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ABSTRACT

During the first twenty-five years of independence, from 194B74, India encountered three wars with Pakistan (1947,
1965 and 1971and one with its neighbour China (1962). These military engagsmsminetimes inevitable, compelled
Indian government, quite justifiably, to review and reoriendégence policy, where in face of the potential threamfr

its neighbours, India was supposed to showcase a defence mecttatisould convey the message of India’s strength to
the world. India’s two nuclear tests, one in 1974 and the ath&p98, immediately made the world powers aware of India
as the new member of the nuclear power club of the world. édtefuctinghese explosions in May, 1998, India declared
a voluntary moratorium and declared tefrain from conducting underground nuclear test explosions,whi&s perfectly

in tune of India’s long advocacy abdpeaceful use of nuclear energy’. Post-independent Indiatder policy, evolved

as it was at the turn of the twenty-first century. Tfemes may be seen as an outcome of the contemporary atitaral
situation, where apart from the peaceful usage of the nueleamny, its destructive power was also explored and stored i
hand.
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INTRODUCTION

Non-Proliferation and India

On April 2, 1954, thehen Prime Minister Nehru, with the task of building a nemabnation, said irthe Lok Sabha
“Nuclear, chemical and biological energy should not be uséarge weapons of mass destructidriNehru urged for the
negotiations at all concerned levéds prohibition and elimination of nuclear weapons and &s@ standstill agreement

to put a check to the usagerafclear weapons. However, this call was not heeded by théeduClub’ of five countries
(USA, UK, USSR, France and Chindhough Nehru and his Defense Minister V.K. Krishna Menon, ogpaseuclear
weapon programme, but the Prime Minister of India wafavour of developing a civilian nuclear program. Becawse
believed that nuclear technology would provide India withahitity to leapfrog many technologies and thus accelerate
economic development. It has been rightly observed taatjvilian nuclear program can also be utilized for raiijt
purposes and Nehru was well aware of that. Thus, wéjéeting a nuclear weapon programme he nevertheless did not

foreclose the ‘option’ strategy”.
National Security

In 1965 India with its Non-aligned movement partners put forwsddea of an international non-proliferation agreement.
But it failed againdue to the same oldpposition from thénuclear club ‘member-countries. It was an unstable palitic

condition that India was going through at home during thiie,towing much understandably, to the demise of a leader of
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stature like Jawaharlal Nehru in 1964. Taking his unfinigbbdrom the days prior to the independence, Nehru took up
the charge from day one to put the independent India on the wapdatrpar with the other countries in every possible
sector. Nehru had a vision of modern India that he wamtexkeécute with a missionary zeal, and it was his deegdoot
commitment to secure peace and prosperity for allghated his actions. Therefore, it was a daunting task, edlyeici

an unsure political atmosphere, for his successors to live thee dream that he dreamt of. Finally, for the tirhe,liaton
went to the hands of Nehru's much-informed daughter, Ir@daadhi, who by that time, primarily because of her rich
legacy as well as varied exposure by default, had acqaifait amount of understanding of international as waelbf
domestic issues that were of prime importance to the cou®@itnApril 5, 1968, Smt. Indira Gandhi, the Prime Minister of
India, assured the Lok Sabha that, “We shall be guidedebntyy our self-enlightenment and the considerations of

national security®
Operation Shakti

On 11 May 1998 India successfully conducted three undergroundantes#s. Two more underground tests on 13 May
1998 completed the planned series of tests. These testscanducted with a fission devise, a low yield devise,aand
thermonuclear devictPrime Minister Vajpayee declarethat measurements had also confirmed that there wesease

of radioactivity into the atmosphere. Accordingtte Prime Minister, these were essential for ensuriogedible nuclear

deterrent for India’s national security in the foresdeduture.

