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Abstract

This study examines the imperatives of Pakistan’s security since independence
and how the failure of alliances with the United States forced Pakistan to seek security
from external threats through an indigenous deterrence capability. The turning
point was the 1971 emergence of Bangladesh through the partition of Pakistan forced
by an Indo-Soviet axis. Subsequently, in 1974, India injected the nuclear factor into
South Asia. Pakistan then followed a path trodden by other nuclear nations in building
the bomb. The study also examines in detail the recent Indo-U.S. nuclear deal and
its implications for South Asian security. However, Pakistan continues to play its
pivotal role as a country that is at the center of gravity of both the campaign against
terror and confluence of South and Central Asia, driven by energy, and propelling
Pakistan to be the bridge between these two regions.

For the first time in Pakistan’s history, it is now in a unique position to deter
outside aggression on its own without relying on external military alliances. In fact
the main security threat is now of a different kind, with an internal dynamic given
the holdovers of religious extremism and terrorism that was a fallout of the Afghan
jihad of the 1980s. Pakistan’s pivotal role in promoting regional cooperation, therefore,
stems in large measure, from growing self-confidence in ensuring its security as well
as the imperatives of building a vibrant economy and ensuring that its foreign policy
is able to meet its and the region’s growing energy needs in the 21st century.
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Introduction

Smaller and weaker nations have often had to deal with threats to
survival and security through different mechanisms. Building alliances
with stronger countries has been one route for ensuring security, a
route that Pakistan followed but which did not deliver when it came to
the crunch. Other nations, like Afghanistan or Finland during the Cold
War, tried to play the role of a neutral buffer among competing big
powers. And Pakistan, learning from its own checkered quest for secu-
rity, sought a balance of power approach vis-à-vis its traditional adver-
sary, India, based on military parity.

From its inception as an independent state, Pakistan’s quest for
security has guided its foreign policy. Faced with abiding hostility
from a bigger neighbor that initially questioned the country’s existence,
Pakistan sought security, first through external military alliances, and
later through an indigenously developed nuclear deterrence.

Turning Points in Pakistan’s Foreign Policy

Pakistan’s foreign policy has seen three turning points that had
strategic implications for the region. All three are examples of an “out-
of-the-box” approach in dealing with Pakistan’s perennial quest for
security. In 1963, President Ayub Khan took a decision that altered
basic assumptions of Pakistan’s foreign policy and the regional political
landscape.

For the greater part of the previous decade, Pakistan had been
“America’s most allied ally” in the “crusade” against communism.
Pakistan had joined alliances with the United States that allowed Wash-
ington a military base in Peshawar, from where it could send spy
planes into the Soviet Union. Pakistan joined American-sponsored
pacts in the Middle East and Southeast Asia—CENTO and SEATO—
provoking cynics to remark that Pakistan was afflicted by a disease
called “pactitis.”1
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Since India was then a staunch Soviet ally, Pakistan’s presence in
the American camp was perceived by its policymakers to be an insur-
ance against Soviet-backed Indian aggression. However, during the
1962 Sino-Indian conflict, the United States, without consulting Pakistan,
went ahead and provided arms to India to counter the threat of Chinese
aggression. Working on the adage that the “enemy of my enemy is my
friend,” Pakistan moved to normalize ties with China, then the enemy
number one of Washington. The American rush to embrace India
pushed Pakistan toward China, laying the foundation of an enduring
strategic relationship that has stood the test of changing times in the
past four decades.

The second turning point for Pakistan came in the mid-1970s, fol-
lowing two events that were traumatic for the region. The 1971 parti-
tion of Pakistan gave it the dubious distinction of being the only Third
World country to be dismembered through civil war and an external
intervention. The “Caesarian birth” of Bangladesh was “midwifed” by
Prime Minister Indira Gandhi with the Soviet leader, Leonid Brezhnev,
actively assisting with ruthless surgical precision. External alliances
with the Americans proved to be of no help in Pakistan’s hour of need.
The 1971 partition was followed by the 1974 Indian nuclear test at
Pokhran, which injected the nuclear factor into South Asia. Although
conveniently dubbed as a “peaceful nuclear explosion,” for Pakistan,
Pokhran was a clear message that India’s awesome size and military
might now had a force multiplier.

Pakistan’s Prime Minister Zulfikar Ali Bhutto then decided that
there was no other option for Pakistan but to follow suit and gatecrash
into the nuclear club. Pakistan’s most important project—building the
Bomb—was thus launched in 1975 by an elected civilian government.2
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Questions are often raised about the origins of Pakistan’s nuclear
program and activities of Dr. A. Q. Khan, who initiated the process of
nuclear enrichment.

