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PREFACE

| am pleased to presefthina and India the second in the new series of Stimson
publications addressing the question of how thmiaktion of nuclear weapons might be
achieved. The Nuclear Security Project explorespifactical dimensions of this critical
21 century debate, to identify both political andreical obstacles that could block the
road to “zero,” and to outline how each of theseldde removed. Led by Stimson's co-
founder and Distinguished Fellow Dr. Barry Blechmdhe project provides useful
analysis that can help US and world leaders mageelimination of nuclear weapons a
realistic and viable option. The series comprisastry assessments, to be published in
six different monographs, and a separate volumeamical issues.

This second volume, with analyses by Major Geneead Zhengiang (Retired), executive
member of the Pugwash Council and Dr. Rajesh Basfrtine Nanyang Technological
University in Singapore, address nuclear disarmaraernseen by two emerging world
powers, China and India. The papers follow theignaal volumd-rance and the United
Kingdom,published in February.

Each of the country assessments considers theityecanditions that need to be met
before the government in question would participetea multilateral disarmament

process. Third in the series will be another péicauntries, Pakistan and Israel, both of
which view their nuclear weapons as vital to offaestrategic adversary’s greater size
and conventional capability. Later volumes willaexine the two newest nuclear
aspirants—North Korea and Iran; two nuclear supegps, Russia and the United States,
and countries with advanced civilian nuclear calads that could be future weapon

states such as Brazil, Japan, and Turkey.

Later in the year, a set of papers assessing satinital issues as verification, warhead
dismantling, and governance of a disarmament tnesggiyne will be published in a single
volume, complementing this series of country asaesss.

This new series will make an important contributiorthe new and renewed debate about
how to rid the world of the dangers of nuclear warep This enduring strategic issue has
been a central concern of the Stimson Center siadeunding twenty years ago. | hope
that this new publication will provide insights apdagmatic ideas to facilitate wise
policymaking, in keeping with Stimson tradition.

Sincerely,
Ellen Laipson
President and CEO



INTRODUCTION

In recent years, the twin threats of proliferatiand terrorism have led to a growing

chorus of world leaders calling for the global ehiation of nuclear weapons. Now,

thousands of individuals from around the world amtoss political lines have come

together in a new project call€édlobal Zero.The project combines policy research and
analyses with broad-based and sustained publieaclrto encourage key governments
to negotiate a comprehensive agreement to elimadhtaiclear weapons through phased
and verified reductions.

In support ofGlobal Zeroand the many other ongoing efforts to eliminate learc
weapons, and in collaboration with the World Segurstitute, the Stimson Center has
commissioned a series of papers examining theegiatobstacles that block the
achievement of zero nuclear weapons world-wide.ttéfri from the perspectives of
individual countries that either possess nucleapesas or have the potential to develop
them relatively quickly, the papers describe thoatons’ official views on, and plans
for, nuclear weapons, as well as how the prospkutide-spread proliferation and the
possibility of nuclear disarmament might changeséhperspectives. The primary purpose
of each paper is to identify the policies and in&ional developments that would
encourage decision-makers in each nation to lowkrébly on a treaty to eliminate
nuclear weapons by a date certain.

The second pair of papers in the seriedia, by Dr. Rajesh Basrur, ar€¢hina, by Major
General (Ret.) Pan Zhengiang, are published togeth¢his volume. Relative late-
comers to the nuclear club, these two nations wvgtbbal aspirations are each
modernizing and increasing the size of their nuchraenals. As such, they present a
very different picture than the older nuclear weaptates, each of which is reducing its
weapon stockpiles. Together, the two papers madk&ar chat if the two nuclear
superpowers, the US and Russia, make significaogrpss toward deep reductions in
their own arsenals, and then work together in purefi multilateral disarmament
negotiations, the two Asian nuclear powers are \ike}y to come to the table as well.

This series of papers has been made possible bysgram the World Security Institute
(with the support of the Carnegie Corporation ofWN¥éork), and the Ploughshares Fund,
as well as by gifts from individual donors. Thén®&ton Center and the series’ editor are
grateful for their generosity. The views expressethe papers are those of the writers.
They do not necessarily represent the views of Stiemson Center, the sponsoring
organizations, or oBlobal Zero

Barry M. Blechman
Distinguished Fellow, The Stimson Center and Rese@oordinatorGlobal Zero



| NDIA

| NDIAN PERSPECTIVES ON THE GLOBAL
ELIMINATION OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS

Rajesh M. Basrur

ndia’s security concerns since its independend®#v have revolved around

four central themes: protection of the nation’susiégg from external threats,
internal consolidation of national identity, acteevent of balanced economic
growth, and creation of a stable democratic polRglicymakers have faced
serious challenges in all four areas and have kddnge to divide their political
and material resources among them. A young natate-sn the making with a
weak economy seeking to build democracy in a fragete society must
necessarily restrict its allocations to the miljtaector. As a part of the overall
security landscape, nuclear weapons occupy a velatismall space. Indian
thinking about nuclear weapons, moreover, has Bbaped by the thinking of
M.K. Gandhi, the man who led the country’s movemimtindependence for
some three decades. Gandhi’'s espousal of non-egelas a political strategy and
his moral rejection of nuclear weapons laid thenftations of a deep unease with
the bomb' Consistent with this perspective, Prime Ministawaharlal Nehru,
who held the reins of security policy until his tleégn 1964, was unwilling to
seek nuclear weapons because he believed they wogkhder insecurity rather
than security and preferred to focus on univergalear disarmament. But Nehru
was enough of a realist to leave the door operh¢oftiture development of
nuclear weapons in case the need arose. As he, vatdd India did not need
nuclear weapons, “there is always a built-in adagatof defence use if the need
should arise? As a result, India abjured nuclear weapons, bueldped its
civilian nuclear program with an eye to its militgrotential.

Through a series of cautious responses to extémredts, the military potential
gradually evolved and India became a declared ateaned state in 1998. Yet
the normative aspect has never lost its salienbe. @alance between a norm-
driven rejection of nuclear weapons and a realised awareness of nuclear
threats has consistently been tilted in favor effdrmer® Thus, India is inclined
to be well disposed, perhaps more than most othelear-armed states, toward
the current effort to marginalize and eventuallyn@late nuclear weapons.
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INDIA’S SECURITY CONCERNS

There has been much debate over India’s motivafiansuclearization. Among
the factors said to have been influential are malisecurity, the interests of the
bureaucracy and the nuclear-scientific communibge political outlook and
calculations of the Bharatiya Janata Party (whickaswn power in 1998),
considerations of national prestige, and resistamasternational pressure driven
by a desire to be autonomouasll of these arguments have some truth to them,
which is hardly surprising, since major historipabcesses and events are rarely
attributable to a single factor. But this debatskewed and misleading because
most of the discussion has occurred in the cordéxhe series of nuclear tests
conducted by India in 1998. The reality is morenptex.

In assessing India’s motivations in becoming a earchrmed state, it is
important to recognize that the chronology of itglearization is distributed
over a long period punctuated by three major everfigst, India became a
nuclear-capable powein 1974, when Prime Minister Indira Gandhi ordeeed
single successful test. But thereafter, she madeffort to build an arsenal.
Technical capability was not translated into mijit@apability. The bomb was
actually produced circa 1989, when, eschewing @urtlests, Prime Minister
Rajiv Gandhi authorized the construction of thetfinuclear weapon, thereby
marking India’s emergence as@vert nuclear power The bomb lay confined to
the basement, its organizational infrastructurgdirundeveloped. The series of
tests conducted by the coalition government of Eriklinister Atal Behari
Vajpayee in 1998 made Indiadeclared nuclear powerIn each case, security
considerations played a significant role, but iifiedent ways. In each case, threat
perceptions were different.

" For a range of discussions on the Indian decisiagotnuclear, see Scott Sagan, “Why Do States
Build Nuclear Weapons? Three Models in Search Biofb,” International Security (Winter
1996/97), pp. 54-86; Stephen P. Cohen, “Why Didan@o Nuclear?” in Raju G. C. Thomas and
Amit Gupta, eds., India’s Nuclear Security (New DeVistaar Publications, 2000); Sumit
Ganguly, “Explaining the Indian Nuclear Tests 0089 Ibid.; Devin T. Hagerty, “South Asia’s
Big Bangs: Causes, Consequences, Prospects,” Aastdaurnal of International Affairs (April
1999), pages 19-29; Prem Shanker Jha, “Why Indiat\Waeclear,” World Affairs (July-September
1998), pages 80-96; Pratap Bhanu Mehta, “IndeNhclear Politics of Self-Esteem,” Current
History (December 1998), pages 403-406; Deepgé@lllg “Mixed Motives in India’s Search for
Nuclear Status,” Asian Survey (November/Decemb@12(pages 925-942; George Perkovich,
India’s Nuclear Bomb: The Impact on Global Prolifigon (Berkeley, Los Angeles and London:
University of California Press, 1999); Kalpana ®ha, “The Hindu Bomb,” Bulletin of the
Atomic Scientists (July-August 1998), pages 30#88] K. Subrahmanyam, “Nuclear India in
Global Politics,” World Affairs (July-September 189 pages 12-40.
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Mrs. Gandhi’'s bomb was motivated by an all-conswgrfgar of loss of India’s
political autonomy vis-a-vis the external worlddia's colonial past lay heavy in
the minds of post-independence leaders, who fasHi@nforeign and security
policy characterized by resistance to external dation. Its chief tenets were
nonalignment, autarky, and opposition to the preseof foreign forces in its
neighborhood. India’'s 1974 test was not a direspoase to the Chinese threat.
Limited movement toward a nuclear weapons progranh been authorized by
Mrs. Gandhi’'s predecessor, Lal Bahadur Shastrthenwake of China’'s 1964
test, which had occurred soon after India’s painfuit in the Sino-Indian border
war (1962). At the time of the test, little thotighas given to the need for
nuclear weapons in response to the Chinese militagat, as India was quickly
building up its conventional capabilities, morerttoubling its forces within the
next two years and enhancing its training and tagisas welfl. Mrs. Gandhi’'s
disinclination for a nuclear build-up in responsetlerefore understandable,
though she was far more inclined toward realpotiian Nehru or Shastri. The
test was golitical response to the growing perception that Indiatsamy was
threatened by the ingress of external forces inréiggon and by the evolving
balance of power that was transforming the widgiomal strategic landscape at
the time. In particular, there was much apprefensimong Indian decision
makers about what was viewed as an emergent UStBakChina axis, which
hemmed India in geopolitically. In respondinghe tL971 crisis in East Pakistan
(which eventually led to the birth of Bangladeshjdia felt compelled to
undermine its autonomy by signing a quasi-alliawith the Soviet Union—the
August 1971 Treaty of Friendship—which also had rbeedging its
subcontinental bets by making overtures to PakistaBoth India’s regional
security and its global position as a leader ofNbe-Aligned Movement quickly
deteriorated. Above all, the symbolic warning ceyed to India by the dispatch
of a US naval task force into the Bay of BengaDecember 1971 had profound
effects on the Indian leaderstipThe 1974 test was thus a symbolic response to
India’s perception that it had lost its autonomyd d@ecome dependent on the
Soviet Union owing to the shifting power balancdstlte time. In short, it
represented a response not so much to a dire¢amithreat as to its perception
of a serious deterioration in its overall secuetywironment.