Prime Minister Vajpayee reminded the Parliament on 2y 998 that India demonstrated its nuclear capability
in 1974 and the successive Governments thereafter had tatessary steps in keeping with that resolve and ‘national
will' to safeguard India’s nuclear option open. Prime Idiai Vajpayee said in the House that “this was the primgggon
behind the 1996 decision for not signing the CTBT, a decisidratba enjoyed consensus of this HouStnhis speech at
the UN General Council in New York on 24 September 199&)é°Minister Vajpayee urged for complete global non-
proliferation. Reminding the Council regarding India’s pastreffand citing the causes of its failure he declared that the
CTBT was not accepted by India on grounds of national seduviajpayee in his speech at BARC on 10 August 1998
admitted the role of BARC and said that BARC had addeeivadimension of his earlier promise ‘Atom for Peace and

Development'. This new dimension after Pokhrais [Atom for National Security®
Causes of Pokhran 11

The decades 1980s and 1990s had witnessed the gradual deteradratéha’s security environment as a result of nuclear
and missile proliferation. Vajpayee said in the par&atthat, “In our neighbourhood, nuclear weapons hadaserkand
more sophisticated delivery system inducted. In addition, Ihdg@also been the victim of externally aided and abette

terrorism, military and clandestine war.”

At his official residence in New Delhi addressing a gro@ipeople on 30 May 1998, Prime Minister Vajpayee

explained the reason behind the ‘Pohran-II' explosion. dilt; s

We want to live amicably with the neighbours as a good neightBut if the neighbour occupies our house,
creates disturbances then our safety and security woulél gmramount importance to us and that is what we are doing.
Nobody should have any doubt about it. This is theablvje behind our nuclear tests. Destruction is not the tiedt is
self-defence, which we have in our mirds.
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Vajpayee also questioned the nuclear explosion of Pakigftan Pokhran-1l. Pakistan conducted five nuclear
explosions at Chagai-1 test site (Baluchistan) on 28 May M¥Bayee argued that no nuclear weapons can be developed
within just 16 days, only it is possible if they have a long arafon. He also informed that other neighbours were also
preparing to conduct tests. Vajpayee also denied the tdlegaf a ‘Hindu Bomb’. To him it was a desperate effort to

create division among the people. He said,

The scientists who experimented included Dr. Abdul Kalaruslim. Also people from different creeds and religions
participated in this experiment. This was made for ticersty of the nation. Nobody should have any misunderstanding or

any doubt about it*

Prime Minister Vajpayee in his speech delivered tocag of people at his official residence in New Delhi on 2
June 1998 again declared that the Pokhran-II explosion wadsdyby the concerns of self-defence and India has no aim of
attacking anybody? When atomic weapons were being developed and stocked around theliGovernment of India
realized that the peace in the region is endangered. d¥er@nent of India decided to allow its scientists and ergsito
conduct nuclear tests to the extent necessary for safiyggdndia’s integrity and for safeguarding peace. Adtw to
the Prime Minister, the objective was accomplishedaithran® Prime Minister Vajpayee again said that India is in
favour of peace and complete non-proliferafibindia is committed to the goal of universal nuclear rdiganent as the

main guarantor of the world peate.
According to the Prime Minister Vajpayee,

Twenty-four years ago, in 1974, Mrs. Indira Gandhi did thet fiuclear test at Pokhran. We had been waiting for
24 years, perhaps we need another nuclear test. Atomic iexlagorld over is cease. The stockpiles of nucleampoes

would cease and such weapons would be destroyed. But nothing oéthie happenéd.

On the other hand, NPT failed because of the ‘nuclpartlzeid’ mentality of the five ‘nuclear clulcountries,
who wanted to impose ban on other countries regarding the anualeapons and nuclear R&D (Research and
Development), but wanted to monopolize nuclear weaponseamhdlogy. They are not ready to destroy their nuclear
weapons. These countries do not want others to develgpowgawhich they possess, but they are not prepared to reduce
their own stockpiles. They are even engaged in making #apons more lethal. Vajpayee in his statement in the
Parliament on 8 June 1998 made it clear that India thaagtyrto engage in mutual negotiations on a Fissile Mateutal C
off Treaty in the Conference on Disarmament in Genewathe call made in the Resolution that India should stop nuclea
programmes or missile programmes were unacceptable dodidm Isecurity concerns. A glaring lacuna in the Resolution
is the total absence of recognition that the non-prolifaraissue is not a regional issue but has to be dealt amth
approach of non-discriminatory global context. Vajpayemtpd out that the UN Security Council Resolution does not
reflect on the judgment of the International Court of &astwhich has questioned the legitimacy of nuclear weaaods

called for urgent negotiations for their eliminatiin.

Prime Minister Vajpayee placed the paper entitlggdiution of India’s Nuclear Policy'in the Parliament of

India on 27 May 1998. He declared in that paper that,

India is now a nuclear weapon state...We do not intend tohese tweapons for aggression or for mounting
threats against any country; these are weapons of delisteto ensure that India is not subjected to nucleartshoea
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coercion. We do not intend to engage in an arms’face.

