessary to hit each aher
territory. But as the conflict progressed, the MR8Mere inducted for tactical use. First, the US8&1tto
install them in Cuba (Cuba Crisis 1962), and in80ks, they were stationed in Germany by the USAdter or
aggress the USSR (NATO dual track decision). Thartstanged SSMs did not play any deciding rolehe t
Cold War.

" Art. 1 4 (b) and (c) START II.

8 Art. 14 (a) START Il

9 Kartchner (1992), p. 19.

8 Just recalling the NATO dual-track decision to logpMCBMs in Germany in order to directly threaeth
USSR.

8 Art. VI START II.
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2. A START Treaty for India and Pakistan?®?

Most of the authors say that any approach between India and Raisstather
unrealistic. They express their doubts about the ongoing cdfiflicdo not share these
opinions, especially recalling. 1., which is an evidence that confidence building measures
between two enemies are possible, no matter what quationflict has achieved. But it is
unlikely that India would agree to any treaty that excluded Cinmwever this should not
be of interest here.

A START Treaty between India and Pakistan would have to be codhpid$erently
than the one between the USA and the Russian Federation, sinde®rie cope with
different preconditions. First of all, the idea of establisln§TART Treaty between India
and Pakistan should be partly abandoned, keeping in mind that &RTSTand Il Treaties
between the USA and the Russian Federation only suggest gadighament. And we have
to keep in mind that “The longer we postpone nuclear disarmamemhdie we risk nuclear
disaster®®. Thus, aSTAAT® Treaty will be suggested. This is the only solution to sétéde
danger of a nuclear war between India and Pakistan.

Some treaties like the NPT or the CTBT have already bemblisbed under the
auspices of the UN. These efforts, no matter whether pedcas/eerious efforts or as treaties
designed in order to maintain the status quo of the N5, wiltliscussed in the following
passage with the objective of integrating them into the propAsaéffective nuclear arms
control agenda has three main principles, namely non-prolderatrms control and

disarmament’ All these three points will be discussed, but the focus stmutzh the last.

8 A summary of this chapter is in ti@pendix I 1. | have formulated my proposal in the form legalfg which
could be a draft for a Arms Reduction Treaty betwiwlia and Pakistan.

8 For instance, see Bidwai and Vanaik (2000), p, 88lker (1998), p. 528; Weede (2000), p. 44 ard)ffied
(2002), p. 63. The first writer is very stronglygaged in the MIND. The MIND in an Indian NGO which
promotes the nuclear disarmament on the Indian @uiment and cooperates with similar Pakistani
organisations, hence an example for India-Pakistaperation. | had the opportunity to talk persintd Mr.
Bidwai and was truly impressed about his engageraadtideas towards nuclear disarmament and reducing
tensions between the enemy brother states Indi®akigtan.

8 See Ahmed (1999), p. 186.

% Bidwai and Vanaik (2000), p. 245.

% To underline this strain of thought, it shoulddierified that this is the idea of me. In the foliag passage, a
possible treaty between India and Pakistan willydrd named STAAT, whereas START refers to the igst
treaties between the USA and the Russian Federation

87 See Thakur (2000), p. 26.
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a.) Non-proliferation

Non-proliferation is a step towards containment of the nucleariegand not
worsening the situation. Non-proliferation should also ban thedudevelopment of nuclear

weapons in other terms.

(1) The NPT

The NPT was established in 1968 for a limited time of 25 yedtsr Being routinely
reviewed after that period, it was extended in 1995, without sgajtto major changes in
world history®® Nevertheless, it would be a great symbolic achievemelnijii and Pakistan
signed the NPT as a contribution to global efforts towards nuclseamaament. But it should
be underlined that under such conditions, India and Pakistan can mggvénesNPT before
some modifications are made.