It is important to sift fact from fiction. There are two contexts of
Pakistan’s nuclear program—namely, nuclear and geopolitical.

Pakistan is one of the seven declared nuclear powers. Like North
Korea, Pakistan has security problems. Pakistan while being a member
of America-led alliances like the Central Treaty Organization (CENTO)
(1954) and South East Asia Treaty Organization (SEATO) (1955) faced
aggression in 1965 and 1971 and was deprived of its membership in
1971 turning East Pakistan into Bangladesh. Nobody came to Pak-
istan’s rescue in 1971 because it became a bridge between China and
the United States and this was the price it had to pay for establishing
that contact, a sea-change in the geopolitics of that period.

Injecting the Nuclear Factor in South Asia

In 1974, with India’s testing of a nuclear device, a new factor was
injected into the South Asian power balance, which had the effect of a
force multiplier.3 Should Pakistan have looked to the United States for
help or accepted India’s hegemony in such an environment? As a self-
respecting nation, Pakistan opted to build the Bomb for its security, as
no country would have given it the Bomb on a silver platter.4 In its
endeavor to go nuclear, Pakistan did not commit the “original sin” but
only trod the path of other nuclear states like India and Israel. In 1956
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Israel supported Britain and France on the Suez Canal crisis and was
rewarded by building the bomb.5 During 1955–57 U.S-India covert
collaboration emerged on the nuclear issue.

In these circumstances, Dr. A. Q. Khan, who was working in the
Netherlands, volunteered to build the bomb for Pakistan. The path of
“beg, borrow and steal,” earlier adopted by Israel and India was adopt-
ed to achieve the end.6 In 1979, the former USSR invaded Afghanistan
and the buffer between Pakistan and Communist USSR was no more.
Pakistan became the frontline state to fight the spread of communism
to the Indian Ocean. The West, led by the United States, declared “jihad”
against the USSR and during the period from 1979–89, the United States
pumped $ 2.1 billion, Saudi Arabia $ 2.1 billion and China $ 1 billion into
Pakistan to be used for training 200,00 Afghan Mujahideen, who would
be armed with sophisticated weapons to fight the communist army.
Osama Bin Laden and Dr. Ayman al-Zawahiri, who are now wanted by
the United States, were trained by the CIA to lead the resistance.7

When the last battle was won with the help of Pakistan, the United
States left Afghanistan in limbo and gave Pakistan a parting kick by
imposing sanctions on Pakistan.

In May 1998, India went nuclear. On May 15–17, 1998, a summit of
the G-8 countries was held in Birmingham. Pakistan waited for the
outcome of the summit, but it ended with no reward to Pakistan for its
restraint or punishment for India going nuclear. Pakistan had no option
but to go nuclear on May 28, 1998. India went nuclear for achieving a
higher status in the comity of nations, while Pakistan went nuclear for
security reasons, mainly to have deterrence against aggression.8
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In January 2004, Seymour Hersh wrote in The New Yorker that dur-
ing 1976–2003 Dr. A. Q. Khan was under surveillance by the CIA. They
knew exactly what he was doing. Why did the United States choose to
go public in 2003 and not earlier? It was done to cover up the failure of
U.S. intelligence on Iraq. It was to show to the world that their intelli-
gence had “succeeded in unearthing Dr. A. Q. Khan’s network,” even
though they failed to unearth the much-touted weapons of mass
destruction (WMD) in Iraq.9

In response to the allegations regarding the Khan “black market,”
why are the buyers and not the sellers of nuclear technology and mate-
rials being punished? The black market of nuclear technology and
materials is run by companies of the United States, France, Germany,
Israel and the UK. Regrettably, research on this is selective, like the
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“blame game,” which is also selective. President Chirac of France even
threatened to use nuclear weapons to ensure uninterrupted oil supplies
to the West. What is the threat to France? Why did the threat go unno-
ticed? The ban on “mini-nukes” R & D imposed by the U.S. Congress
since January 1993 has been lifted.

The world should have a principled approach to proliferation and
it should ensure that non-proliferation is carried out across the board,
and delink the issue from ethnicity or religion. The Muslims do not talk
of a Jewish, Hindu Communist or Christian Bomb; then why does the
world talk of an “Islamic Bomb?”