Vajpayee also declared India’s will for opening negotiatiaith all interested countrig®r a Nuclear Weapons

Convention (NWC) to reach consensus regarding the nonguatiifn of the nuclear weapons.
Cheap Energy

As a developing country India needed a number of peaceful appiisaf nuclear energy. The demand of energy is
growing day by day. The Government of India is of the view; thaclear power can be a source of cheap erférfiyis is

one of the important reasons except the ‘security concehind India’s nuclear research.
Draft Nuclear Doctrine of India

National Security Adviser to the Indian Government in tis¢ years of the 2Dcentury,Mr. Brajesh Mishra released the
Draft Report on 17 August 1998 0ne can find the reflection of Prime Minister Vajpais statements in various speeches
after Pokhran-I11 in the DNODraft Nuclear Doctrine)ln the Preamble (Article 1.1.) of the DND it is clearhentioned
that the nuclear weapons in particular remained as theegfr threat to humanity, peace and stability. It alsotiowed
aboutthe unwillingness of the ‘nuclear club’ countries to go #ocomplete non-proliferation. The Article 1.2 of the
Preamble declared India’s primary objective was to aehieconomic, political, social, scientific and teclogical
development within a peaceful and democratic framework. Attiele 1.3 reflected the Indian view against ‘Nuclear
Apartheid’. In the Article 1.5 a criticism was thereaagst theoffensive doctrine of ‘first use of nuclear weapongi awven
against the nomuclear states by some nuclear powered countries.

The Article 2.1 of the ‘Objectives’ of DND tried taugtify the Indian stand mentioning that the UN Charter
guaranteed the ‘Right of self-defence’. It declared thah@ absence of global nuclear disarmamérdia’s strategic

interests required effective, credible nuclear deterrandeadequate retaliatory capability should deterrence fail.

The Article 2.3 declared that India would follow a ‘doctrioé minimum nuclear deterrence’. In this policy of
“retaliation only” the survivability of our arsenal wastimal. This section also mentioned two important points:

* Any threat of use of nuclear weapons against Indid shalke measures to counter the threat.

* Any attack on India and its forces shall result in punitiggaliation with nuclear weapons to inflict damage

unacceptable to the aggressor.

The Article 2.4 clearly mentionetthat the fundamental purpose of Indian nuclear weapons was tothietese
and threat of use of nuclear weapons against India afidrdes. It was stated that India would not be the firgtitiate a

nuclear strike, but would respond with punitive retaliasbould deterrence fail.

The Article 2.5 declared that India should never use or threzftesing nuclear weapons against any non-nuclear

states or against any states non-aligned with nuplaaers.
The Article 2.6mentioned about the requirements for deterrence:
» sufficient, survivable and operationally prepared nucleares;

» arobust command and control system;
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» effective intelligence and early warning capabilities;
« comprehensive planning and training for operations in line \Wétstrategy; and
» the will to employ nuclear forces and weapons.

The Article 2.7 mentioned the necessity of maintaining Rigiflective butconventional military capabilities to

encounter both of conventional military conflict as well a tf threat or use of nuclear weapons.

The Article 3.1 of the ‘Nuclear Forces’ part of the DNBclared that India’s nuclear forces would be effective,
enduring, diverse, flexible, and responsive to the remgrgs in accordance with the credible minimum deterreheead

stated in the section that

These forces will be based on a tried aircraft, mdhile-based missiles and sea-based assets in keeping with the
objectives outlined above. Survivability of the forces Wil enhanced by a combination of multiple redundant system,
mobility, dispersion and deception.

The Article 3.1 stated the necessity of the capabittyghift from peacetime deployment to fully employable
forces in the shortest possible time, and the abilitetaliate effectively even in case of significant degtiadaby hostile

strikes.

‘Survivability’ Part of the DND Atrticle 4.3 (i) statethat India’s nuclear forces and their command and control

shall be organized for very high survivability againspsise attacks (a first strike) and for rapid punitive respons

‘Command and Control’ part of the DND (Article 5.1) deelh that Nuclear weapons shall be tightly controlled
and released for use at the highest political levelinehe person of the Prime Minister of India, or the glesied

successor(s).
Two declarations in this part of DND were most important:

« The Indian defence force shall be in a position to, exeoperations in an NB€ environment with minimal

degradation.