First of all, according to the NPT, it is strange that onlgyoantry is recognised as
nuclear power if a nuclear devise has been exploded priSrdariiary 1967 This has very
weird consequences. Let’'s imagine France decides in favoorngdlete nuclear abolishment.
According to the NPT, it would still be defined as a nuclear ggpwhereas India and
Pakistan, who conducted their tests after the dat€'dfatuary 1967 are de-facto nuclear
powers, but can never be nuclear powers per defiritiBut with their test series, India and
Pakistan declined their policy of ambiguity and adopted the overtarissgon’ What has
previously been known was officially declared, namely their mugbewer statu¥ The N5
have to accept that India and Pakistan (and Israel and, aseqesitly announced, North
Korea) are de facto nuclear powers and take this note througheardmuent in the NP
The sanctions imposed on both in the post-era of the nuclear tesistaaa appropriate
measurement to cope with the new reality. Thus, once thendate IX (3) NPT is cancelled

or modified, India and Pakistan should sign the NPT, but pursughthantire treaty needs to

8 Art. X (2) NPT. Also see Thakur (2000), p. 37.

89 Art. IX (3) NPT.

% This consequence was expressed in Thakur (20029. p

%1 See Ahmed (1999), p. 192. It was well known thatid and Pakistan were capable of building nuclear
weapons and have done so. Evidence is the firsadnguclear test in 1974 and US intelligence repakiout
China aiding Pakistan to build nuclear weaponshm 80's. See Ahmed (1999), pp. 178, 185-188. Tis i
admitted by Pakistan’s Army: “China is a steadfdend and supporter” (Lodhi (1999)).

2 Nawaz Sharif said: “No matter we are recognized asclear power or not, we are a nuclear powenstéd

in Ahmed (1999), p. 178.

% Art. VIII (2) NPT makes changes through amendememssible. Accepting both India and Pakistan as de
facto nuclear is proposed by the India’'s ambassatithhe UNCD (see http://meadev.nic.in/govt/stmaihtin
[14.10.2002]. But it has to be admitted that thisra big problem with this point of the proposath€r nations,
like Israel, Brazil or South Africa could be motigd to explode nuclear devices in order to be aslenged
nuclear powers.
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be reviewed in order to adapt it to the changes the world hasgonéein the post Cold War
era® Unfortunately, Art. VI NPT is only an expression of goodwill. Taiicle actually has

to be placed in the centre of interest.

(2) The CTBT

Unlike the NPT, the CTBT is an example for a non-discriminati@aty, because “all

®5 Nevertheless, India

its proscriptive and verification clauses apply equally toyegeuntry
and Pakistan have always denied to sign the CTBT. Thidualpcridiculous, since each of
them have announced an unilateral memorandum that no further nuslisanded to be
undertaken. Signing the CTBT and joining the International Commumtild not contradict
their demands. The announcement of the US-Congress not to ratiCTB& only

encourages India and Pakistan not to join global efforts of disaemt and is one of the

biggest setbacks of human sanity.

b.) Arms control

“Consequently, one of the principal priorities ofiet proponents of nuclear
nonproliferation should be the development of mezsto ensure arms race stability. To this
end, India and Pakistan need to discuss missildystmn and deployment issues and move
toward the creation of an arms control regirffe.”

As Sumit Ganguly says, there is a severe need of a matoe control regime.
Actually, it should be the ultimate goal to induct a multildterze. But since a multilateral
one is absolutely unrealistic at the moment, a bilateras @ontrol regime would be the prior
step for a multilateral on¥. Hence, bilateral confidence building measurements will be
discussed here.

First of all, India and Pakistan should exchange the data abauhdictear stockpiles
and nuclear sites to gain transparency. As a second stepjnaission like in the START |
Treaty between the USA and the Russian Federation should be n@ledfice which should
monitor whether the steps Wf2. c) are verified (hamed CND in the following passage). The
CND must be independent from the governments, otherwise thelseatfact it negatively.

NGOs could play a leading role in terms of the selection of etkgerts. It should be

% See Thakur (2000), p. 29.

% Thakur (2000), p. 31.

% Ganguly (1999), p. 176.

7 See Bidwai and Vanaik (2000), p. 258.
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constituted of an equal number of experts of each side andahaead office in both of the
countries, while one is responsible for India’s and the other fosfaaks sites. The office at
the Indian side will further be responsible to supervise IndiaBM&.in order to create a
balance, since Pakistan did not develop these kind of missilésa&tnot officially). The
head offices have to maintain contact with each other and ha&hCND incessantly and
exchange the collected data. In each head office, halfxiperte should be Indian and the
other half Pakistani citizens. Besides the head office, Subsfhieed to be established, which
should be located at each nuclear site. They should actually eddhi@ execution of
disarmament process 9f2.c).