Pakistan lives with a hostile neighbor. The Pakistani Bomb has
been a balancing factor in South Asia. There is stability in the Subconti-
nent as there is now no threat of war between the two nations. As a
result, a peace process has been initiated between India and Pakistan.
The Pakistan nuclear program was started by Zulfiqar Ali Bhutto, a
civilian and completed and tested by Nawaz Sharif, again a civilian.10

The third turning point for Pakistan came after 9/11. India was the
first to offer cooperation to the United States in the expectation that
Pakistan would now be clubbed with the Taliban; and the new allies—
India and the United States—could jointly clobber both. However,
much to the surprise of India, President Pervez Musharraf decisively
ditched the Taliban, which, in any case had become a strategic liability,
and promptly switched to the American side in what was then being
touted as the “global war on terror.”

In one stroke, Pakistan had bid goodbye to the flawed doctrine of
“strategic depth” that had governed its outlook on Afghanistan for
almost a quarter of a century. In that period, Pakistan was at the centre
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of gravity, feeling the geopolitical impact of major cataclysmic events.
These geopolitical changes have impacted on Pakistan’s foreign policy.
Basically, the status quo in the region that emerged since the Second
World War unraveled in the region around Pakistan. The 1979 Islamic
revolution in Iran that overthrew the monarchy, the 1979 Soviet inva-
sion of Afghanistan, regional conflicts like the Iran-Iraq war and the
two Gulf wars plus the breakup of the Soviet Union and the emergence
of independent republics in Central Asia, all spawned instability—
making the region more volatile.

The “Joint Jihad” in Afghanistan, with American funding through
Pakistan, helped transform the region into the Cold War’s foremost
battleground. From 1979 through 1989, Afghanistan became the biggest
covert operation in American history. After 1989, a blowback was
inevitable.

Thus within a decade, Pakistan was pivotal to fight the last big
battle of the Cold War between the United States and the Soviet Union.
Pakistan thus helped in engineering the West’s victory in the Cold War,
helping bring down the Berlin Wall, the break-up of the Soviet Union
and the liberation of Eastern Europe from Communist domination. But
this joint Jihad had several implications. The proliferation of weapons
through a “Culture of Kalashnikovs” was one, and the rise of religious
extremism was another consequence. Sectarian strife became an addi-
tional spin-off given the conflict between Iran and Saudi Arabia, impact-
ing also on the Afghan civil war that followed America and the West
walking away from the region after the Red Army’s defeat. Pakistan was
left in the lurch, literally holding the baby with the bathwater, and
Afghanistan drifted into instability, chaos and civil war that dominated
the region during the last turbulent decade of the 20th century.

What was worse was that Pakistan was even punished for its sup-
port to the United States in Afghanistan by being slapped with sanc-
tions. This set the stage for another cataclysmic event, namely, the
nuclearization of South Asia.

While India went nuclear for its status, since it faced no security
threat in the region in May 1998 when it detonated its nuclear device,
Pakistan’s quest for security was its primary motivation for going
nuclear. However, nuclearization became a major factor for boosting
morale and injecting national self-confidence in the people and state of
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Pakistan. Pakistan was thus in good company with five nuclear powers
in its vicinity, three declared (Russia, China and India) and two unde-
clared (Iran and Israel).

What has changed for Pakistan since 9/11 and what is new for
Pakistan’s foreign policy since then? From a pariah, Pakistan today is a
pivotal partner of the West. Events have propelled Pakistan to this
position given its role in the new scenario as the only Muslim country
with nuclear weapons whose strategic location ensures that it is a
major player on issues vital to the West. These range from religious
extremism, terrorism, nuclear proliferation, cooperation in stabilizing
Afghanistan, democracy and drugs. Western leaders like President
Bush and Prime Minister Blair have constantly reaffirmed a linkage
between Western values and lifestyles being under “threat” due to
events in Pakistan’s vicinity, now the centre of gravity in the “war on
terror.”

Pakistan’s Security Initiatives Post–9/11

In this context, President Musharraf has launched new initiatives
in foreign policy that revolve around three “I’s”: Islam, India and
Israel. It was at the Islamic Summit in Malaysia in October 2003 that
Pakistan proposed that “Enlightened Moderation” be endorsed as the
path forward for Muslim societies to combat homegrown extremism.
President Musharraf also proposed that in order to revitalize and reju-
venate the Organization of Islamic Conference (OIC), a Commission of
Eminent Persons (CEP) be established to prepare an action plan and a
strategy for reform both of the OIC and the Muslim World. These pro-
posals were endorsed in Malaysia in October 2003 and it was decided
that the recommendations of the CEP would be tabled before an extra-
ordinary Islamic Summit convened in Mecca in December 2005.