» Space based and other assets shall be created to providevaeuilyy, communications, and damage/detonation

assessment.

‘Research and Development’ part of the DND (Article dg&klared that India should increase its efforts in

research and development to keep up with technological advartbesfield.
TheArticle 7.2 announced that India would not accept any obstaciduilding its R&D capability.

The ‘Disarmament and Arms Control’ part of the DND deadathat India desired to work for a nuclear-weapon iredd
(Article 8.1).

The Article 8.2 stated that efforts shall be made tckme an international treaty among the nuclear weapon
states to ban ‘first use’ of nuclear weapons.

The Article 8.3 stated that “...having provided unqualifieejative security assurances, India shall work for
internationally binding unconditional negative security eessce by nuclear weapon states to non-nuclear weapes.5tat
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Chinese and Indian Security Concerns
The Government of India affirmed that India’s nuclear thpeaparation were not country specific.

China declared a ‘no first use of nuclear weapons policgr af$ nuclear test on October 1964. Sha Zhukang,
China's Director-General of Arms Control and Disarmamesiterated China's no first use policy in March 1999 again
when he mentioned that, “Because of our own bitter experiehbeing blackmailed, we have declared to the world that
we would never be the first to use nuclear weaph&hina also observed a policy of ‘negative security asses’
signifying non-use ofuclear weapons against non-nuclear countries. HowéVémna has lately added several caveats and
gualifications to its professed doctrine. The most impomd&these was China's military planrieesnphasis on the point
that such a declaration of ‘no first use’ was not applie to theerritories that belonged to ChiRaChina have repeatedly
emphasized that the fielding of US National Missildddee System (NMD) or the deployment of Theatre Missiltebse
(TMD) systems by Japan and Taiwan will be considereckrdly detrimental to China's national security interasts
China will take all steps that are necessary to enhéneceffectiveness of its nuclear weapons. Manoj K. Singrebs,
besides unilaterally abrogating some of its nuclear weaposgdeltreaty obligations, China can be expected to
substantially increase the number of ICBMs in its nuckramory and also graduate to MIRVs (Multiple independgentl
targetable reentry vehiclépr increasing the number of targets which would be predetat NMD and TMD systems so
that its nuclear warheads have a relatively better oisurvival after launch. China may even abandon its decddle®
first use commitment and adopt a more aggressive nucleaingo Which way China will ultimately go is at preséon
close to call, but it is to China's credit that besidesalitds the only other NWS (Nuclear Weapon State) thadstéor no
first use?®

Pakistan and Indian Security Concern
Vajpayee said in the parliament, “a secure and prosperoustatals in India’s interest”

Pakistan's military rulers have so often emphasized, Pakistionale for its nuclear weapons was not only to
deter the threat of India's nuclear weapons but also to cdadiats conventional military superiority. Pakistafdgeign
and military policies (particularly the policies rétay to India) used to be designed in the army's General idagdgs
(GHQ) at Rawalpindi. Ever since the starting of its eaclprogramme, Pakistan's nuclear weapons were underynili
custody and the country's civilian rulers had no controt dwem. It is, therefore, no surprise that Pakistan adapfedt
use nuclear doctrine. Its military and political leadesgeatedly stated that Pakistan would resort to thiy eae of
nuclear weapons in a conventional conflict to prevent its comprefeemdlitary defeat at India's hands and to ensure that
its survival as a viable nation state was not threatéh@ther Strategic experts of Pakistan like, Brigadiere8demat
also expressed the similar view. Pakistan's nucleetride would, therefore, essentially revolved around s $trike
option. In an interview with CBS TV in October 2000, Gen®&®atvez Musharraf, Pakistan's military ruler, assettiatl

Pakistan could use its nuclear bomb against India if itsrggavas jeopardized
Nuclear Weapons Cannot Provide Deterrence-Indian Expégnce

It is now universally accepted that nuclear weapongali@ical weapons and not weapons of ‘war fighting'. However,
India recognizes that nuclear weapons cannot provide deteriremdiecircumstances and limited conventional conflict
remains possible even under the overhang of nuclear weaposswasiborne out by the 1999 Kargil conflict between
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India and Pakistan. Pakistan did not accept India's offartofateral no first usé treaty as a nuclear confidence building

and risk reduction measure.
If Deterrence Fails

What should be India's response if Pakistan escalatd® touclear level? In that situation Indian ‘No First Useuld
mean a second strike capability i.e. absorbing Paksstaist nuclear attack and delivering "unacceptable dantageém.
This policy is predicated on Pakistani perception of "unacbéptiamage" which should deter them from carrying out the
first attack. Pakistan's view of "unacceptable damagggring the extent and degree of damage to us in thenfickar

attack by Pakistan is imperceptible.