Unconditional access to each part of nuclear facilities mestllocated. An annual
inspection whether the treaty is adhered to should be undertaketioreadlyi they should
have the authority to enter the nuclear arsenals without prior aremaent for random
controls and in case it is suspected that the treaty is nowkadl. The CND also decides upon
sanctions which will be implemented if the treaty is noofeld.

All of the steps which were undertaken by the inspectors shouldploeted to each
head office and the CND in order to attain transparency. The CiNlRe&p the governments

of India and Pakistan up to date.

c.) Disarmament

This is the most difficult part of the proposal, since thé lacreliable figures has
already been mentioned.

The disarmament process suggested in the START Il Treatgéetinie USA and the
Russian Federation should not be overtaken for the STAAT betweenaindiPakistan. First
of all, it is too slow, second no nuclear abolition is proposed inTARS Il Treaty and third
the conventional forces of the former resemble while the Irfidi@es are double the size of
Pakistan’s forces.

In order to attain strategic balance, the countries first reedddtroy its ICBMs, so far
they possess any. If this works out as scheduled, it is Irubahas to take the next step in the
STAAT, since it obviously possesses more nuclear weapons thariaRaldéter the data
about the nuclear capability has been exchanged, India should ielucelear warheads

and BMs to the size of Pakistan’s, so there will be nudiatance® Parallel, a complete

% |1t was the former Indian Prime Minister I.K. Gujnaho realised India’s responsibility and reitechtihe
importance of going toward Pakistan in order tavsdhe long lasting dispute, postulated in the &upoctrine.



Subin Nijhawan Towards a Nuclear Free Zone in Sésih pP.22

elimination of India’'s SLBMs should be fostered, otherwise Indiald/ have an advantage
against Pakistan apparently having no SLBR/s.

Once a nuclear balance between India and Pakistan is obtainedydmdince depots
need to be disarmed with equal speed. First, the capabibtyiking should be disabled. This
can be reached while separating nuclear warheads from thehilagirand delivery vehicles
systems? In a next step, the nuclear warheads should be reduced to a nurmbgs.afhen
the disarmament of the SSMs and the MRBMs will have ginbevhereas beginning with the
SSMs would probably be more convenient, since more of them arengéxisthe depots of
India and Pakistan. And if they began with the disarmament dRBMs, India would still
be able to hit each part of Pakistan, whereas the reverse maildé possible. The SSMs and
MRBMs will be reduced stepwise in order to have the abilityaticing any violation of
contract more easily. Additionally, both countries need to agree¢he freezing of any
research on nuclear weapons. Once the steps were sucggssfuiito operation, India and
Pakistan should withdraw from their claim being nuclear powers eddré South Asia as a
NWFZ.

The biggest problem for these last steps compared to the STAR@&dlty is the fact
that the conventional forces of India and Pakistan differ ength, while the ones of the
USA and the Russian Federation were comparable. Pakistan woeldagege on a STAAT
without further concessions of India, because it can never cemptt the overwhelming
Indian Army°* So, to enable the sketched ideas, there has to be a noatssigred
between India and Pakistan, where India guarantees not to malk& useconventional
advantage to suppress Pakistan. The opinion of Mr. Lodhi needs toidusslyetaken into
consideration, supporting the idea of this paper:

“India’s offer of a treaty to be signed by the teountries, agreeing not to be the first
to use nuclear weapons against each other is dad-and would benefit India only, as it has a
superior conventional force. It may be more appaterfor both countries to sign a mutual test
ban treaty to start with, followed by a no-war pgét

See Walker (1998), p. 516. Said in a few words, Gugral doctrine suggests that once stronger lgdies
towards Pakistan, both would benefit from the pesgrwhich could be mutually reached. India, behmsy t
world’s largest democracy, is allocated to takeldzaling role towards nuclear disarmament, espgdale to
Pakistan’s lack of democracy. See Walker (1998328, Kreft (2000), p. 8 and Wieck (2000), p. 46.

% In fact, while talking about nuclear disarmamehinking about the international waters in thisnsrought
not to be neglected, since they could be a loopHade further reading on this, refer to Bidwai avidnaik
(2000), pp. 251.

100 5ee Bidwai and Vanaik (2000), pp. 256. This iafaufous idea of Praful Bidwai, calling it the coptef de-
alerting. The only way to deploy nuclear weapongtenenemies soil this would be through militarsceft,
which is very inconvenient. The same process watupaied in Art. |. 4 (b) and (c) START Il (s¥el.).