The CEP, which comprises 17 members, including the new OIC
Secretary-General, met twice, in Malaysia and in Pakistan, in January
and May 2005 respectively and its recommendations have been incorpo-
rated into the 10-year action plan that the Mecca Islamic Summit
endorsed on December 8, 2005. This action plan includes a change of
name as well as charter of the OIC, plus the establishment of a human
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rights body within the OIC framework to check human rights viola-
tions in Muslim countries.11

The second initiative pertains to relations with India. In 2002, there
was a 10-month-long military standoff between Pakistan and India,
forced upon by India’s mobilization of almost a million troops in what
almost came to an eyeball-to-eyeball military confrontation. In fact, the
2002 standoff turned out to be a blessing in disguise for Pakistan-India
relations. It was the South Asian version of the 1962 Cuban missile cri-
sis, which had brought the then two nuclear rivals—Washington and
Moscow—to the brink of a nuclear showdown.

The 2002 crisis demonstrated that the balance of terror works
between the nuclear rivals, Pakistan and India, and that war is no
longer an option since size no longer equals strength in a situation
where both sides have a nuclear deterrence. The agreement on the Iran-
Pakistan-India gas pipeline and the opening of new crossing-points
across the Line of Control after the earthquake shows that both sides
are willing to reach out. There is a broad consensus in both countries
for normalizing relations. Pakistan has gone the extra mile by present-
ing various options on Kashmir and the main issue is whether the Indi-
an establishment and the Indian political leadership has the vision, will
and the big-heartedness to match its pronouncements with its prac-
tices. India always held the view that the military in Pakistan was the
impediment to better relations, but as General Musharraf has demon-
strated, that is not the case.

The third area where Pakistan has done some out-of-the-box think-
ing pertains to Israel. The meeting between Foreign Ministers of Pak-
istan and Israel in Istanbul as well as the handshake between President
Musharraf and Prime Minister Sharon in New York last September,
reflect new realities in the region. Israel has been willing to move from
its long stated position on the Palestinian question. The Israeli with-
drawal from the Gaza Strip and the dismantling of Jewish settlements,
reinforced by the realignments within Israeli politics, show that there is
a glimmer of hope for a settlement based on justice and the establish-
ment of a Palestinian state. Pakistan’s opening to Israel has brought
strategic space for Pakistan both in the region as well as in the context
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of relations with the United States. This could help prevent an Indian-
Israeli nexus against Pakistan while also neutralizing the Jewish lobby
in Washington from developing a direction inimical to Pakistani inter-
ests. In this respect, Pakistan is also being guided by two of its closest
friends in foreign policy, China and Turkey, which have normalized
relations with Israel.

For the future, the main challenge in Pakistan’s foreign policy will
depend, in larger measure, on events in the region where it is located.
Relations with India will remain on the upswing so long as New Delhi
understands that Kashmir cannot be wished away since, in that case,
the two countries will end up in an exercise in futility—trying to stage
Hamlet without the Prince of Denmark! Already both have shown a
changed mindset: Pakistan now feels that the biggest threat to its secu-
rity is internal, not external, while India is now ready and eager to do
business with a military leader.

While for the first time since 9/11, Pakistani public opinion has
developed a favorable image of the United States, given its help in the
aftermath of the earthquake, similar to such changed opinion in Indone-
sia following the December 2004 tsunami, there is still great wariness
and concern over the direction of U.S. policy in the “war on terror.” For
most Muslims, this is becoming an Islam-specific, unwinnable war-
without- end against a unique enemy that is faceless, nameless and
stateless. The American infatuation with the use of force must give way
to an approach based on dialogue and consultation, even with adver-
saries. In this regard, Iraq has been a chastening experience and military
adventurism by the Bush Administration should now be ruled out,
because such military adventurism in the Muslim world is bound to
have a negative political fallout within the region. Hence, Pakistan’s
support for a negotiated settlement of the Iran nuclear imbroglio. For
instance, the bombing of Afghanistan in 2001 led to an unprecedented
victory of the Religious Right in Pakistan in the 2002 general elections,
especially in those parts of Pakistan that neighbor Afghanistan.

New Challenges: Indo-U.S. Nuclear Deal

However, a new element that could destabilize the region by creat-
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ing an imbalance in conventional and non-conventional arms between
Pakistan and India is the Indo-U.S. nuclear deal. This deal, first
announced on July 18, 2005, during the visit of Prime Minister Manmo-
han Singh to Washington, was finally signed during the March 2006
trip of President Bush to South Asia.