Since the test occurred at a juncture when Mrs.dBiawas surrounded by
increasing domestic political turmoil, it has be#aimed that her decision may
have been a survival tacfic.But this is not a satisfactory explanation. The
pivotal decision to go ahead with the test appeaisve been made in the period
between late 1971 and September 1972, much befose Gandhi's domestic
troubles erupte.The process took time for technical rather thamnemic or
political reasons: though there was some anticpadf an adverse international
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reaction and negative economic consequences, thasean expectation that
India would be able to ride them dut.

The militarization of India’s nuclear capability @ared in quite different
circumstances. By the 1980s, Pakistan was knowsetmeaching for the bomb,
largely through the clandestine efforts of A. Q.akh This generated a new and
more immediate threat to Indian security since dndaw Pakistan as an
irredentist state that had twice gone to war witbvier Kashmir. In the Indian
perception, there were two secondary contributotké threat. China, pursuing a
strategy of containing India by using Pakistan asuaogate, had supplied
technology and possibly nuclear materials and vaattesigns for the Pakistani
bomb® The United States, meantime, had turned a bliotl ®ar eye to
growing evidence of Pakistan’s quest as it needkaniabad’s close cooperation
in building up the armed resistance of the mujadmidi® the Soviet occupation of
Afghanistan. Even so, Rajiv Gandhi, cast in histreds mold as a realist
uneasy with the bomb, sought to propagate univelisafrmament and presented
a plan toward this end at the United Nations in8I'88But the effort failed, and
Rajiv ordered the construction of India’s first Hoin 1989" In sum, the making
of India’s bomb was not an immediate and proacatesponse to the perception
of a major security threat, but rather a case hfctant nuclearization arising
from concerns about the deteriorating security remvihent.

India’s third major nuclear event was the decistontest in 1998. What
motivated Vajpayee and the BJP to overtly go nu@ldde BJP as a party had
always been a strong advocate of going nuclear.\Végpayee, as Minister for
External Affairs in the cabinet of Morarji Desai the late 1970s, had voted
against that path as he felt it would have seraaligrse effects on India-Pakistan
relations:? Analysts who point to domestic political incensvier the tests fail to
observe that, first, the BJP was surely awareNrat Gandhi’'s government had
nearly collapsed under the weight of popular ogjmosiwithin months of the
1974 test; and second, that Prime Minister P.V aslatha Rao of the Congress
Party had authorized a test in 1995 before retrgétiunder American pressure.

T K. Subrahmanyam, “Indian Nuclear Policy, 1964-88ersonal Recollection),” in Jasjit Singh,
ed.,Nuclear India(New Delhi: Knowledge World, 1998), page 44; RaengappaVeapons of
Peace(New Delhi: HarperCollins, 2000), pages 332-6. \Rafiv's disarmament genuine or just a
tactical move preceding the bomb decision? Thesernse evidence for the former, none for the
latter. V. S. Arunachalam, his scientific advisaigues from personal knowledge that he was
“genuinely against the bomb,” though he “did nonwiandia to be found wanting in a crisis either.”
See Chengapp#®yeapons of Peacpage 304. There is also an undeniable continmity
reservations about the bomb over the generations grandfather to grandson.
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The evolution of the nonproliferation regime in th890s provides a security-
related explanation. Though the bomb had beent landund 1989, it had
remained covert since then and no effort had beatento create a full-fledged
infrastructure for it. The Indian position had ajwabeen one of building
capability and keeping the option to develop areras open. Simultaneously,
India had consistently called for disarmament, exguhat it could not close its
option so long as others retained their nuclearpaes. Post-Cold War, the US-
led drive to tighten nonproliferation made Indiajgosition increasingly
uncomfortablé® While the US retained nuclear weapons as ceeieepiof its
national security strategy, the odds against Isdiatention of its open option
were lengthened. The indefinite extension of theclislar Nonproliferation
Treaty (NPT), which India rejected precisely beeaitswould have closed the
door to nuclearization, was a blow, but as an datsilndia could tolerate it. The
negotiations over the Comprehensive Test Ban Tré@WHBT) took a more
unpleasant turn from the Indian standpoint. Thieyento force (EIF) clause of
the treaty envisaged putting pressure on all nudapable states to join. In
effect, India was pushed into a corner, its opeordmn the verge of being
slammed shut. It was either sign up or break and, India chose the latter. The
tests, therefore, were a response to the broadtibigubstantial, threat to India’s
security choices.

This brief review brings into relief the securitprcerns underlying Indian

policy, but it also highlights two important points the current context. First,

nuclear weapons have never been central to Indianrity thinking in the way

that they have been for several other states. Sedadia’s commitment to

disarmament on a universal and non-discriminat@giohas been consistent.
Thus, it would be reasonable to say that India'sitfmm is one which would be

comfortable with a serious drive by the major nacl@owers to eliminate

nuclear weapons.

NUCLEAR WEAPONS IN INDIA’SNATIONAL SECURITY
STRATEGY

There are two inherent and yet divergent concesgtiohthe role of nuclear
weapons. One is technical: they are seen from pleispective as military
instruments that can be utilized for “warfightingeen those who reject the idea
of fighting a nuclear war recognize that unless theapons were actually
functional, and thus could, in principle, be usedaiwar, they would not deter
nuclear use by others. On the other hand, theigalliconcept of nuclear
weapons works in the opposite direction, with tloenb viewed as essentially
unusable. The balance between the two conceptimgortant in shaping the
ways in which nations respond to proposals forrdisanent. A security strategy
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that does not give a central place to nuclear wespoad minimizes their role is
more in tune with the thrust of disarmament thae that does.

India’s concept of the bomb leans heavily towardblitical side of the balance.
There are several reasons for this. First, as raitege, there is a deep normative
discomfort with weapons of mass destruction amaiagah leaders. This has not
dissipated in the two decades since the first bevab put together. Second,
India’s historical experience since independenam&which regards the level of
“unacceptable damage” — the basis of its deterrponsture — as low. In the first
quarter century after independence in 1947, Indigt four wars: three with
Pakistan (1947-48, 1965, and 1971) and one witm&(1962). None of these
wars was highly destructive in terms of its humalh or economic effect¥'
More importantly, civilian populations were notdated in any of them. This
stands in great contrast with the US and the Sauiédn, both of which inflicted
large-scale civilian losses during the Second WANgr. Their historical
experience has shaped Indian leaders’ belief tbreence has a relatively low
threshold: it does not require the threat to dgstmany millions of people in
order to deter. A small and low-profile deterremtck is enough.

Third, in contrast with the Second World War and thold War, the security

threats faced by India have been of limited prapost The territorial disputes

with Pakistan and China do have tremendous symiooportance, but they are

hardly matters of national survival or of an allrathing character. Fourth, as a
democratic developing country with limited resowrcéndia simply does not

have the luxury of giving in to the temptation alopting a nuclear doctrine that
requires a large deterrent force. Fifth, politidders in India retain a residual
suspicion of the military and hence are reluctantet the armed forces expand
their functions, roles and powers beyond a limggtent.

Accordingly, Indian nuclear strategy is very lowykeeflected in its “recessed”
posture*. Unlike the forces of the United States and thei@olMnion/Russia,
Indian nuclear weapons have never been deployegddy-for-use form, let
alone kept on alert. Delivery vehicles do not haeapons mated with them. The
bombs themselves are kept unassembled. Moreoeee, ith no evidence that the
weapons were assembled even at the height of thgil Kanflict (1999), when
Indian and Pakistani troops engaged in several sveekghting, or in the 2001-
02 crisis, when India threatened “limited war” agstiPakistan.

* The term is attributed to Jasjit Singh, a leadirdjan strategic commentator. See his “A Nuclear
Strategy for India,” in Jasjit Singh, etluclear India(New Delhi: Knowledge World, 1998).
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Given this reality, it is not surprising that thaselittle or no interest in nuclear
warfighting and therefore in developing tacticalawens. The author’s post-1998
interviews with a large number of individuals frahe strategic elite revealed no
significant interest in such weaponsindian nuclear doctrine unequivocally
states that retaliation against a nuclear attadkbei“overwhelming,” indicating
a clear preference for a countervalue rather thaouaterforce respons&The
nuclear-capable missiles currently being developadyhich more is said below,
are of the middle- and intermediate-range vari€he short-range Prithvi missile
has been the mainstay of the missile force hithémtit, vis-a-vis Pakistan, most
of whose major cities are well within their readeir function is strategic and
not tactical.