101 SeeAppendix 1.

1021 odhi (1999).
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Well, in this paper it was suggested to join the CTBT thanirgiga mutual test ban
treaty. The outcome is the same, but India and Pakistan wouldifgavilingness to adhere
to international conventions.

Pakistan needs to ensure its serious compliance not to fgbkg war against India,
meaning that infiltration of terrorists from Pakistan’s itery on Indian soil has to be
prevented. A proxy war, which has already led to a conventionadlwang the Kargil crises,
could be a factor for the worst scenario, a nuclear war. ItdMoeilappropriate to express in a
STAAT that India and Pakistan actually have the same enamygly the groups who try to
encourage and carry out terroridfi The induction of a mutual border police, suggested by
India and denied by Pakistan could help to prevent mistttiEhe hot wire line between the
two heads of government, the Indian Prime Minister and PalssRm@sident, needs to be
maintained and further extend®d.In addition to this, there needs to be at least one annual
meeting between them in order to evaluate the peace process

These steps do not guarantee any final solution for the India-Pa#lisfarte, but at
least they are a basis for India and Pakistan to improvéoredaand hold bilateral talks,
without having the danger of a nuclear war rising above the. takhe case of India and
Pakistan, the intended deterrence did not only deter any war $wtpaévented any

commitment towards becoming co-operative neighbours, what mdstiotitizens wish for.

193 This was never officially realised by Indian andkRtan leaders. The number of attacks by suspected
religious extremists in both countries is evidefarethis conclusion. China, carefully observing thevelopment
in South Asia expressed the need for India andsBakito mutually combat terrorism: Wang Yi, Chin¥$ee
Minister for foreign affairs: "Some terrorist orgsations are targeting both India and Pakistan. yWwan't the
two countries get together to contain them?” (Qdate Padgaonkar (2002)). Well, it has to be additthat
China does a great role of expressing goodwill,diithe same time is one of the main factors wityisey in
South Asia is permanently deteriorating.

194 1ndia permanently accuses Pakistan of not comdpatioss-border-terrorism. If the stronger Indiamrcan
not avoid any infiltration, how can Pakistan’s Armdg? India can not blame Pakistan for every testatiho
crossed the border, keeping in mind that the bomkatly dividing the Himalaya between India ankiB&n is
complicated to monitor, because at large partsetrain is quite inaccessible.

1% This is in effect since many years, but was naiscmusly made use of. When India and Pakistan uxiad
their nuclear tests, there was no prior notificati8ee Synnott (2000), p. 75. This ought not tpeapagain. To
have an overview about existing and discussed agrets, see Synnott (2000), pp. 75-77.
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VI. Conclusion

In this paper, first a study of the India-Pakistan disputenmg of the nuclear danger
was undertaken. India’'s and Pakistan’s nuclear policy was @&dalgsd contrasted. The
strength of both armies and their supply was compared. With tleeteal data, a proposal for
nuclear disarmament was established in order “to stop the Indakistdh competition in

insanity™

and enabling prosperous relations in future. It was showedh&antishroom
shaped nuclear cloud rises above the India-Pakistan relationdrdjstielse two countries to
improve their relations. Thus, an abolition of a nuclear stockgleanfidence building
measurement is the first crucial step which can lower daasand be the foundation for
fruitful further talks and relations. Since the USA and Russetefation were able to discuss
about START I, why should India and Pakistan not be able to reatAATS So, STAAT is
much more palpable than world opinion thinks it to be.

The steps discussed are of bilateral quality. A multilaggetement as a commitment
towards a Nuclear Free World would have been appreciated, butvoices and more
opinions are rather destructive towards this. Thus the effortimasd towards sketching the
idea for a regional NWFZ, which seems more plausible. No sme be wasted now, taking
into account the potential a nuclear war between India and Pakmtes. It was proposed
India to take the first step, recalling India’s moral resgulityi and the Gujral-Doctrine.
Considering that in Pakistan fundamentalists could attain powersuggestion can only be
underlined again. Because if this happened, a nuclear show dowd Wwecbme more

realistic’’’ Ronald Walker emphasises that “the regional component is wgergtled: the

subcontinental estranged brothers are the two nations dlosestlear war®

A regional NWFZ is only the beginning of further efforts. In orderreach a
multilateral conference for disarmament, it should be sugdjéisée once the treaty is put into
action and the steps were successfully undertaken, the SA#tRQId overtake the
supervision of the security situation in South Asia, like the ASEWNMS it in South East

Asia. This could happen by cancelling Art. 102 of the SAARC t&hand enabling the

198 Foot (1999), p. 149. Also see the remarkable nof@rundhati Roy on the foolishness India and Bizki
have entered with the conduction of the nucleast&ee Roy (1998).