This nuclear agreement has evoked a lot of controversy within the
United States and South Asia, plus those concerned with nuclear non-
proliferation. The basic point is, as the New York Times put it on March 5,
2006, that President Bush “has taken a fateful step” in his efforts to
“rewrite the world’s longstanding rules for more than 30 years which
have forbidden providing nuclear technology to a country that has not
signed the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT).” Since the deal does
not impose any substantive constraints on India’s “conditioned ability to
develop nuclear weapons,” the strategic significance of this deal has
geopolitical implications for Asia and U.S. strategy in that context.12

The critics of the deal point to the fact that the Indo-U.S. nuclear
deal:

• Excludes India’s current fast breeder reactor;
• Makes it open-ended for India to decide which future nuclear

power plans will be deemed civil as opposed to military;
• Gives no authority to the International Atomic Energy Agency

(IAEA) to inspect military facilities that remain sufficient to pro-
duce large quantities of weapon grade plutonium.13

Given the fact that India currently needs only seven percent of its
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energy requirements from nuclear power, it is obvious that geopolitics
is a driving force in this deal.

Examining the fine-print of the deal and the statements made on
both sides, it is clear that the deal has larger ramifications and is not
merely an agreement related to energy. Addressing the Heritage Foun-
dation in Washington, D.C. on March 31, 2006, Indian Foreign Secretary
Shyam Saran admitted, “the deal has a strong security rationale, as it
would enable India to make fuller contributions to global non-prolifer-
ation efforts.” U.S. Secretary of State Dr. Condoleezza Rice, during her
congressional testimony on April 6, also linked the nuclear deal to
“regional dynamics.”

What could the “security rationale” or “regional dynamics” possi-
bly imply? Three areas can be analyzed:

First, containing China—which is being viewed by large influential
sections of the American security establishment as a potential “threat.”
It is no accident that in an October 26, 2005 op-ed article commenting
on this deal, Beijing’s authoritative newspaper, Peoples Daily, which is
the organ of the Communist Party of China, noted:

“. . . other nuclear suppliers also have their own partners of interests.”14

A report in The Telegraph, quoted from the conversation at the
lunch that U.S. Under-Secretary of State for Political Affairs, Nicholas
Burns, hosted for the Indian Foreign Secretary. The report stated,
“China loomed large in the discussions, notwithstanding assertions by
both sides that improved Indo-U.S. ties were not aimed at containing
Beijing.”15

Second, there are concerns among smaller neighbors of India that
Washington is now grooming India for a larger-than-life role in Asia
bestowing upon Delhi the mantle of a “regional policeman.” To quote
The Telegraph again, the Shyam Saran visit to the State Department had
this agenda on his mind:
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“Saran’s talks in Washington were historic because they were part of a
steady movement by the Bush administration towards recognizing that
virtually all of South Asia is part of India’s sphere of influence. With a rider,
of course. That rider is that New Delhi and Washington must work together
on Nepal, Sri Lanka, Bangladesh, and, to a lesser extent, on Bhutan and the
Maldives. Even on Afghanistan, the Bush administration is now encourag-
ing New Delhi to step up its already considerable engagement with Kabul.
This represents a sea-change from Bush’s first term, when Colin Powell,
then Secretary of State, pressured India to go slow on its interaction with
Hamid Karzai’s government and even cut down on assistance to the post-
Taliban establishment because it was not to the liking of General Pervez
Musharaf.”16

Third, President Bush has referred to India as a “natural partner,”
given India’s own proclivity and role, such a “natural partner” could
be potentially useful and helpful for the United States to combat what
President Bush often terms as “radical Islam” in the region. Oxford
Analytica referred to in its March 7, 2006 analysis of the Indo-U.S.
nuclear deal that “as a large, fast-growing, non-Muslim power bordering the
Middle East on one side and China on the other, India is an obvious candidate
as an ally in the region.”