China’s continuous support to Pakistan in regarthédatter's quest for nuclear and missile capability hazsya
been a serious threat for Indian security, even though Cherairsgly inclined to end its proliferation policies under
American pressure. Some Indian Strategists see in adomgperspective, future conflicts between India and China over
"Lebensraum®® To encounter this threat India has to prepare for it byngthening economic and technological
potentials. Without dismissing outright security thrigatn China as non-existent, an immediate threat from Cisimet
apparent, given China's perception of its security problemsts anxiety to have a peaceful neighbourhood, to pursue it
ambitious economic plan and reach the standards of devetopetties by the middle of the next centéirg.D. Bakshi
mentioned that Indian defense expenditure is US 30 billioteBolwhere as China’s defense budget is over US 36nbill
Dollars (as per the Chinese White Paper on Defens$&).attual Chinese defense expenditure calculated by Pergagon
over US 139 billion Dollard? According to Major General (Retired) G.D. Bakshi, “‘Thranslates into a quadruple
differential between the defense spending of the two cesnti military terms, it is leading to serious imibales.? In
India's nuclear and missile capabilities are far lovmantthat of China. China itself is in the process of modemiits
nuclear and missile forces including miniaturization of Wwaads for tactical weapons and MIRV capability, though the
target of its modernization may not be India. India wowduire a much longer time frame to achieve parity and
deterrence capability against China — may be 20-30 yearsnadest reckoning and assuming a steady increase in India's
technological capability. In any case India needs considerdine to catch up with China's weapon and missile
capabilities. Jasjit Sirf§j advised that it will take certain time to reach theearof ‘minimum deterrence’ for national
security. For the interim period he proposed a ‘doctrineecéssed deterrence’. He explaif®ecessed deterrence may be
defined as a credible nuclear weapons capability whichcolatry is able to draw upon for political and diplomatic
purposes, and is able to deploy a nuclear arsenal withinreedd@fme-frame and effectively use it physically foilitary

purposes®
Radiation Effect

If a nuclear exchange starts between India and Pakistamatter who starts it first, would leave neither ¢oua victor

but both devastated in the killing fields of radioactive delshich does not recognize international borders. The effects of
radioactivity would remain for a long period after the alggtions as witnessed in Hiroshima and Nagasaki and the
following generations would be bearing the side-effectthefexplosionsAs the result of these nuclear exchanges the
returning radioactive debris is taken care from wipioglarge segment of our population by cancer relatethgieaot to
speak of subsequent generation of maimed children. It isdiwisus that nuclear war is unthinkable between the two

countries’®®
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Limitations of ‘No First Use’ Policy

Differences rose among the Indian strategic communityerssue of no first use of nuclear weapons. Many asdiyst
C Raja Mohan, have mentioned that India has gainedngp#rid has unnecessarily elected to bear the terrible afosts
nuclear strike by choosing to adopt a purely retaliatoryeau@olicy. He asked the question, will India resort taualear
strike in case of deterrence fails? He thinks if an ligihce warning of a ‘definite nuclear’ strike is receiyéhe NCP

(National Command Post) will have to consider, among atpéons, a first launc’

Another opinion in this regard is Pakistani nuclear listan would inevitably targets on Indian cities and
military establishments. Cities like Jodhpur, Bikanerm@&ldabad, Jalandhar, Ludhiana and perhaps even New Delhi and
Mumbai would be the likely targets of a retaliatory Btdai nuclear strike. In all the above scenarios, giverlithited
gains that an Indian first strike may achieve and tte pessibility of successful Pakistani nuclear retaligtithre
resounding answer to the first use nuclear option by Iidiperts of the ‘Peace and Conflict Studies’ emphasizedd¢led
of a strong and effective leadership in this redrd.