Could Indian thinking change? Conceivably, the tamii-technical approach
could gain the upper hand in the event there isngatenation of circumstances:
the rapid rise of a serious military threat fronkiBen or China; simultaneous
domestic and external crises; and the erosion wufliasi leadership. The
probability seems remote. External failure in 1862 2001-02 had no effect on
the domestic power equation. If anything, the tmal leadership on both
occasions showed itself to be adept at retainmgtatus and position. There is
little reason to expect the militarization of Indithinking about nuclear weapons
under the pressure of changed political circumstanc

Nuclear Weapons and India’s Regional and Global Asmtions

With the growth of India’s economy and the concamitrise of its military
capabilities, it is a valid question whether Indieaders view nuclear weapons as
desirable accoutrements of power. If they werey tteuld serve two purposes.
First, they could be used as instruments for thpgme of specific political gains:
as back-ups to conventional forces used for intdfee abroad, or as instruments
for coercing adversaries directly. Second, as sysnbb great power, nuclear
weapons could conceivably be used as a platformadquiring enhanced global
status. As is often pointed out, all of the pernmimeembers of the Security
Council are also the only “recognized” nuclear waraptates (though this fails to
recognize that only the US was a nuclear powe®#b)L A brief discussion will
show that neither aspect is relevant to India’soreg and global aspirations.

At the regional level, India was long viewed as leegemon,” and not a
particularly benign one either, since it incorpethbne small neighbor into its
territory (Sikkim), signed unequal treaties withotwthers (Bhutan, Nepal) and
intervened militarily in three (Pakistan in 1971 anka in 1987, and the
Maldives in 1988). But since the 1990s, the siarathas been reversed.
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Relations with all its immediate neighbors are lom tipswing.” After two major
confrontations, India and Pakistan have realizedl ttiere is no military solution
to the Kashmir issue and have begun fording thé lgetween them. India-Sri
Lanka relations have reached a stage where Sridrmatdaders have repeatedly
pressed for free trade, a defence pact, and ednlinvolvement in their ethnic
crisis. India has signed a new and more egalitatiaaty with Bhutan and
indicated its willingness to do the same with Nep&lations with Bangladesh
have improved significantly, reflected in the Ap208 revival of cross-border
train service after four decades. India, for igstphas shown no inclination to
intervene in any of these states despite its grgpwiower and despite the high
level of instability in all except Bhutan.

Nuclear weapons have played no role in any of Iads@uth Asian relationships
except with Pakistan, in which a number of confkebuilding measures,
including nuclear risk reduction measures, havenljé in place as part of an
ongoing process of dialogue. Moreover, India hastinaally collaborated with
the United States in engaging its neighbors, oféting it take the initiative®
This stands in stark contrast with its past tengdncresist the involvement of
the US in South Asia. Given its low nuclear pmfdnd the reorientation of its
role in its neighborhood, it seems fair to say thmtia is highly unlikely to
conceive of nuclear weapons as having any patiaoip shaping its growth as a
regional power.

As a rising power, India has begun to spread litgeggic wings to its neighboring
regions. The “Look East” policy has seen its insie@ involvement in Southeast
Asia and a growing interest in the politics of Merst Asid’ However, the
focus is mainly on economic gains. On the militamategic side, India has
shown an interest in greater involvement througltifateral frameworks such as
the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) the ASEAN Regional
Forum. In 2007 there was preliminary movement tahaproposed quadrilateral
grouping or “quad” (also called the “coalition afrdocracies”) involving the US,
Japan, Australia, and India, but Indian interess weotivated more by a desire
not to be left out of a possible bigger role in #eest and quickly waned when
China reacted negative!).To its northwest, India has long had an interast i
Afghanistan and Central Asia and a milestone otssaras marked by the
establishment of a minor “air base” at Ayni in Kagtan, but only helicopters are
deployed there and the base is jointly controllgd Tiajikistan, Russia, and
India?* Interest in the Middle East (which Indians usualll West Asia) is
stronger still and expanding because the regianvigal source of oil and natural
gas? Nuclear weapons, however, would provide India wiite leverage,
particularly with two nuclear powers, the US anchés, already in place. Iran
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may follow in years to come. Interestingly, whiledia has taken a legalistic
position on Iran’s nuclear potential, it does ne¢ shat country as a significant
threat and has moved to establish closer econoatiperation with it, notably
through the long-delayed Iran-Pakistan-India pipeliprojecf The overall
picture is one of a rising South Asian power engggiith neighboring regions
in a limited and often multilateral way.

Of the remaining potential threats to India’s séguthe only significant one is
China?® It is true that India has lived with Chinese nacleveapons for a long
time. But it has also factored China into its nacléhinking all along. The first
moves to develop India’s nuclear weapons capabilégye made in the wake of
the 1962 war and China’s subsequent nuclear tagin@ the 1980s, Chinese
assistance to Pakistan was an important securitgeza. The 1998 tests were
explicitly said to be a response to China as “pirérnhreat number oné®
India’s intermediate-range missile program and aede and development on a
submarine-based missile can only be attributedpgotential Chinese threat, even
if that threat is not currently viewed as a serionge by the political leadership.
That said, India-China relations are on a relagivelen keel today. Trade has
risen sharply from US$1.8 billion in 1999-2000 ©®8% billion in 2007, making
China India’s largest trading partrfér Despite lingering security concerns, India
does not see China as a serious threat. Yet ihbdged its bets: though both
countries deny it, it is evident that the India-Ufbiclear agreement has
underneath it a desire to have in hand an insurpaliey against a future threat
from China® India is also keeping its options wide open byeleping
capabilities sufficient to deter China, as it hasa with the intermediate-range
Agni-lll missile, which has been successfully teskat is not yet operational.
China’s response to global disarmament efforts dla litmus test for India’s
participation in the process.

With respect to India’'s global aspirations, the bgiit aspect of nuclear
weapons is significant, but in a limited way. # well known that post-
independence, India has sought a major role indyaolitics. Under Nehru, the
drive was idealistic, resting on claims about Irglisize, civilizational
uniqgueness, nonviolence, and leadership of postal societies. The 1962
debacle with China tempered Indian optimism, but dot wipe it out. The

§ K. Alan Kronstadt and Kenneth Katzmangia-Iran Relations and U.S. InterestSongressional
Research Service, Washington, DC, August 2, 2006.Iflan-Pakistan-India pipeline, considerably
delayed because of US pressure and the politiceics surrounding the India-US nuclear deal,
has come close to fruition at the time of writidgaly 2008). See Sajid Chaudhry, “Pakistan, India
Agree to Finalise IPl Gasline ProjecBaily Times(April 26, 2008).
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current “awakening of the sleeping giant” syndrocagries with it some of the
flavor of the past and is widely expressed in treopcupation with catching up
with China and with acquiring a seat at the talblenajor world powers. In part,

the Indian quest for permanent membership on tleeirée Council reflects this

(though there are more practical benefits to benaghias well). Popular
perceptions about India’'s emergence as a world pawe optimistic and even
exaggerated. But the leadership is pragmatically aware thaidrhas a long

way to go before it can come anywhere close toghalrle to shape the global
agend&’ Besides, its worldview is one which regards iasieg integration and
interdependence as central characteristics of thddweconomy and world

politics?® In this context, nuclear weapons cannot have rofiehrole.

Critics of the India-US nuclear agreement — theated 123 Agreement — have
argued that the deal will enable India to divertctmwf its domestic stocks of
uranium toward building an increasingly large naclarsenal. But that is a
misjudgment of the place of nuclear weapons indisdsecurity strategy. The
critics are mainly Americans, who tend to thinkttttee expansion of an arsenal
is easy to conceive of and implement if one hasntkans. There is nothing in
the thinking of the Indian political leadership ttsupports this viewpoint. On
the contrary, India’s extraordinarily restrainectlear posture points toward the
opposite. The crisis of 2001-02 has been partiularstructive. India has
learned from the experience that its “advantage’didrwould suffer relatively
less damage than Pakistan in the event of a nueketlange—offers no comfort
when a nuclear conflict draws uncomfortably cl&Sé India is deterred by a few
dozen non-deployed Pakistani nuclear weapons, fawitgpossibly think of its
own weapons as significant symbols of its risingver? Moreover, Indians
place great stress on the concept of No First B8eJ], which they believe
restricts them to a retaliation-only option agawstapons of mass destruction.
There are no signs of a shift to conceiving of aachweapons as instruments for
the projection of Indian power.

The India-US nuclear deal is important to Indiamsother ways. It represents
three things: the removal of the final obstacléntdia’s right to secure itself as it
sees fit; the dismantling of what it regards ascrifisinatory international

arrangements on the control of nuclear arms thadstconsistently rejected; and
a sign of acceptance into the fold of major pow&hais, while nuclear weapons

™ A 2007 poll by Bertelsmann Stiftung found thatp&dcent of Indians believed India would be a
“world power” by 2020, whereas only 29 percentedpondents from eight other nations believed
the same. Cited in Reshma Patil, “We Will Be Beftkan US: Indians,Hindustan Times
(December 13, 2007).
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are not viewed as instruments for directly extegdimdia’s military reach, they
do play a role in India’s global security concemghis restricted sense. What
this means is that nuclear weapons per se arebjeatte of high value, but rather
that the nature of the international regime forirtlgpvernance is. In light of
India’s consistent commitment to disarmament, fBinot problematic. Any
arrangement that is universal and non-discrimilyaémd that does not put India
at a disadvantage vis-a-vis other nuclear powdikdly to be acceptable to it.