What is worrisome for Pakistan, and probably China as well as
other critics of this deal, is that it promotes proliferation because of poli-
tics determined by U.S. perceptions of its interests in the region. This
deal violates the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT).17 The NPT is basically
a two-way bargain. Non-nuclear-weapon states under the NPT gave up
the option of developing nuclear weapons in exchange for the promise
of peaceful nuclear cooperation. Nuclear weapon states under the NPT
were not required immediately to disarm, but to commit to eventual
disarmament. India, as a state outside the NPT, is bound by neither of
these commitments. Some observers may see the offer of nuclear coop-
eration previously reserved for states under the NPT with full-scope
safeguards not only as undermining the agreements made by non-
nuclear weapon states, but also the commitments made by nuclear
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weapon states to eventually disarm. Some have suggested that the
absence of an India cap on fissile material production for weapons may
make it difficult for China to declare it has halted fissile material pro-
duction for weapons. At the 1995 NPT Review and Extension Confer-
ence, NPT parties affirmed the NSG’s decision to require full-scope safe-
guards for nuclear exports, supporting the principle that non-NPT par-
ties should not be eligible for the same kinds of assistance as NPT par-
ties in good standing. At the 2000 conference, NPT parties again sup-
ported that principle. According to one U.S. participant in that confer-
ence, “Reinforcement of this guideline is important given some who have ques-
tioned whether this principle should be relaxed for India and Pakistan, which
have not accepted full-scope IAEA safeguards. The answer from NPT parties is
clearly no.” This deal also violates U.S. laws. The Nuclear Non-Prolifera-
tion Act of 1978 (NNPA) amended the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 to
include, among other things, a requirement for full-scope safeguards for
significant nuclear exports to non-nuclear weapon states. India, a non-
party to the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), does not have full-
scope safeguards, nor is it ever expected to adopt full-scope safeguards,
since it has a nuclear weapons program that would preclude them. The
Atomic Energy Act (P.L.83-703) does not prohibit nuclear cooperation
with India, but has three provisions that contain restrictions. The first is
Section 123, which requires non-nuclear weapon state recipients of U.S.
nuclear cooperation to have full-scope safeguards, among other require-
ments. The second is Section 125, which requires full-scope safeguards
to license nuclear exports. The third is Section 129, which would termi-
nate nuclear exports if a non-nuclear weapon state has conducted a
nuclear test after 1978 or continues a nuclear weapons program without
steps to terminate such activities.

In a paper prepared by the Congressional Research Service, the
U.S. Congress has been asked to consider several questions of sub-
stance before approving the deal. These questions include:

• How does the nuclear cooperation agreement fit into broader U.S.
strategic goals, including national security, nonproliferation, ener-
gy security, and promotion of human rights?

• Is the nuclear cooperation agreement a sine qua non for meeting
those other strategic goals?
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• Is the Indian separation plan credible and defensible from a non-
proliferation standpoint?

• Does the separation plan help the United States meet its NPT oblig-
ations not to assist, encourage or induce Indian efforts to develop
nuclear weapons?

• What are India’s plans for its nuclear weapons program, and what
is the possibility that U.S. assistance could benefit that weapons
program?

• How well do India’s export controls function?
• If India is prepared to take on the responsibilities undertaken by

other nuclear weapon states, is it prepared to stop producing fissile
material for weapons? Is it prepared to declare some nuclear mate-
rial as excess to its defense needs and place that material under
IAEA safeguards? Is it prepared to sign the Comprehensive Test
Ban Treaty?

• What would be the impact of NSG agreement to an exception for
India before the U.S. Congress approves an agreement for coopera-
tion?

• Are other countries’ nuclear industries more likely to benefit from
opening up nuclear cooperation with India than U.S. industries?

• What is the potential impact of U.S. nuclear cooperation with India
on other U.S. nuclear nonproliferation priorities such as North
Korea and Iran?

• How important are current Congressional oversight mechanisms?
• Are additional conditions on the peaceful nuclear cooperation

agreement desirable?18

There is one other important point on which the record needs to be
set straight. India has claimed, and had endorsed by the United States,
that its nuclear program has been transparent and above-board, in the
process, providing a flattering comparison with Pakistan. In his speech
on March 31 to the Heritage Foundation, the Indian Foreign Secretary
boasted about “India’s record of responsibility, restraint and I would
even say idealism—in this regard”: “We were reluctant to exercise our
weapon option to begin with. Having felt compelled to do so, we remain com-
mitted to a credible minimum deterrent. If our posture so far has been one of
restraint and responsibility, not disputed even by our critics, there is no reason
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why we should suddenly change now,” he said. “Some aspersions have been
cast on our technology control record. I would like to strongly underline that
not only our non-proliferation record, but even the export control record, that
goes back to the 1984 MOU with the USA, has been exemplary,” Saran
said.19

Dr. Rice echoed these sentiments in an article in The Washington
Post, referring to “our opportunity with India,” and saying that India
“has a 30-year record of responsible behavior on non-proliferation
matters.”20 India’s record is contrary to these assertions. References to
“idealism,” or that India was “reluctant to join the nuclear club,” do not
tally with India’s track record. In fact, there was an element of duplicity
that is documented in two major studies of India’s national security
and nuclear weapons by a leading and respected Indian author in his
book, Weapons of Peace sub-titled The Secret Story of India’s Quest to be a
Nuclear Power, Raj Chengappa conclusively shows that “even as Nehru
spoke loudly of never allowing India to make atomic weapons, he was
sanctioning a ‘Plan for Bhaba,’” the father of India’s nuclear weapons
program, to set up the infrastructure capable of making them,” and
these plans were part of Nehru’s own vision of a great power status for
India. These plans were formulated in the 1950s, at a time of intimate
camaraderie between India and China. Therefore, the “Chinese Threat”
was never factored into India’s decision to go nuclear. This book also
quotes an interview from Nehru’s biographer, Prof. S.Gopal, who said
in 1997, “It is not generally known, Nehru wrote to Bhaba that he was
against the outlawing of atomic weapons,” and the book adds that
“Nehru was against India renouncing plans to make the bomb, cau-
tioning Bhaba that India should fast develop the capability of making
such weapons.” In the foreword to the book by Bharat Karnad, Nuclear
Weapons & Indian Security, it talks of the gap between Indian posturing
and policy, and how “it allowed India to divorce its re-track from reality to
champion disarmament while pursuing nuclear weapons capability, to express
abhorrence for military alliances while enjoying the security of the Western
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20 Condoleezza Rice, “Our Opportunity with India,” Washington Post, March 13,
2006.