107 see Bidwai and Vanaik (2000), p. 254. In facttudyg by the National Defence University of the lexit
States of America supposes India could attack Baki§ nuclear weapons fall in the hands of IsldmiSee PTI
(2002c). Now, that North Korea revealed its nuclesmapons programme with suspected proliferation of
Pakistan, the nuclear genie is spreading beyonthJmia. See Footnote 64.

108 \Walker (2000), p. 183.
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SAARC to be the forum where joint foreign and security policy wouldibeussed® This
extension of the SAARC’s authority may result in the comaibf a South Asian Union,
compared to the European Union, meaning that borders would be opened and ioooperat
between the Nations would increase to a higher extent. Théooredta South Asian Union,
dealing with all problems occurring in South Asia would make the BBAeedless and
should be the goal for which India, Pakistan and other South Asian Nahon&d go for.
There would only be winners, if this happeri&d.

Once this is implemented, other zones could follow like an agh&a The European
nations Britain and France would have fewer reasons to jukgify tidiculous holdings of
nuclear weapons. And the START Il Treaty between the USA amdRtissian Federation
could be extended into a STAAT Treaty like the one between Indiaaistdh proposed in
this paper. A good signal from India and Pakistan definitely wouglaly that sensible
agreements between arch rivals are possible, consequenithatingt other nations to follow
that examplé!! Once this has happened, multilateral arms control could bedreetsiunder
the auspices of the UN. The slow match wick of peace only riedms enlightened, before it
spreads “like a teabag through the worltf.

| admit that my ideas are very idealistic. The fact thdid and Pakistan deny to any
talks about their dispute is very discouraging. But at the san®it should be underlined

that having ambitious goals is better than having no goals.

199 Basting (2002), pp. 46, 51. Art. 102 SAARC Chasapggests security matters not to be discussekleat t
annual SAARC meetings. There actually could be wmeensuitable conference to discuss mutual secigstyes.

110 5ee Nair (2001). This essay mainly discusses dea bf a South Asian Union in terms of Economic
perspectives.

11 seeAppendix I1, where a draft agreement is suggested.

M2 This metaphor from Arundhati Roy is here usedispldy a positive spread. In her best-seller, is wsed to
show negative influence of Christianity in IndieSRoy (1997), p. 8.
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Appendix 1: Strength of the Indian and Pakistani Amy

These two graphs visually display the strength of the Indian and Pakistani Army
before and after the nuclear tests.
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In Diagram 1, it is displayed that
India has stronger conventional
forces which could sweep the
Pakistani Army. This graph refers to
the momentum before the tests.

Diagram 2 shows the impact of the

nuclearisation of India and Pakistan.
Although there was no change in
the quantity of army forces, the

armies’ strength has equalised. The
nuclear potential can not be

guantitatively measured, because
the potential is too big. The arrows
display that the destruction

capability of the armies is very big

and thus comparable.

Source: The International Institute for Srategic Studies (2001 / 2002. Graphs: Subin Nijhawan
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Appendix 2: Proposal on a STAAT Treaty between Inda and Pakistan

Introduction by the author:

The following proposal was composed by the author of this paper in order to
summarise hisideas in form of a legal treaty and provide a draft, which eventually could be
approved by India and Pakistan. Once this draft is approved, India and Pakistan would be a
positive example for the N5 and other nuclear powers. No dates and figures will be given,
instead parts of the treaty to be completed will be marked with ***

This treaty is composed very idealistically, in the hope that this points out the urgent
need for a similar treaty. Memorandums mentioned in this treaty are not attached, because
solely the idea of a treaty should be displayed. Giving too many details has been avoided.
Footnotes are not official part of the treaty, they only comment some articles for better
under standing.
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Proposal on a

Strategic Arms Abolition Treaty between
The Republic of India and The Islamic Republic of Rkistan (STAAT)*®