India has made an immense strategic sacrifice and sdppseavy burden upon itself by voluntarily giving up its
right of the first use of nuclear weapons to defeat nutheaats and to prevent nuclear blackmail. With thekingadown
of deterrence India will have to pay an enormous f@dace nuclear first strike by an adversary before ratialy in kind.
Hundreds of thousands of Indian lives will be lost and ntioae one city may be vanished. So, India's no firsdostine
demands a robust, infallible and potentially insuperablesandeterrent capability to ensure that India never hasfter

a nuclear strike.

The credibility of a nuclear deterrent that is lirdite retaliatory strikes only confines around the abilityhe
nuclear force to survive a first strike in sufficientnmoers to inflict unacceptable punishment in retaliatiomc&i
submarines offer the best survival potential, India haglyp on a small humber of SLBMs (Submarine-based ballisti
missiles) for credible deterrence. C Raja Mohan hascaiSoized the proposed doctrine. However, surprisingly, hdsfi
no use for aircraft-delivered nuclear bombs and statés'thv@ven consider the role of the army in nuclear rdetee,
minimum at that, is truly distressing." His hypothédsithat an arsenal for minimum deterrence requires oobynskstrike
weapons, which can only be based on SSBNs (Submarine/Sittienstsp ballistic missile and nuclear powergd).

Some critics have averred that the nuclear threats hatvbeen enunciated and that the draft document does not
define the nuclear force levels that India considers fimim". Others have protested that the costs of India'ssaucl
deterrent have not been spelt out. But DND defines onbt afsbeliefs and guidelines on which policy and strategy i
based. In the preamble of the draft paper, it is leiated in Article 1.6 that “this document outlines the bro@aciples

for the development, deployment and employment of Indialeauforces."”
Tactical Nuclear Weapon (TNW)

Pakistan’s ‘Tactical Nuclear Weapons’ is another concernlrfdian security strategy. During the mid-1980s, defens
analysts like General K. Sundarji and K. Subrahmanyam advrecating a minimum deterrent capability for India and had
discarded the need for tactical nuclear weapons as tresemreant for nuclear war fighting — a concept that Iddlanot
subscribe to. Air Commodore Jasjit Sing thinks the divisionuglear weapons into tactical and strategic is iraaevHe
has pointed out correctly the danger of that this kind of idivisthis kind of belief system could grow in a way thathhig
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justify the use and utility of such weapons for actual-fighting.*°According to him, “A nuclear weapon of any quality,
mode of delivery or yield, used against any type ofefargill result in a strategic impact to which the l@adicesponses
would be the use of nuclear weapons, more often thanonotn overwhelming scale® Lt Gen Arun Kumar Sahni
mentioning the supporters (Manoj Joshi, Brahma Chellaney atd opponents (Manpreet Sethi) of Indian TNW,
suggested that “India has to be sensitive to the rdalitlythe introduction of TNWs by India would not only lovike
nuclear threshold, vis-a-vis Pakistan, but also agaih#iaC*? Chellaney feels that India should have multiple nuclear
options®?

India’s Economic Obligations Regarding the Building of ‘Secnd Strike Capability’

An economically weak country like India who is on the path ofetipment, is not likely to embark on such a course
unless its security-environments compel it to. A nucpericy based on such threat perception would entail enormous cos
with the system of triads (particularly nuclear armeblnsarines from survivability angle), acquisition of suffiti number

of warheads, and missiles with MIRV capabilities ttabbsh the deterrence of a second strike capability. ddss may

cut-off the budget for social sector like health, educatioth employment. This is a serious problem before India.
In Search for Security

Another big challenge for not only India but for the wapkehce is Pakistan’s fastest growthnaslear power in today’'s

world. It is opined that*

In the next 5-10 years Pakistan could have a nuclear arsgnatly twice the size of India’s but also larger than
those of the United Kingdom, China and France, giving intié-targest arsenal behind the United States and Riissia

Since independence the political leaders of both these waltiies and power-mongering Punjabi officials of the-Pak
Army, are using the ‘Kashmir-card’ to stay in the poweretiethe Indian political parties and their leaders usésl t
‘Kashmir-card’ to gain electoral benefits. There are alfiegps that, Vajpayee-Government permitted ‘Operation Shakti’

(Pokhran-11 explosion) to gain that electoral benefith@s'made-war’ Kargil gave much electoral profit to BSP.