nuclear and conventional nuclear umbrella,” with the book revealing for
the first time U.S. and British plans to militarily defend India.

As far as India’s proliferation track record is concerned soon after
the Indo-U.S. nuclear deal was signed, the Washington-based Non-Pro-
liferation Group, the Institute for Science and International Security
(ISIS) charged that the Indian nuclear program secretly managed to
“procure through individuals who also played a key role in the illicit nuclear
trading network led by Pakistani A. Q. Khan.”21

In his book, Nuclear Ambitions, America’s leading specialist on pro-
liferation issues, Leonard S. Spector documents the Indian track record
of “smuggling” heavy water, and he says that “convincing evidence
has emerged that from the early 1980s through 1987 India engaged in
clandestine projects of heavy water to enable it to operate these facili-
ties without having to place them under IAEA’s safeguards.” Other
instances cited in the book include:

• In late 1988, Norway announced that it had traced an illicit 1983
transfer of 15 tons of Norwegian-origin heavy water to India;

• In April, 1990 the Government of Romanian President Ion Iliescu

134 Pakistan’s Quest for Security and the Indo-U.S. Nuclear Deal

21 “India used Khan network to get equipment: report,” Dawn, March 15, 2006;
see Adnan Gill, “Nukes for India” in www.PakTribune.com, March 13, 2006,
which documents:
• On Jan. 30, 1995, the German Intelligence Agency (BND) stated that Indian

companies were aiding Iran in its development of tabun and sarin.
• An Indian nuclear scientist, Dr. Y. S. R. Prasad, who retired in 2000 made at

least two visits to Iran’s Bushehr nuclear facility. Mr. Chidambaram, a former
head of the Atomic Energy Commission, acknowledged Dr. Prasa’s work in
Iran. He said Dr. Prasad “originally went to Iran as part of an IAEA assignment.
Later, he went back to Bushehr under a private contract with the Iranians.”

• In 2004, the U.S. State Department blacklisted two Indian scientists. The Indian
nuclear scientists were charged with nuclear proliferation to Iran. The U.S.
State Department spokesman Richard Boucher explained, “the cases reflected
poor Indian commitment to non-proliferation.”

“U.S. urged to lift curbs against two scientists,” The Hindu, Oct. 2, 2004 which
cites U.S. sanctions against two Indian nuclear scientists on Sept. 29, 2004 for
“transfer of equipment and technology controlled under multilateral export
control lists or otherwise having the potential to make a material contribution
to the development of weapons of mass destruction or cruise or ballistic mis-
siles systems.”



announced that in 1986 the country’s former government, led by
Nicolai Ceausescu, had diverted 12.5 tons of Norwegian heavy
water in its possession to India;

• By late 1986, an ongoing West German Parliamentary investigation
had exposed numerous similar operations orchestrated by a West
German businessman, Alfred Hempel, involving the clandestine
transfer of hundreds of tons of the material to India.22

In September 2003, an Indian scientist was arrested for working on
the Iraqi WMD program, and in 2004 two other scientists from India
were similarly implicated in a deal with Iran. Indo-U.S. nuclear collab-
oration began well into the 1950s. A declassified document for South
Asia in the Foreign Relations of the United States, 1955-1957, published
in 1987, makes a reference to secret Indo-U.S. nuclear cooperation and
it says that “arrangements involve a secret nuclear commitment to the U.S.
government. The commitment is to supply atomic energy material at world
prices; this and other features of the arrangement have contributed to U.S.-
Indian cooperation in the atomic energy field and to the maintenance of U.S.
influence in Indian atomic energy developments.”23