Preamble

India and Pakistan, hereinafter referred to as the Bartie

Being aware of the severe danger of a nuclear war and thiadaciuclear wars only have
victims and no winners,

Keeping in mind their responsibility for the present and futunegdions,

Accepting that previous wars only caused victims,

Realising that both Parties are not enemies but brother stadeisig the same enemy,
namely extremists and terrorists trying to deteriorate réiation between each other
against the will of the People,

Realising the mutual heritage and culture and the mutugjgle against colonialism,

Desiring never again to threat each other with a possilalekagind abandoning war to be
any legal political action in international politics,

Reaffirming to accomplish prosperous relations in future and tocower mutual
problems of the struggle against poverty,

Willing to work mutually towards a Nuclear Free Zone in SousiaA
Noting with deepest regret the unwillingness of the nuclearemWSA, The Russian
Federation, Great Britain, France and China (N5) to commeairmisment enhances the

danger of a nuclear warr,

Condemning the N5 for trying to seek legal status as nuclear povigershe Non-
Proliferation Treaty (NPT) and calling for an immediate rfiodiion of Art. IX (3) NPT,

Promoting an international commission in order to put ArtNYIT legally into action,

Recalling the latest United Nations General Assembly’s uésoks A/Res/56/24 and
A/Res/55/33 on disarmament,

Urging the United Nations to take concrete actions orrésisiutions,

M3 This Preface of the resolution would definitely taken serious by the N5 due to the clear language
condemning their stand on nuclear policy. Someheée introductory clauses are very moral, but tisglay
the serious need for the goals mentioned.
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Motivating the world community to excess pressure on nations unwitingrds nuclear
disarmament,

Taking into account the already existing Nuclear Free Zones

Encouraging the N5 and other potential nuclear powers to follow thimpmeaof a
milestone in terms of nuclear disarmament

Noting with appreciation the Strategic Arms Reduction Tredtiesd Il between the
United States of America and the Russian Federation and agtlorga further extension
of these Treaties towards complete nuclear disarmament,

Calling on the nations of the South Asian Association of Regional CatopelSAARC)
to critically evaluate Art. 102 of the SAARC Charter and hdétevpurposing the
extension of the SAARC to a forum for South Asian Security,

Further recommending to develop a common foreign and security polsguth Asian
Nations under the auspices of the SAARC and establishing a Ssiait Bnion,

Suggesting an international body monitoring arms control,

Welcoming the engagement of Non Governmental Organisations (M3@)p verifying
the disarmament process,

Calling for the establishment of a Nuclear Free World undeatspices of international
institutions and authorities,

Herewith agreed as follows:

Article | — Arms Control

1. The Parties shall exchange their data about the number of nuddazads and all
their nuclear weapon systems including the Inter Continental sBallMissiles
(ICMB), Medium Range Ballistic Missiles (MRBM), Suriado Surface Missiles
(SSM) and the launching facilities. The disarmament processtirl of this treaty
will be based upon the gathered data.

2. The Parties shall initiate a Commission on Nuclear Disaremd (CND), which is the
main authority to verify the steps agreed to in Art. 1l of thesaty. All details of the
CND will be regulated in a memorandum to this Treaty. This cission will consist
of a total number of** _experts, while each Party will send the same amount of
delegates. In order to ensure the independence of the deley&€ss of each
country being engaged in the disarmament process are called upaotomend
nuclear experts.

3. The commission will establish a Head Office (HO) in eachhefRarties country. In
each of the HOs*** members of the commission multiplied with the number of
nuclear sites will be sent, while half the members ofHds will be citizens of each

party.
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4. Each head offices establishes as many Sub Offices (SO) laamsites are existent in
the country.

5. The SOs have unconditional access to every nuclear sitectitsys will take place
a. annually
b. randomly without prior announcement,
c. when it is suspected that the compliance of Art. |l of tit@aty is not granted.

6. The SOs will inform the the HOs and the CND about the exatuti this treaty in
order to maintain transparency and to ensure that neither of iesReels unequally
treated.

7. The CND informs the Governments of the Parties at least onsix imonths about
their work.

Article Il — Disarmament **

1. In case other BMs than the ones explicitly mentioned in l&rticl. of this treaty
belong to the nuclear ordnance depot, the Parties shall uncondititeledlysteps
towards their complete abolition immediately after the yreatnes into effect.