INDIA’SNUCLEAR TRAJECTORIES

The development of the Indian nuclear arsenal iseasy to gauge. Though
official data are not available, the following asédely accepted as reliabie.
India is estimated to have about 50-60 nuclear ezdh. Delivery vehicles
potentially include the following aircraft: Miragg00H, Jaguar IS, Mig-27, and
Sukhoi Su-30 MKI. Newer platforms will almost cenig be available with the
major expansion envisaged by the Indian Air Fordée Prithvi-l land-based
short-range ballistic missile (150 km) has beeruiteld into the army and is
believed to be deployable. The medium-range Agfid0 km) and Agni-II
(2000 km) missiles are said to have been inductedel, but their operational
status is not certaift. The former was tested by the army for only theosd
time in March 2008% The bomber force and the Prithvi-I are sufficiemstrike
Pakistan, but not China. Hence, the developmetiieintermediate-range Agni-
lll, which has a range of about 3,000 km and hanhested successfully twice
(after an earlier failure), in April 2007 and Ma@@B, is considered crucial for
deterring China should the need arise. The missikxpected to be ready for
operational use by 2010.

Whether the Agni family of missiles will completeet strategic development of
India’s deterrent force is a moot point. How miglenough? No one seems to
know for sure. While the political trajectory ofdia’s nuclear strategy is flat, the
technical trajectory is rising. On one hand, Ind&s adhered to its minimalist
approach: its weapons remain in a non-deployedupsstt has declared and

stayed committed to a self-imposed moratorium amhér testing; and it has

expressed a continuing interest in disarmamentth®rother hand, research and
development work on a range of weapons continues.

The BrahMos short-range cruise missile (290 km)officially dubbed a
conventional weapon, but is reported to have themial capability to carry a
small nuclear weapofi. This capability could be enlarged. While it is now
assigned to the Army, air and naval versions aeunevelopment. A longer
range cruise missile is also being develofieldl.is reported that an extended-
range (5,000 km) version of the Agni-lll (possiltitybe called Agni-1V) is also
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being developetf. Also on the drawing board is the Nirbhay (1,000)km
medium-range missile for land, air and sea platforiresting was slated to begin
by 2009, though the Defence Research and Develdp@wgyanization (DRDO)
is still looking for engined® A submarine-launched ballistic missile of 700 km
range has been tested at least three times and-lawsehed cruise missile is
being developed, though readiness is not antiaipfie another three to four
years®’ In any case, the launch platform for missiles tasedersea, the nuclear
submarine envisaged under the Advanced Technologgs&l project, is not
expected to be ready until 2010 or 2012n an indication of still greater
ambitions, the DRDO’s V. K. Saraswat speculateAugust 2007 that the need
might arise for a 10,000 km-range missile in thefe®

There are two reasons for the divergence of thetiqgadltrajectories. First, there
is lack of clarity in doctrine. This is most cleanisible in the Draft Nuclear
Doctrine (DND), which was released in August 189%he DND represents not
so much a clear articulation of strategy as a coeg®f diverse views cobbled
together for public airing. It gives a minimalistlicfor non-deployment, NFU
and arms control, but simultaneously flags a makghapproach in advocating
the building of multiple redundancies to ensure ghevivability of forces. The
most elaborate statement of minimum deterrenceridectimade so far, an
interview given by then External Affairs Ministemsivant Singh in 1999,
reflected the same ambivalerid& hat Indian civilian officials are unclear about
the concept of minimum deterrence is evident frow@ author's conversations
with several. But there is little doubt that nucl@seapons are not viewed in a
serious operational way by political decision makdrhis is not surprising, for
all the National Security Advisers since 1998 hhagen former bureaucrats with
little exposure to the rarefied world of nucleactiime.

Second, though civilian control of the armed forisestrong in an organizational
sense, the military has considerable leeway inditegiwhat it needs. As Sunil
Dasgupta observes, this represents a grand paspeéndence civil-military
bargain, “an implicit agreement between the mipitand political leaderships
that allowed the Army freedom of action within tihestitution in return for

submitting to the new nationalist leadership onitjwal-strategic matters?®

Typically, the Army’'s requirements are technicabogtional and the
understanding of nuclear issues is heavily infleehby American deterrence
literature — a literature which has produced arredibly large arsenal. The

™ One report (Ibig gives the date as 2010. An earlier one says.ZRajat Pandit, “N-Submarine
May Be Operational by 2012Times of IndigMarch 18, 2007).
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Army’'s perspective coincides with those of one d$nmoup of weapon
producers. The nuclear scientists, though infla¢rithey are closely associated
with negotiations on the India-US nuclear dealg ao longer pressing for the
expansion of capabilities and have publicly acagptat India needs no more
weapon tests. The technocrats spearheading the expansion af'tndisenal are
the missile engineers of the DRDO, who have beeateumpressure from the
political leadership because of numerous inefficies and delayed projedfs.
There is, of course, the possibility that such gues groups will be able to offer
resistance to a disarmament programme, but givenyhrallpolitical consensus
on nuclear policy, such resistance is likely tai@nageable.

While this analysis explains the existence of aimtist posture side-by-side
with the development of an ever-widening range eBpons, it does not mean
that India would be a hard nut to crack vis-a-visegous campaign to eliminate
nuclear weapons completely. The civilian leadershipmenable to a sharp turn
in nuclear policy precisely because its standpsimiolitical, unhampered by the
arcane verbiage of deterrence doctrine. Moreo¥ét,dracks the disarmament
whip, neither the generals nor the missile makesghhe clout to resist. India’s
political leadership has invariably had behindi force of public opinion while

being constantly sensitive to't.

INDIA’SPROLIFERATION CONCERNS

Notwithstanding India’'s image as a nonconformisttest vis-a-vis the
nonproliferation regime, proliferation is certairdyconcern. The concern begins
at home. From the outset, control over the nu@deaaratus has been tight. Apart
from tightening physical security over nuclear miale, the Government of
India has strengthened its legal framework, whigh been in existence since the
passing of the Atomic Energy Act of 1948 and encassps laws regulating
exports** As concerns about proliferation have grown, thieses have been
strengthened. In 2005, the Indian Parliament paseedWeapons of Mass
Destruction and their Delivery Systems (Prohibitadrinlawful Activities) Act,
which aims to contain the risk of proliferationalf weapons of mass destruction.
The law, which applies to India’s territory, its éxsive Economic Zone, and to
its citizens residing anywhere, prohibits the tfansof weapons of mass
destruction and technology to foreign individualyd eentities. It provides for
heavy fines and imprisonment of persons found yuift transgressions. India

* Some retired scientists have spoken about the foeddrther testing, apparently with
encouragement from political parties opposed tdridea-US nuclear agreement, but there is no
evidence that they have obtained much purchaseS&sgeep Dikshit, “Top Scientists Caution on
Deal,” Hindu (July 19, 2008).
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has also engaged in a series of initiatives with Wimited States to contain the
terrorist threat. The Indo-US Joint Working Group @errorism and Law

Enforcement was established in January 2000. Thitdgd cooperation in

numerous areas, such as legislative and admimstrahanges, interdiction of
terrorist finance networks, counterterrorism tragpniand aviation security. Indo-
US cooperation under the Next Steps in Strategith®ahip (NSSP) initiative,

launched in January 2004, has opened up a wide efstooperation, including

defense collaboration, transfer of military and leuse technology, and

cooperation in the area of energy. A significanhaassion on the part of the
Indian government has been the acceptance of axp&tecontrol attaché in

New Delhi for end-user verification of technologgnsfers.

At the multilateral level, India has cooperatedhwihe International Atomic
Energy Agency (IAEA) in several ways. In January020India joined the
Convention on the Physical Protection of Nucleartévials. Thereafter, it
actively participated in the search for orphanedear materials in Georgia and,
in 2003, conducted an international training couose Security for Nuclear
Installations in collaboration with the IAEA. In dition, India has actively
participated in discussions on evolving the IAEAdEmf Conduct on the Safety
and Security of Radioactive Sources. In Februar§520epresentatives from
India, the US, and the IAEA met in pursuance of Regional Radiological
Security Partnership program, and India agreedrtwige infrastructure and
expertise on a regular basis for conducting inténal training courses in India
under the aegis of the IAEA on issues related ® dbcurity of radiological
sources and materials and also for locating orpha@aelioactive sources in
countries lacking adequate resources for the parpos

With respect to other states, Indian officials haxpressed a number of security
concerns. There is evidence that in the past, tedretbove, Pakistan has been
the beneficiary of illegal proliferation activitieebtaining assistance from China
in its quest for the bomb. Notwithstanding Chinessurances, such concerns
have not disappeared altogether. In November 2086, US conveyed its
apprehensions about Pakistan receiving assistamce €hinese “entities®
Given the perception among many in India that Clioatinues to harbor the
intent to contain India, this remains a problemastie, the more so since China
has been reluctant to engage fully with India mualear dialogue. Evidence also
points to North Korean assistance to Pakistan endivelopment of the latter’s
missile capabilitie&®

A major worry for India has been the proliferatiohnuclear technology by the
A. Q. Khan network in Pakistdfh.There is no clear evidence that state officials
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were directly engaged in the activities of the Kinatwork but, at the same time,
it is evident that both civilian and military leadecould not have been
completely ignorant of the goings on and were astleesponsible for allowing it
to happer® From the Indian standpoint, Pakistani proliferatie worrisome in
three respects. First, it is evidence of poteriad-way streets that enhance
Pakistan’s capabilities, such as the acquisitiomiskile capabilities by Pakistan
from North Korea in exchange for nuclear weaponeetxge. Second, Indians
fear that loose Pakistani controls may result ie #@rquisition of nuclear
capabilities by terrorists bent on wreaking havwodndian territory. And, third,
the proliferation of illegal nuclear commerce has potential to unravel the
nuclear nonproliferation regime and generate irliyab

As regards Iran, Indian policy has been opposettaimian actions that have
placed doubts over its adherence to NPT commitmédasequently, over the
objections of its domestic political allies, the v@mment of India twice
(September 2005 and February 2006) voted agaiast iin the IAEA. In
February 2007, it imposed a specific ban on nudhaale with Iran. But India has
favored engagement rather than the imposition nftians and has opposed the
use of force against Iran. This has been motivagtly by fear of the Middle
East going up in flames, thereby destabilizing éhergy market, and partly by
India’s interest in building the Iran-Pakistan-ladjas pipeline, a project already
delayed by US pressure.