George Perkovich in a recent ND TV discussion (22/09/2016) has correctly daéd India has limited
capabilities, and India never possesses similar capebiike USA and Israel. So, it's better for Indiago for a ‘limited
operation’; otherwise India may have to suffer greatke(the post-USA operation in Iraq or Afghanistan). If wentour
attention to South-Asia, we should notice that actually ‘Séwih is on the Fuse’. Most of the nuclear powers amied
area are present in South-Asia. China and ‘Three FHki{lisidia, Pakistan and North Korea) are the declared nuclear
power in this region. We have some strange reports taatand Myanm&t are also trying to build nuclear weapon.
Pakistan’s smuggling of nuclear-technology to North KSread some other unidentified countries through ‘A.Q. Khan
Network’ is a big challenge to world peace and global sgctirThe strange relationship among the countries of South-
Asia is another cause of conflict in the region. The mutoatilities and suspicions among these countries malyttea

multi-lateral catastrophic war in South-Asia.

Leaders of these countries and world communities would have i make the situation normal and have to find
a solution of the problem through bi-lateral and multi-latealds and cultural-business cooperation. This is the only way
to carry on the peace process in this region. Anotkey important aspect we have to examine carefully thexethas

always been a qualitative difference between the Indian andt®akstatecraft and polity. Pakistan is a ‘Premeatur
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Democracy’, actually ‘No Democracy’ at all, which oneght like to call ‘No State’, that has no responsibilitythe

world peace and even to their citizens.

Though the decade after Indo-Pakistani nuclear tests, $@ishmanaged to avoid a nuclear or a full scale war,
this does not mean that nuclear proliferations have stadilin the region. In fact, the threat miclear weapons has

continued tgplay an important role to destabilize the subcontifent.

The economic impact of a war between these two countriasother area of huge concern. India is one of the
fastest growing economies in the world, far ahead Beddastan. In the ‘Kargil War’ (though it was not a fetdiale war, but
a limited operation) India spent 5000 crore per week. Now the estimated expenditure of avitlaPakistan is Rs. 5000
crore per day. Therefore, the consequences of a war onwiltlize deep routed as well @gvastating for its growing
economy and progress. Even if the war is to last flartaight, it would coast India at least Rs 2,50,000 erdihis war
will raise India’s fiscal deficit by 50 percent to abdr$ 8 lakh crore. The war will give a severe blow to FDI/
investments and can bring down the value of rupee to ReIAOUS dollar’

According to some research reports, if India and Pakissgnnuclear weapons against each other, it will be
destructive not only for them but for the whole world. Theilebe a great famine in the world, and 200 crore peaoglie
die®®. A joint research report of ‘International Physiciafos the Prevention of Nuclear War' (Nobel Peace Prize
winner,1985) and ‘Physicians for Social Responsibiligpressed their concern on 2013 regarding the possblét of a
nuclear war between these two countries. According to thigtreeven a limited nuclear-war between them wilirdedly
destroy the cultivable lands and destructive effectsbei on the atmosphere. It will definitely lead to a blgprtage of
food grains. Huge increase of the price of food grains Wwidhtcreate the condition of the people worse and economy
unstable. Though this report is silent to a large exteatitathe effects of this war on China, but we can guedsChina
will have to face severe food insecurity. Due to the nualear'‘Carbon Aerosol’ particles will increase in the aiphere.

As a result, in USA 10% of food grain production will tcesese for a decade; in China wheat and rice productibrioevi
decreased by 21% for first four years and 10% for next sirsye

CONCLUSIONS

Parkovich, examining the Pohran- 1l explosion for ‘natiomalusity’ remarked, “Taking a short cart to internatiopaier
and status allowed Indian leaders to give the naticat wiought it wanted>® Vajpayee in al interview expressed his

view:

Millions of Indians have viewed this occasion of thes rig a self-confident India. | fully share this assessmen
and this dream. India has never considered military migitit@ ultimate measures of national strength. | wouldetbes,
say that the greatest meaning of the tests is thgthéee given India ‘shakti’, they have given India sttenghey have
given India self-confidence.

Though some scholars criticized ‘Pokhrdihas the instrument of BJP’s electoral politics, Ity have ignored
the ‘security concerns’ of India. Leaving surrounded witktitenuclear powers India had no other option rather obtainin
nuclear weapons for ‘minimum deterrence’ to protect ifsefh nuclear-threats and blackmailing. This view was rédigc

in Vajpayee’s statement:
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Guru Govind Singji had said ‘I am afraid of none, | also db terrify others, but | am fearless (Nirbhaya).’