2. No later thant**_, each Party undertakes to have eliminated its ICBMs aniCigl
launcherg™

3. No later thar**, each Party undertakes to have separated the striking vehicles and
launching facilities from the nuclear weapons. Withih_the striking vehicles need
to be completely destroyed.

4. No later thart**_ each Party takes the necessary steps to achiategstrbalance.
a. All nuclear warheads will have to be abolished.

b. The number of nuclear warheads and BMs explicitly mentioned inl&itil.
of this Treaty will have to be equalis¥d.This will be verified by the SOs,
which report the execution process to the HOs and the CND.

5. After having achieved the strategic of Article Il 4.clegarty undertakes to abolish
their SSMs. No later thatt* , 50 out of 100 of the SSMs must be abolish&dafter
verification of this process by the CND, the remaining SSMs dhbal abolished
within ***

114 This is a chronological schedule, meaning thanfhiis the first step, point 2 the second andrso

15 S0me of the points were literally taken from tHeART Il Treaty.

18 Thjs leads to strategic balance.

17 Meaning 50 %. Due to the lack of credible figures, absolute but relative numbers for the disarnmme
process were given.
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6. After the measurements of Article 1l 5. have been verifeth party undertakes to
abolish their MRBMs. Withirt** *'8 4 out of 100 of the MRBMs must be abolished.
After verification of this process by the CND, another 4 out of G0the MRBMs
will be abolished withirk** . After verification of this process by the CND, another 4
out of 100 of the MRBMs will be abolished withitt* .**° After verification of this
process by the CND, the remaining MRBMs will be abolishihim*** 12

7. After the CND has announced the fulfilment of Article Il 1.-he Parties should
withdraw their declaration being nuclear powers proclaim Souta adluclear Free
Zone.

8. The CND will remain in effect and monitor that no research oneauckeapons is
being undertaken by the Parties and nuclear power is solely used doefyle
purposes?!

9. The CND has the authority to decide on legal sanctions if thiy iseaot followed by
each of the Parties.

Article Il — International Treaties

1. Both Parties shall sign the CTBT immediately after treaty has come into effect.

2. Both Parties shall pursue negotiations about a new NPT betWweemations of the
international community for global security and disarmament.

3. Both Parties shall mutually recommend the SAARC Nations to témcel02 of the
SAARC Charter and integrate security matters of South Asthe@$SAARC Agenda
and transferring defence matters to the SAARC and thus implemeatmutual
foreign and security policy. The Parties should work towards en@@ian Union.

Article IV — Other Agreements

1. Both Parties agree to never fight a war against each agfaém. A war in the context
of this treaty is defined as any confrontation between the sotfighe countries with
use of weapons lasting longer than 24 hours in a row and as any attaekememies
soil with the use of weapon systeffs.

2. Each confrontation between soldiers needs to be reported immediateiye
governments and the CND so that the necessary stepg ctided upon.

3. Both Parties agree to establish a joint border police in orderotmtor the mutual
border. The constitution of the border police will be determinedmemorandum.

118 Since these are the last BMs to be eliminatedptbeess will have to be verified more carefullyg the
disarmament here, unlike Art. Il 5. is proposedtigps of 25 %.

1 This amount of time needs to be lesser than tkeobthe first two Steps in Art. Il 6.

120 Again, this amount of time is lesser than the ferm

121 |deally, the denunciation of any use nuclear pomeuld have been mentioned, because the mategaede
for nuclear weapons is produced in the power pldus here, it was refrained from.

122 This definition of war in the context of the trganight be questionable, but here it is applicable earlier
awar would be determined, the more the CND woulddrprevent that it actually break out.
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4. Both Heads of the Governméfit will increasingly use the hot wire in order to
exchange concerns and opinions.

5. Both Parties agree on holding talks
a. At least annually between the Head of the Governments,
b. At least every six months on Foreign Secretary levels,

c. Frequently on other levels, especially in terms of economic artdraiul
matters.

Article V — Entry into force, Duration and Withdrawal

1. This treaty, including its Memorandum on the CND and the joint Bd?déce, which
are integral parts thereof, shall be subject to ratificatioraccordance with the
constitutional procedures of each Party. The Treaty shall idefiorce on the date of
the exchange of instruments of ratification.