Despite its rejection of the NPT, India’s attitutiwvard nonproliferation is
favorable. Minister for External Affairs Pranab Mggjee made this plain in
February 2008: “We do not wish to see the emergaicadditional nuclear
weapon states, for it will only further endangerteinational security®
Mukherjee went on to add that, “our goal continteebe a world free of nuclear
weapons.” Such a world would not only eliminate tiuelear threat from states,
it would also prevent non-state actors from obtajmuclear weapons. The chief
problem, as mentioned elsewhere, will be to ensomepliance.

MOVING TO ZERO

In the event of a serious initiative to eliminatéckear weapons, with respect to
its immediate security concerns, India would bekiog for three things: (i) the
participation of Pakistan in the dialogue; (ii)dikise, China’s participation in the
move to disarm; and, (iii) the non-discriminatorijacacter of the emerging
regime. The first is not likely to be problematkollowing a series of crises,
Pakistan, like India, has realized the difficulfyadtempting to use coercion in a
nuclear weapons environment. India and Pakistaadir have in place a series
of nuclear confidence building measures and a coimtj dialogue on a range of
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political and security issué8.A shift from bilateral nuclear risk reduction to a
multilateral framework should not be difficult faither country. In the past,
India has rejected limited multilateral framewosisch as nuclear weapons free
zones, but these were unacceptable precisely bedaes were not universal and
comprehensive. A non-discriminatory framework wouldt be problematic.
Still, difficulties may arise for two reasons. Ejrsections of the Pakistani ruling
elite may prefer to retain the option of keeping thp pressure on India by
supporting terrorist groups active in Kashmir. Ai@as dialogue will not be
possible unless India feels assured on this c&akistanis will tend to counter
that the resolution of the Kashmir issue is a ppeigte, but such arguments are
not convincing. India and China have been ablenforove relations significantly
despite a long-standing border dispute. SecondsRakwill be uncomfortable
with denuclearization because it views its nucleactes as deterrents to India’s
greater conventional capability. India will have éagage with Pakistan with
respect to this concern and India may have to geosecurity assurances on this
score as part of a larger bargain. The same appidadia’s expectation of
assurances from China, but is less vital sincealnglirapidly strengthening its
conventional capability. This also points to aical issue closely linked with
nuclear disarmament more broadly: the effects iuld/dave on the balance of
conventional forces would be particularly discomfit for those who see
themselves ending up at a disadvantage.

China has so far been reluctant to engage witlalodinuclear issues. During the
1990s, it tried jointly with the US to establisk itonproliferation credentials by
putting pressure on India to cap its nuclear pnogrlowever, India’s position
was — and is — that no regional arrangement on aongrol/disarmament is
acceptable. India will therefore insist that Chipa included in any nuclear
disarmament talks at the same stage as it is iadol& welcome step toward this
end would be direct, preliminary talks between @hand India to clear the air on
any potential disagreements and to exchange viewthe nature, scope and
timing of multilateral negotiations for disarmamefte participation of China
(and Pakistan) would meet the most direct Indiacusty concerns, since its
main adversaries would be committed to a commortga® of restraint and
transparency. Ultimately, a “zero treaty” would ezffively mitigate the two
biggest (currently, the only) threats to India’s\sity.

India’s expectation of a non-discriminatory elintiona regime could create some
complications with respect to the process. Werdriti@l moves to emerge from

the NPT process, say, by way of “authorizing” dertatates to negotiate an
elimination treaty, how would India, an outsidee bBccommodated? Careful
language would have to be used that simultane@adigfies treaty states that no
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special concession or indirect “recognition” of iid nuclear weapons status is
recognized; and does not rub Indian legal and ipalitsensitivities the wrong

way. Ideally, the language should eschew refergéncthe legal status of the
participants in the newly launched process.

India’s position on disarmament has often been etbvas pontifical and
rhetorical. Yet it has been based on a set of thoesistent principles: (i) that
nuclear weapons are morally objectionable becdusg d@re indiscriminate and
inhumane; (i) that in a practical sense they aeggrous weapons because their
potential for damage far exceeds their contributionsecurity; and, (iii) that
nuclear disarmament must be universal and compléteugh long regarded as
idealistic and unrealizable, these principles arfact realistic, as they combine a
desired moral objective with an emphasis on thetjwal effects of the weapons
and on recognition that the unique possessionatfigs of weapons by any one
state is a potential threat to all others. Thuglidnhas rejected any arms
control/disarmament arrangements that it views igssrichinatory and hence at
least potentially violative of its security in anaachic world®* At the same time,
it has over the decades initiated and supportedetsal and non-discriminatory
measures to reduce the nuclear threat generaltjudt joined the Limited Test
Ban Treaty, which applied equally to all countrikst not the Non-Proliferation
Treaty, which established two classes of nationsuelear weapon states and
non-nuclear weapons states. India also advocatedharehensive test ban, but,
as noted earlier, backed away when its open ddaypoward nuclear weapons
came under pressure. Consistent with this positibmas rejected regional
agreements to eschew nuclear weapons, such asanuaapon free zones, but
has accepted the idea of bilateral nuclear riskagon measures. With regard to
specific quantitative disarmament measures, it avilly accept obligations under
a universal, multilateral framework.

Despite its long-proclaimed commitment to disarmamkadia in practice has no
experience with it. On the contrary, its entire eékgnce with respect to nuclear
stabilization has been limited to confidence buiddimeasures (CBMs), where
the focus is on political assurance rather thaifiable limits. The advantage of
CBMs is that they can be — like iterated games leaaning process for the
players, who learn over time the benefits of coafi@n. So far, India has agreed
on nuclear CBMs only with Pakistan. These includeagreement not to attack
each other’s nuclear facilities (1988); a quasivar understanding on retaining
their moratoria on nuclear testing (1999); an aged to notify each other of
impending ballistic missile tests, and another tialglish a secure hotline
between their foreign secretaries (2005Jhese agreements have worked well
so far, notably the oldest of them, which has suithe twin tests of time and
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recurrent crises. But disarmament is a differerg ofitea as it requires high
degrees of assurance regarding compliance — ar tbal India will have to
tackle if negotiations commence.

India’s last major effort to push for disarmameaine in the closing years of the
Cold War. At the United Nations General Assemblijtird Special Session on
Disarmament in 1988, Rajiv Gandhi personally presia step-by-step plan for
universal and complete nuclear disarmament. Butithe was not ripe and the
proposal evoked barely a ripple of global inter&till, interest in disarmament
has remained strong regardless of the party in pd#een the Bharatiya Janata
Party (BJP), commonly labeled a right-wing “Hindationalist” party, explicitly
announced through its government’s doctrine (Jagng@e3) its commitment to
“global, verifiable and non-discriminatory nucledisarmament® In short,
disarmament has remained on the agenda regardleke time frame and the
party in power. A serious proposal to eliminate leac weapons will therefore
evoke a positive response from the Indian govermmemay be noted, too, that
Rajiv Gandhi's proposal called for a time-boundnfeavork and that this has
been reiterated by later leaders. In the Indiargution, unless there is a clear
schedule, efforts to disarm will be hampered byc@stination, as has been the
case with the disarmament provisions of the NPT.

India’s current policy on disarmament reflects atowing commitment to its
old goals. In February 2008, the Indian Ambassaothe Conference on
Disarmament (CD), Hamid Ali Rao, presented a seu@int agenda for nuclear
disarmament, which called for

* Unequivocal commitment to the goal of total elimioa of nuclear
weapons;

* Reduction in the salience of nuclear weapons iorggadoctrines;

» Ano first use agreement among all nuclear-armaig st

* An agreement not to use nuclear weapons againsnudear-armed
states;

» A convention prohibiting the use or threat of ubauclear weapons;

* A convention proscribing the development, produtaad stockpiling of
nuclear weapons; and

« Verifiable and non-discriminatory elimination of aliclear weapony.

Given this background, a serious initiative fonretiation by leading nuclear
weapons states, with the US taking the lead, wbeldvelcomed by India. The
Indian reaction to the initiatives set in motiondgroup of four American senior
statesmen have been positive. Yet there have lome® soncerns that the US-led
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move might be too conservative in its reach or sfdpy the interests of the big
powers. The Indian Prime Minister's Special EnvBjayam Saran, asserted in
February 2008 that the US leaders’ characterizaifahe goal of elimination as
“the top of a very tall mountain” did not go faramh and that “the need of the
hour is to bring it down into plain sight™’Saran warned that current moves
toward disarmament may even mask a discriminatobjective: further
tightening of current arrangements that focus chrielogy denial and efforts to
control specific targets — terrorists, clandestiaglers, so-called “rogue states,”
and developing countries generally — rather thanaonundiluted quest for
complete eliminatior® A universalist approach is sine qua norfor India’s
participation in a drive to eliminate nuclear weapoThis necessarily includes
strong guarantees against cheating. But so fanmuigh attention has been paid
to the nitty gritty issues; the focus is on obtaghiagreement on the basic
principle of universal disarmament, which has begreatedly assertéd.

What specific initiatives would arouse Indian ersiasm? The suggestions that
follow are indicative. The key, it is worth reitéra, lies in ensuring that the
process is non-discriminatory and universal. Baetfhocess itself could be set in
motion by American initiatives that demonstratdesmcintent to shift away from
a stance that has tended in the post-Cold Waroehaltl nuclear weapons dear,
to take for granted an untenable notion of nuctegeriority, and to focus single-
mindedly on retaining superiority by counteringtalieats to it.