In this respect, this deal could be potentially more far-reaching in its
consequences than, say, the 1962 U.S.-India military deal that resulted in
Pakistan’s opening to China in a historic switching from its earlier policy
of total dependence on Washington. Had the nuclear deal been pegged
to a “peace dividend” on Kashmir, leading to durable stability and secu-
rity in South Asia between the two traditional rivals, Pakistan and India,
or contingent on a moratorium on nuclear weapon production in South
Asia, as suggested by Condoleezza Rice during her congressional testi-
mony on April 6, then the deal would have promoted non-proliferation
and peace. But this is not the case. Moreover, what is at stake is not just
peace but U.S. credibility regarding nuclear non-proliferation.24
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gerous Deal with India,” Washington Post argues forcefully, “Knowing for more
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or uncontrolled fuel to any country that refused to sign the NPT. India may be a 



Conclusion

Notwithstanding this, Pakistan is making a significant transition in
its foreign policy from a quest for security based on conventional and
unconventional deterrence to a greater confidence in regional economic
cooperation that provides Pakistan the role of a bridge between South
Asia and Central Asia. While the Iran pipeline is a good beginning,
Pakistan’s membership of the South Asian Association for Regional
Cooperation (SAARC) and the Economic Cooperation Organization
(ECO) has now been strengthened by an institutional role in the Shanghai
Cooperation Organization, which means that the three groupings would
now have a shared interest and vision, both in security and economic
cooperation. This confluence of South and Central Asia, with Pakistan,
India, China, Russia, Afghanistan and Iran cooperating on energy as the
driving engine, could help bring about almost as big a revolution in the
first quarter of the 21st century in the destiny of one-fifth of humanity that
resides in the region following the social and economic transformation of
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special case, but reasonable restraints are necessary. The five original nuclear
powers have all stopped producing fissile material for weapons, and India
should make the same pledge to cap its stockpile of nuclear bomb ingredients.
Instead, the proposal for India would allow enough fissile material for as many
as 50 weapons a year, far exceeding what is believed to be its current capacity”;
Mowahid Hussain Shah, “Rice–Lobbyist for India,” The Nation, April 15, 2006,
says, “In projecting herself as an advocate for India, however, Condi, in effect,
condones India’s existing nuclear program and seeks to exempt it from the
purview of international norms and existing U.S. laws. Principles are yielding
to pragmatism. A Secretary of State is not expected to act in a one-sided or par-
tisan manner, particularly so, in the subcontinent region, where the United
States has enjoyed cordial ties with both India and Pakistan and where key
contentious issues like Kashmir remain unresolved. To be seen as a de facto
lobbyist for India would jeopardize and reduce U.S. leverage and influence in
the region.” Pakistanis are also perplexed by the fact of consistent U.S. intelli-
gence failures vis-à-vis India’s nuclear program; “U.S. spies failed to warn of
Indian nuclear tests,” Daily Times, April 15, 2006, quoting the April 13, 2006,
release of 40 secret documents covering the 1958–1998 period by the U.S.
National Security Archive, George Washington University, Washington, DC.
These findings are published in the book by Jeffrey Richelson, Spying on the
Bomb: American Nuclear Intelligence from Nazi Germany to Iran and North Korea
(New York: W. W. Norton, 2006).



China in the last quarter of the 20th century.
Despite the deterioration in the regional security environment

around Pakistan, with growing tensions over Iran and the resurgence
of the Taliban insurgency in Afghanistan, Pakistan’s own security situ-
ation has improved considerably. This is largely on account of three
reasons. First, Pakistan’s nuclear weapons have acted as a deterrence to
any military aggression from its traditional rival India, and both sides
have ruled out war as an option. Hence the nuclearization of South
Asia has stabilized relations between the two South Asian adversaries,
just as nuclear weapons stabilized relations between the two super
powers in the Cold War or between China and the United States in the
1970s. Second, Pakistan is comfortable with its conventional strength
and modernization of its armed forces has also been a factor for deter-
rence, particularly its sophisticated cruise missile technology. Third,
deft diplomacy has also been a force multiplier for national security
with growing rapprochement with India, a close relationship with the
United States in its campaign against terrorism and a friendly rapport
with China, Iran, the Central Asian Republics and Russia.

For the first time in Pakistan’s history, it is now in a unique position
to deter outside aggression on its own without relying on external mili-
tary alliances. In fact the main security threat is now of a different kind,
with an internal dynamic given the holdovers of religious extremism and
terrorism that was a fallout of the Afghan jihad of the 1980s. Pakistan’s
pivotal role in promoting regional cooperation, therefore, stems in large
measure, from growing self-confidence in ensuring its security as well
as the imperatives of building a vibrant economy and ensuring that its
foreign policy is able to meet its and the region’s growing energy needs
in the 21st century.
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