2. This treaty is of unlimited duration.

3. Each State Party shall, in exercising its national soyetgiof Article 2 1. UNCH,
have the right to withdraw from this Treaty if it decidest thgtraordinary events
related to the subject matter of this Treaty have jeopardisesupreme interests.
Withdrawal shall be effected by giving notice one year in adeato each other.
Notice of withdrawal shall include a statement of the extliaary event or events
which the withdrawing Party regards as jeopardising its supirerests->*

Article VI — Amendments

Each Party may propose amendments to this treaty. Agreed m@etsdshall enter into force
in accordance with the procedures governing entry into fordgofreaty?®

Article VIl — Registration

This Treaty shall be registered pursuant to Article 102 UNCldrder to promote other
Nations to follow this example.

DONE at*** on*** in three copies, each in the English, Hindi and Urdu languatjésxts
being equally authentic. In case of misinterpretation tigdigh version will be relevant.

FOR THE ISLAMIC REPUBLIC OF FOR THE REPUBLIC OF
PAKISTAN INDIA

123 The term Prime Minister has been avoided, sincPakistan the head of the State is the Presidéet af
General Musharrafs military coup.

124 Thjs article would ideally have been refrainechird®ut to keep accordance with Art. 2.4 UNCH, itswa
mentioned.

125 | iterally taken from the START Il Treaty.
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Appendix 3: Possible impact of a Nuclear Free Zon@ South Asia

Action iz

Actors

Rilateral STAAT Treaty between India and Pakistan India
= Nuclear Free Zone in South Asia Pakistan

______________ ~

# Cancellation of &irt. 102 of the
SAARC Charter

Tension in South Asia and the World

J' South Asian

< 34 ARC as regional secumity Nations
forur l

Multilateral Expandatinn of the SAARC into

4 South Ssian Urior, compared
S to the ETT, with a comrmon
¥ foreign and security policy,

Other Muclear Free Zones to he l

established {Dizarmmament of all

nuclear weapon states) Other regions to follow
Nations heyond
South Asia

Treaty for a nuclear free world under the
auspices of the UN

This model shows the possible impact of a South Asian Nuclear Free Zone.

The middle column shows the progress in nuclear disarmament and the impact on
international relations. Further cooperation within the frame of the SAARC would be possible
and maybe ending in a South Asian Union. Other regions of the world can be influenced. The
ultimate aimwould be a treaty for nuclear free world under the auspices of the UN.

The right column displays the involved actors.

The left column shows the quality of the agreements and indicates the tension. A fall of
tenson occurs when the confidence building measurements of the middie column are
undertaken.
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Appendix 4: Abbreviations

AAM Air to Air Missile

ABM Anti Ballistic Missile

ASEAN Association of South East Asian Nations

ATGW Anti Tank Guided Weapon

BJP Bharatiya Jantana Party

CND Commission on Nuclear Disarmament

CTBT Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty

IAEA International Atomic Energy Commission

ICBM Inter Continental Ballistic Missile

1SS The International Institute for Strategic
Studies

INuclID Indian Nuclear Doctrine

ISI Inter Service Intelligence Agency (of
Pakistan)

MIND Movement in India for Nuclear Disarmament

MRBM Medium Range Ballistic Missile

N5 The five recognised nuclear powers USA,
Russia, Great Britain, France and China

NATO North Atlantic Treaty Organisation

NGO Non Govermental Organisation

NMD Nuclear (Ballistic) Missile Defence System

NPT Non Proliferation Treaty

NWFZ Nuclear Weapon Free Zone

PAANIF Agreement between India & Pakistan on

Prohibition of Attack Against Nuclear
Installations and Facilities

PTI Press Trust of India

SAARC South Asian Association for Regional
Cooperation

SAM Surface to Air Missile

SEAL Sea Air Land Missile

SLBM Submarine Launched Ballistic Missile

SSM Surface to Surface Missile (Short Range)

STAAT Strategic Arms Abolition Treaty

START Strategic Arms Reduction Talks

UN United Nations

UNCD United Nations Conference on Disarmament
Geneva

UNCH United Nations Charter

UNCH Charter of the United Nations

UNGA United Nations General Assembly

UNIDIR United Nations Institute for Disarmament
Research

UNOG United Nations Geneva

UNSC United Nations Security Council
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