Once the US got the ball rolling, its momentum wibdcilitate bilateral
negotiations between the US and the other nuclg@erpower, Russia. At the
review meeting of the NPT states in April 2008 resentatives of both countries
claimed that they had reduced their weapon stoigksfisantly. But the smaller
nuclear powers and the non-nuclear weapons staliesotvbe satisfied unless
there is concrete and substantial movement towanak freductions in keeping
with the promise of the treaty. The Russian leddprawill require some
persuasion to get on board since, to all appeasaiicgews nuclear capability as
inseparable from its standing as a power. In Deegr@b07, First Deputy Prime
Minister Sergei Ivanov asserted, “Military potehtieo say nothing of nuclear
potential, must be at the proper level if we wantto just stay independent” and
that “the weak are not loved and not heard, theyirssulted, and when we have
parity they will talk to us in a different way*To demonstrate commitment to
global disarmament, the US and Russia would haviake very specific and
tangible steps. These could include a joint detiaraon moving toward zero,
the launching of talks on de-alerting, confiningalaand air forces to their bases,
and/or deep cuts in strategic and tactical nucfeeses, including forces in
reserve/storage.
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The bilateral process could be kept short and duiekpanded to incorporate all
the major nuclear-armed states and subsequentlystales. An immediate
outcome would be a declaration committing the rarclgmed states to the
elimination of nuclear weapons within a specifiede frame. Negotiations on a
comprehensive test ban could be resumed. Durin@3B86s, India walked out of
the CTBT talks and tested its weapons. But follgvthe 1998 tests, Indian
political leaders and scientists publicly declatedre was no need for further
tests. Currently, Indian officials are wary of tREBT because of its recent
history, but in fact there is no substantial reafmmindia not to sign on since
they have crossed the nuclear Rubicon and do eofresh testing is essential.
In the context of an initiative to eliminate allalear weapons, negotiations on
the Fissile Material Cutoff Treaty would also likebe received positively by

India. Such resistance as there is with regardheorésultant capping of Indian
capabilities will dissipate if the treaty is pambel within the framework of

elimination®®

The Government of India also would expect to seanagarly stage discussions
leading to a convention on NFU and non-use agaiastnuclear states. These
are not substantive measures and may not appede teery useful since
adherence to them could only be verified ex postofaNonetheless, the Indian
approach favors cumulative engagement, commitmemd apolitical
understanding for building confidence. Only witlogiress of this kind would it
be possible to move toward more advanced and dlifficegotiations on a
universal treaty to outlaw the development, productind stockpiling of all
nuclear weapons. At an early stage, India can Ipea®d to demonstrate its
commitment to the process by joining other nuclearvers in increasing
transparency, notably by declaring its facilitielivery vehicles and fissile
material stocks. On the organizational aspect,alvdbuld favor a process that
builds a multilateral institution, perhaps on thieets of the World Trade
Organization, which would eventually regulate thi $pectrum of activities and
processes related to nuclear weapons and assoniatedials and technologies.
Thus, a greatly strengthened IAEA or a newly la@achrganization could have
under its purview: oversight of the process of distiing nuclear weapons in the
later stages; monitoring, auditing and inspectidnalb military and civilian
nuclear facilities; centralization of the supplyrafclear fuel for civilian reactors

% India does insist, however, that the treaty inelpdovision for verification — an issue on which it
has had differences with the US. “U.S. Braces fmrd~off over Weapons Treatie¥Yashington
Times(February 11, 2008).
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to countries in need; regulation of nuclear wasspasal, and maintenance of a
database on all sources of fissile material.

END-STATES

Though Indians have tended to be optimistic abdut prospects for

disarmament, they are sufficiently realistic toagmize that the process will be a
complex one and will face numerous hurdles in tryia harmonize divergent

state interests. The prospect of further expansibithe nuclear club is not

viewed with equanimity. Because of its geographistashce, North Korea’'s

nuclearization has not been received with alarrd,doubtless the nuclearization
of Japan would be viewed in the same way. Thoudsh rituch closer, the same
approach has been taken with respect to Iran.riglia lhas made it clear that it is
opposed to proliferation because it causes gemkstiabilization which could

affect its security either through state-to-stateliferation (e.g. the Pakistan-
North Korea connection mentioned above) or throsigite proliferation to non-

state actors’

The alternative to elimination, it is understoodyuld be the emergence of new
nuclear-armed states, which is not a prospect ogrigged with sanguinity. Over
the past decade, India has been on the defensiveuclear matters, partly
because of nonproliferation pressures and partbalse of the severity of its
crises with Pakistan. But it has been quick to sg¢he current mood and appears
ready to grasp the moment and help develop a glaraensus on elimination.
The possibility of rapid proliferation is not cuntéy seen as high, but if evidence
indicating this were to appear, Indian leaders @Wouwbrry much more than they
do now and would press harder for a global effmdisarm.

A well-known objection to nuclear disarmament iattif nuclear weapons are
eliminated, conventional war will become more likeThis is by no means a
trivial argument, but its salience depends on esiete’s specific security
environment. The potential problem is unlikely touble India directly. As

shown above, India was not disposed to go nucleapite facing a security
threat from a nuclear power, China. It did condactymbolic test in 1974 in

response to a perceived sense of isolation in secure strategic environment,
but thereafter eschewed weapons production. Fora,lnith short, nuclear

weapons were never a requirement for deterring revertional threat. That

remains true today. In the past, the United States something of a worry, not
as a potential aggressor but as a state that ¢meshtto make inroads into what
India conceived of as its regional sphere of infees i.e. South Asia and the
Northern Indian Ocean. That is no longer the chebia not only does not view
American military power with distrust but is engdge unprecedented military
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cooperation with the US. Nor do the conventionatés of China and Russia
seriously worry it. On the contrary, with its rigimconomic strength, India has
embarked on a program of military modernizationt fkathe source of greater
confidence in its conventional capabilities.

Nevertheless, the wider issue of the nuclear-caiimeal linkage is one that has
been recognized. India’s Ambassador to the UnitatioNs, Nirupam Sen, drew

attention to this in April 2008 while speaking ouctear disarmament and called
for reductions in conventional weapons as Welrhis is neither an immediate

nor an overriding concern, but one that is ackndggel as an inevitable obstacle
in the path of nuclear elimination. As mentionedien Pakistan’s concerns in

this respect will also bring home the problem, agléndia’s relations with that

country are dramatically transformed, which seenikely.

CONCLUSION

This review of India’s security concerns and itsifion on nuclear disarmament
shows that a serious proposal to eliminate nualempons within a certain time
frame would receive strong support from an Indimvegnment. The idea of
disarmament is deeply embedded in India’s strategiture and retains its
salience two decades after India built its firstlear weapon. Indian security
concerns, effectively met by Chinese and Pakistariusion in the process and
more generally by its universal nature, will notdreobstacle to its participation
in the negotiations. As a rising power of the fatundia’s outlook on the world
is one which emphasizes not only distaste for tisksrposed by nuclear
weapons, but also the centrality of global intesdefence, which makes the
resort to such weapons counterproductive. Givesellsimage as a major power
in the making, India will see a movement for nucledimination as an
opportunity to take a leadership role. With itsttig of extraordinary restraint,
its minimalist posture, and its reputation as gdademocracy, it is particularly
well placed to play such a role. The inconsistebegween its minimalism and
some of its more ambitious nuclear plans is unjikel be problematic. The
political leadership has a firm grip on the polimpcess and will not have much
difficulty in overcoming resistance from both thenad forces and the technical
bureaucracy which produces the weapons. Its halidowiparticularly strong
because nuclear disarmament enjoys support adredsoard from all political
parties. So long as the process is characterizednijiuted equity, India will
almost certainly be a principal player in the glotdve to eliminate nuclear
weapons.
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CHINA

CHINA 'SNUCLEAR STRATEGY IN A
CHANGING WORLD STRATEGIC
SITUATION

Major General Pan Zhengiang (Retired)

ince it first demonstrated nuclear weapons capgbili 1964, China

has followed a unique nuclear policy and doctri@hina’s nuclear
forces are intended for only one purpose: to @gliollowing a nuclear
attack. Any state contemplating a nuclear strigaigst China must
calculate the risk of nuclear retaliation and tbsuiting devastating loss
the attacker would suffer. This prospect would fiolye deter the
attacker. If one were to affix a description tair@fs nuclear strategy, it
is perhaps best described as “purely defensivatiore.”

To further understand this definition, it is essanto distinguish
“deterrence effects” from “deterrence strategyt’isicertainly correct to
say that China’'s nuclear strategy has the effecteterring nuclear
attacks, but it is not correct to suggest that €lparsues a strategy of
nuclear deterrence as do other nuclear weaponsstay military
strategy that is designed to attain military anclisigy objectives through
the use of military assets has a deterrent efféctthe Western sense,
nuclear forces, like conventional military assetnstitute a legitimate,
usable part of military capabilities in a militacgnflict or war. During
the Cold War years, nuclear weapons were concehagpecially by the
United States and NATO — as a means of compensdtngthe
deficiencies of their conventional forces vis-a-the Soviet Union and
its allies in the Warsaw Pact. Thus, the US andT8Adeterrence
strategy included the pledge that if NATO were rigsa war with the
Soviet Union, the alliance would be willing to mafkest use of nuclear
weapons to prevent defeat.

Nuclear weapons were also conceived by both nudeperpowers as
essential instruments to help achieve politicalsaigither to intimidate
other countries or control their allies by extemditheir “nuclear
umbrella” in the form of extended deterrence. Thelear strategies of
the United Kingdom and France also had strong ipalitmotivations.
By becoming a nuclear state, the UK evidently hofmedeach a more
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equitable status in its special relations with Wagton, while France
apparently wished to be recognized as a relevarityower through its
nuclear status. Both countries seemed also toetamof their nuclear
weapons as trip-wires to ensure that the UniteteStaould not leave
them alone in a possible major military conflictivthe Soviet Union in
Europe.

China makes none of these calculations and shames wf these
objectives in its nuclear strategy. In this sensean be argued that
China isnot a nuclear weapon state in the traditional Westense.