Fearlessness is the power to carry the world with*§ou.

He also advocated the need of friendship and peace afmemgtions. In time of our evaluation of India’s stan
we have to take in account of the fact that a sensitive popayg who earlier criticized the nuclear explosions in Japan
and those scientists involved in the bomb making in his é@nttindi poem ‘Hiroshima ki Peefd’permitted the Indian
scientists for Pokhran-2. It was the strategic compulsiom non-proliferated South Asia that compelled Vajpdgeea
nuclear explosion to ensure Indian security. India’s stansl avahallenge for the ‘nuclear club’. The Government of
India’s main aim was to ensure ‘national security’. Tooemter these challenges to India’s national securitye@onent
of India decided to go for another explosion at Pokhrannfaestering the nuclear technology. Earlier in 1980s, K.
Subrahmanyamdescribing the unwillingness of these ‘nuclear dacoitsd vare dominating the international system to

disarm themselves, had advised to develop self-protectjmbitiies for India®°

On 4 January 2003, the Cabinet Committee on Securitgwed the DNIF* The ‘No First Use’ posture was

modified in two ways:

» Article 2.ii. clarifies that a posture of “No First Usef nuclear weapons will only be used in retaliatiomiagt a
nuclear attack on Indian territory or elsewhere.

* Article 2.vi. declares in the event of a major attagainst India, or Indian forces anywhere, by biological or
chemical weapons, India will retain the option of retalgwith nuclear weapons.

Though the Pakistani strategic expert Zafar Igbal Cheemksthvith these modifications in DND the ‘No First
Use Policy’ became invalid and India may took an aggressiede’” Ashley J. Tellis’s observation is very important in
this regard: India’s limited nuclear capabilities — so longhay meet certain minimal standards of lethality, sutilitg,
connectivity and penetrativity- are seen to be suffidertssure the country’s saféfy.

But we have to remember that ‘National Security’nis itmost priority — If the nation is secured then we are
secure. Every idealism or humanitarian approach comes rafiehing national security. So, these modificationsewe
needed to DND. Rajesh Rajagopalan wished further modificatiddsID for strengthening Indian Security. He advocated
the need of periodic reviewing the DND. He wishes: “If avredition of the doctrine does come out, it will hopefully
correct some of the errors and contradictions in the uswédition, thereby strengthening the doctrine as a whbladia
is a peace loving country who is trying to negotiatththe nations from a long time to reach in a collectieeision of
completing nuclear weapon banning, not yet achieved sucdessgi Narang thinks India with his stands triggers a South
Asian arms racd but he ignores the Indian initiatives for internationalceeindia is a peace loving country who is trying
to negotiate with the nations from a long time to reach inlaatide decision of completing nuclear weapon banning, not

yet achieved success.

Nuclear weapons are monoesters that can ruin the ergamue. So, using it for security purpose is not a good
idea of the nations. Though Prime Minister Vajpayésned no release of radioactivity into the atmospherer aft
Pokhran-11®® but reality is different. Traces of ‘Hibakusha’ noticamong the peoples of Pokhran redibmnother
example regarding the nuclear R&D is after the Indo-Chiaain 1962 and Chinese atomic explosion CIA with Indian 1B
decided to install a nuclear Devise on Nanda Devi, but dueetbad weather the mission failed and devise lost. According

to former R&AW officer R.K. Yadav, it caused radiationGanga river basif
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So, India has to carefully and securely handle its nucl&® Rrogram for national security and development.

The need for an integrated framework of defensive raealison-offensive defense, a balanced conception of minimum

deterrence, and a commitment to reassurance is @idleniThough the minimum deterrence posture recognize that

nuclear weapons are not more than a necessary evil, butatey place in the scheme of national secfitity.

In this context Chinese and Indian policy may normalize the mituaThe Chinese and Indian doctrines now

indicate a counter view to the traditional aggressiveras of other nuclear weapon states who visualize use t#anuc

weapons against non-nuclear threats. Chinese and Indidganuoctrine poses a serious challenge to the preyailin

doctrines of offensive orientation and first strike stgit doctrines of the US/NAT®and Russid. So, we have to go a

long way to reach a collective consensus regardiadpéimning of nuclear weapons.
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