Strategically and politically, China has offered @mconditional pledge
that it would not be the first to use nuclear waep@NFU). This pledge
constitutes the very quintessence of China’'s nuckategy, and has
continued from the beginning of its nuclear agehe NFU pledge has
not only reflected the nature and mission of Chinaiclear forces, but
also determines the size, configuration, readinemsgd pace of
development of China’s nuclear forces. The NFUigyols further
developed in a second pledge of equal importa@éna has vowed not
to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons againstnan-nuclear
weapon states under any circumstance. This comanttmof
unconditional negative nuclear assurances extergisally to Beijing's
active support for establishing nuclear-free zanegrious regions, and
for China’s subsequent willingness to undertakeedlessary obligations
in accord with the provisions of such nuclear-zeaes.

Many Western analysts dismiss China’s pledge of NsWinverifiable
and empty talk. But this skepticism is reminisceinthe typical Western
mind-set of evaluating China’s strategic intentitm®ugh the traditional
Western way of thinking and behavior. Although thledge of NFU
indeed cannot be technologically verified, Chinaigaclear posture,
which is based on NFU, can easily be discerned #mdugh its
evaluation, the pledge fully verified.

In an operational sense, since China’s strategjectibe is solely to
deter a nuclear attack, the means to that end doeaguire a large
nuclear arsenal. Maintaining a capability to dmsta few big cities in
retaliation should be enough to frustrate any opporconsidering a
nuclear strike against China. Thus, China’s folsusn maintaining a
small, but credible, retaliatory force. This meansadequate number of
warheads to ensure the survivability of at leastes@ortion of its force
after absorbing a preemptive strike from anywhefehe operational
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needs of China’'s sole goal of nuclear deterrenc® akquires a
reasonable degree of alertness on Beijing’s paprépare for dealing
with any contingencies, but not necessarily keeggmguclear forces on
hair-trigger alert. Since the only mission woukedcounter-attack after
a nuclear attack, and since it might usually takesdto determine
whether a real nuclear attack had actually occuoredts soil and who

was responsible, there is no need for China to ateraly mate its

warheads with the missiles, aircraft, or submaritieeg would deliver

them. Furthermore, because Beijing’s sole nual@asion is to retaliate
against cities, known as a “counter-value missidghg NFU makes it

unnecessary to seek a nuclear war-fighting capgbitir to develop

nuclear weapons for non-strategic uses.

All of these limitations on the necessary capdbsiof its nuclear forces
enable China to avoid engaging in arms races witarawuclear weapon
powers, and to exercise great restraint in thedimglup of its nuclear
force. Thus, to claim that the NFU pledge is uifiahle is groundless.
Also, the pledge is reflected in the slow and narevolution of Chinese
nuclear forces and can be verified by observing ldek of rapid
development in those forces China’s nuclear froave been, and
continue to be, modernized, but only to keep paith the change of
times; modernization has never been a major pyioolh Beijing's
national agenda.

EVOLUTION OF CHINA'SNUCLEAR DOCTRINE AND
STRATEGY

First and foremost, China has always harbored tedieal attitude

towards nuclear weapons. True, Mao Zedong, whoemaldl the

important decisions regarding China’s acquisitibnuclear weapons, as
well as the design of its nuclear strategy, hadmolus saying that atom
bombs are but paper tigers. To understand it, iewy®ne must put the
remark in context. Mao made the comment in 194énvhe US was
the only power with atom bombs, had actually ugesint on an enemy
state in the previous year, and was brandishing the a trump card in

" Some US specialists note, for example, that Chinfike the United States or Russia, has taken
extraordinarily long periods of time to field neveapon systems. They stress that, “China has not
pursued these programs on a ‘crash’ basis and ny mnatances the weapons were obsolete when
they were finally deployed. Even after initial d®pment, China’s build-up of additional forces has
been slow. It is true that the Chinese have bemking on improving their missiles and submarines
for the past 15 to 20 years, but the pace of mdaziion grinds on and each annual Pentagon
projection pushes the operational dates furtheo the future.” See, for example, Hans M.
Kristensen, Robert S. Norris, Matthew F. Mckinziijnese Nuclear Forces and U.S. Nuclear War
Planning, (Washington, DC: Federation of American Sciestisatural Resources Defense Council,
September 2006), page 3.



32 | AHENQIANG

its post-war strategy for the confrontation witke tSoviet Union, then
allied with Mao’s China. Mao used the metaphorhighlight his
contempt for the US ambition to exploit the powé&maclear weapons
for political objectives. The statement also retiéel Mao’s firm belief
that it is human factors, rather than sophisticategapons, that
eventually decide the outcome of war. On the ottzerd, Mao and his
colleagues in China’s inner decision-making cirbbd a very sober-
minded calculation about the devastating effectawaflear weapons as
weapons of mass destruction. They believed tregettweapons were
inhumane, posed a threat against all humanity sandld be completely
eliminated and totally prohibited.

Pending that outcome, however, and faced with grailgary threats

from the United States in the 1950s, Chinese |Isaperceived that they
had no alternative to ensure China’s security budiévelop their own
atom bombs. As Zhou Enlai, the chief executor &#in@'s nuclear

programs then put it,

Had we not had nuclear weapons, the imperialistddvieave used them.
China developed nuclear weapons in order to resistear blackmail

and counter nuclear threats. It is after all for purpose of halting the
hands at the trigger of the bombs that China mase hts own nuclear
bombs.

Mao echoed the view by stressing on one occasiat) tin today’s

world, if we are not to be bullied by others, tti;ng is indispensablé’.”
The remarks succinctly pointed out not only theedsive nature of
China’s nuclear programs, but also the fact thajirBeperceived that it
had no choice but to develop its nuclear capabliigcause of the
environment in which it found itself.

Second, China’s nuclear strategy has almost sbletyn affected by the
nuclear capabilities, nuclear strategies, and aunaectrines of the two
nuclear superpowers, the US in particular. Lookimgetrospect at the
Cold War, it is no exaggeration to say that Chirze the only country to
have become the near-target of potential nucledestby the United

T As the decision-making process that led to thesligment of nuclear weapons is still top-secret in
China, there are few official documents availablethat respect. However, many articles and
memoirs by leading officials or specialists invavia the process of China’s bomb-building have
recently been published, which provide valuableeslto the thinking, although fragmented, of the
then-leadership of China towards the developmentwafilear weapons. See, for example, Jin
Zhongji, Biography of Zhou Enlai,(Beijing; The Central Publishing House of Histali®ocuments,
1994); Li Qi, Memories n Those Years with Zhou Enlai (Beijing: The Central Publishing House of
Historical Documents, 1994). Both volumes are in@se; the quotes are translated by the author.
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States and the Soviet Union (and sometimes evelobly at the same
time) on occasions either before China had devdlopelear weapons
or when its nuclear weapon programs were in thergoniic phase.
Even after the Cold War had ended, China still ieethon the list of
Washington’'s potential nuclear strikes in its wdanming. China’s
nuclear posture has always reflected the threatdtsit by the United
States’ nuclear strategy. Since the early 199@s, déxample,
Washington’'s development of missile defense systeassbeen one of
the crucial factors shaping China’s efforts to @#oigr its nuclear arsenal.
Similarly, despite its expressed desire to seetimplete elimination of
nuclear weapons and its willingness to undertakemee steps toward
that end, China remains extremely cautious aboubing the
disarmament process and renouncing its small nualsanal so long as
the threats from the United States’ nuclear cajisil persist. One
telling example is China'’s attitude towards the @oshensive Test Ban
Treaty (CTBT). Both the US and China had playgar@active role in
facilitating the conclusion of the treaty, and bb#tame signatory states
the very first day that the treaty was open to a&igre in 1996. But the
US Senate refused to ratify the Treaty in 2000, @htha consequently
has also yet to ratify. The only plausible expteoraof why Beijing is
delaying ratification is its concern about the USiaence toward the
comprehensive ban on testing.

Third, there are many reasons why China does noategthe use of
nuclear weapons with the use of conventional wespdncan partially
be explained by Beijing’s repugnance of using taigegory of inhumane
weapons, as well as Beijing’'s self-confidence m atility to win a
conventional war without utilizing nuclear weapobssed on its long-
term historical experience in past military cortBi@nd wars. China has
no ambition to expand beyond its current bordéfra. major war were to
take place, putting China’s core interests at stakeould be the result
of an invasion of its territory. This was the féiari pattern of war in the
lives of leaders like Mao Zedong and Zhou Enlaipwiad spent almost
the best parts of their life coping with these lkiraf threats. Thanks to
the vast territory and large population of Chifayt believed that the
Chinese people would surely prevail over any powerfvading enemy
by luring it in and “drowning” it in the sea of pale in a protracted
conventional war. Thus, as long as the use of eauciveapons is
prevented, China has no fear in fighting a conwsati war with any
other state.



34 | HENQIANG

Last, but not least, Beijing may also have madeagmatic calculation
in insisting on a defensive nuclear posture from tkery beginning.
Given the lag between the United States’ and Sowetion’s

development of nuclear weapons and China’s devedopwf the bomb,
the resulting discrepancies between China and the huclear
superpowers in terms of both numbers of weapons lendl of

technological sophistication, and both nuclear gupsers’ strong
suspicion about Beijing’s strategic intentions with newly emerged
nuclear assets, China may have been keenly awareither the US or
the Soviet Union (or both) may well have harboradmapulse to launch
a “surgical strike” to eliminate China’s infant rear capability before it
became a real threat to them. The “No First Udetge was likely
designed as a signal of reassurance to the wontnemity that China’s
new nuclear capability posed no threat to any atbentry. Keeping its
nuclear posture in low profile did seem to worlaltaying the suspicion
and misgivings of the two superpowers and maintginvorld stability.

It should be noted that this success was also duéhe peculiar
international environment during the Cold War. Tlaited States and
the Soviet Union were so tightly locked in theirauble for military

supremacy and world domination that both of themnsd to quietly
accept the “legitimacy” of China’s small nucleasemal as long as
Beijing’'s emerging nuclear weapons did not upset thternational

structure and the balance of forces between them.

THE CONTEMPORARY SITUATION

Of course, all the elements discussed above thddrlay the evolution
of China’s nuclear strategy and doctrine are raticst In fact, they have
been constantly evolving, particularly in the pGstid War era. The
international strategic situation has seen dramelianges in recent
years, which appear to give rise to a fundamentadlw international
environment, in which the role of nuclear weaporseds to be
reevaluated. There are both positive and negathenges affecting
China.

On the positive side, the end of the Cold War iathid the end of
nuclear confrontation between the United Statesthadformer Soviet
Union. The possibility of a large scale nuclear waong the major
nuclear powers has become increasingly remotea r&sult, the arsenals
of the nuclear weapon states—other than China,rdicipto Western
estimates—have been reduced in number. In paaticthe United
States and Russia—the nuclear successor of thetatjsated Soviet
Union—have each reduced the number of their nuclesapons in a
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dramatic way. Altogether, the number of US and drus nuclear
warheads has been reduced from roughly 50,000 @D 18 perhaps
25,000 in 2008. One has good reason to expect that the two major
nuclear powers may continue the process of deep either through a
new or extended bilateral agreement or unilateralk number of
significant international treaties in the field ofrms control,
disarmament, and nonproliferation were also coredudh the first
decade after the Cold War ended. In the nuclealmethe most
significant among them are the indefinite and ukltttomal extension of
the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) in 1995 and ttwnclusion of the
CTBT in 1996. Although the latter has not yet @élly entered into
force, all five nuclear weapon states recognizedtiy NPT have
observed a moratorium on testing since the Treaty @oncluded. The
five nuclear weapon states have also refrained fsmducing additional
fissile materials. The overwhelming majority oéthon-nuclear weapon
states also continue to adhere to the NPT, althdbgly resent the
apparent indifference of the nuclear weapon staefllowing through
with their responsibility to meaningfully disarns atated in Article VI
of the Treaty. W.ith the rapid development of sceenand high-
technology, the international community has alsgistered substantial
progress in monitoring and verifying adherence teaties, thus
contributing greatly to the insurance of treaty ptiamce by member
states, and strengthening the international norfieration regime.

On the negative side, however, new uncertaintiesnst® be arising in
the global security situation. The internationatenunity is now facing
four chief challenges: nuclear multipolarity amotige older nuclear-
armed states, proliferation to new states and patinto non-state
groups, strategically relevant technological adeanand the deadlock in
international arms control, disarmament, and ndifpration diplomacy.

These problems were first demonstrated in the grgwibmplexity and
unpredictability of the world nuclear architecturBuring the Cold War,
labeled as central weapons, nuclear weapons seebe targely the
luxury of major powers. Because of their enormdastructive power,
striving for nuclear superiority seemed to beconwemtral theme of the
US-Soviet confrontation. But also because of tl@structive potential,
actual use of these weapons seemed to have besmedeby the two
sides’ huge arsenals, and they seldom were coesider be a central
element in regional security arrangements, exaefiiurope, where the
two major military blocks were set to confront oaeother with both
conventional and nuclear armaments. The worlddeau architecture
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was then a fairly simple and relatively stableotdép configuration, with

the British and French nuclear forces perceivesugplements to the US
force in NATO. Only China was an exception, stgyioutside the

bipolar structure with its independent nuclear éorc But China’s

capability was so small, and with the self-imposestraining discipline

in its nuclear strategy, the two major powers appily thought they

could afford to ignore it as long as Beijing reneadrimited in its nuclear

posture.

The end of the Cold War has fundamentally changedticlear security
architecture. Today, although the world nucleastesyn continues to
remain bipolar, since the two nuclear superpowere—tinited States
and Russia—continue to own more than 95 percettiefvorld’s total
nuclear weapons, the architecture has become Biogha less stable
with the fast weakening of Russia in terms of amprehensive strength,
and the more assertive attitude of the United Stateder former
President George W. Bush as the world’s only supeep. Washington
is evidently not content with the remaining relic§ the bipolar
architecture in the nuclear field. When GeorgeBlish became the US
president in 2000, the administration seemed pdatily intent on
remolding the world into a unipolar structure bititg advantage of the
collapse of the Soviet Union, on the one hand,thacemergence of new
military technologies on the other. The US move&gered a vehement
reaction by Moscow, and a renewed nuclear compatitf not a nuclear
arms race, seemed to be starting. At the same Washington shifted
much of its attention to China. With the fast emmic development of
China, the US seemed to no longer take Beijinggfanted. As China
began to modernize its nuclear forces, a debatarbegWashington as
to the extent to which China’s nuclear arsenal @qase a threat to US
security, and how Washington should engage witm&li the future.
In short, the nuclear architecture among the NPFiV& nuclear weapon
states seems to have begun experiencing a reshaginglative
capabilities. Whether or not this trend continuaser the new Obama
Administration remains to be seen.

The issue has been further compounded by a newfrigle proliferation
of nuclear weapons. It has chiefly found exprasamotwo forms. One
is the acquisition of nuclear weapons by regiomalgrs. In addition to
the five nuclear weapon states recognized by thE, NRlia, Israel, and
Pakistan have now beconue-facto nuclear weapon states. With a
nuclear test in 2006, North Korea has apparenthp announced a
nuclear weapons capability, although Pyongyangchasmitted itself to
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dismantling this production capability thanks togress in the Six Party
Talks? Iran also may soon acquire the capability of nfiacturing
nuclear bombs through its program to produce higiniggched uranium,
allegedly for peaceful purposes. Iran’s case, amtiqular, reflects a
dilemma facing the international nonproliferati@gime. Tehran claims,
with legitimate justification perhaps, that it isllf entitled to the
peaceful use of nuclear energy in accordance \ighptovisions of the
NPT. Yet there is no clear line of demarcationwasn nuclear
technologies used for peaceful or for military megs. Given sufficient
time, Iran is almost sure to obtain the necesshirtologies, expertise,
and nuclear materials for the manufacturing of eaclbombs through
operation of its nuclear reactors. Thus, the igsthat reactors used for
allegedly peaceful purposes could be a well-disglisform of
proliferation of nuclear weapons. And Iran is @adiine in raising this
type of proliferation danger. With increasing dews for energy and
the threat of climate change resulting from the scomption of
hydrocarbon fuels, more and more non-nuclear weagtates are
exploring peaceful nuclear programs as recipestigtained economic
development. Like in Iran’s case, the surging espa of nuclear
industry would inevitably be accompanied by a grayvirisk of
proliferation of nuclear weapon capabilities to marountries. The
world community is yet to find an effective apprbato this newly
emerging challenge.

A second rising risk associated with nuclear peodifion is the emerging
role of non-state actors, organizations who coddbth a new source,
as well as the potential users, of nuclear mageri@chnologies, and
know-how. The international community is facingising danger of a
nuclear bomb, a crude nuclear explosive deviceven a conventional
explosive device made of radioactive materialstydiomb) falling into
the hands of such malevolent non-state actorstesational terrorists
or organized crime gangs. The scenario in whiclh sudevice explodes
in a big city, be it New York, Paris, or Beijingjllkag hundreds of
thousands of innocent people, is not a far-fetcHmtion-story.
Documents have already been discovered in cavepisctby Al-Qaida
operatives in Afghanistan showing that these tet®mwere studying
how to manufacture a dirty bomb. Although therend evidence to
prove to what extent they had been successful,dibeovery of the
interest itself was enough to alert the world ttha$ danger cannot be
ignored. This is a new threat indeed, as thenateznal nonproliferation
regime has so far only been dealing with the bednadfi nation-states.
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The third challenge that has influenced the worldtegic situation is the
emergence of new dimensions of nuclear weapon ddjgsbthanks to
the rapid development of science and technologyticodarly in the
military field. Beginning 1990, the US believedatht might be feasible
to build effective defenses against nuclear-armesitas and aircraft. It
is well known that the two major nuclear powergtia Cold War were
able to achieve strategic stability mainly throwgtwo-part negotiated
arrangement that allowed development of stratediensive forces
(within certain limits) while banning the deploymenf strategic
defensive forces. The rationale was based on ¢ineept of Mutual
Assured Destruction (MAD): By prohibiting defenséise arrangement
ensured that both sides retained the capabilityutwive an attack and
wipe out the other side in retaliation. This siioi was believed to be
effective in preventing nuclear war, as neithersithred to launch a
preventive nuclear strike, since it could be carthat the attack would
lead to retaliation by the other side and bringuhbits virtual self-
destruction. From a technical point of view, tiieaion was allowed to
prevail because both the US and the Soviet Uniae westricted in their
actual capability of doing otherwise — effectivdatdeses against the large
offensive forces deployed by each side were tealgiimpossible and
economically prohibitive. During President RonalRBeagan’s
administration, Washington explored developing affe missile
defenses through the Strategic Defense Initia8I,(or Star Wars), but
the effort soon ended in failure, because of thmatarity of prevailing
technologies.

Interest in building defenses against smaller neidsrces was reborn in
Washington at the end of the 1990s and gainedegreadmentum with
the inauguration of George W. Bush. This new egexvas fueled both
by concerns about the development of missile systegymations hostile
to the United States, like North Korea, and by alvailability of new
military technologies. To facilitate the developmhand deployment of
these systems, the Bush Administration announc&eoember 2001 its
intention to withdraw from the 1972 ABM Treaty, lmling the
mandatory one-year delay required by the Treaty Tireaty had long
served as the pillar underlying strategic stabilitghe Cold War, and the
US withdrawal thus opened the way for a re-ignitednarms races in
both offensive and defensive weapon systems.

The George W. Bush Administration also attemptedexploit new
military technologies to develop nuclear weaponth wpecial enhanced
effects, including, for example, “improved earth nptating
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weapons...and warheads that reduce collateral daimsageh as low-
yield nuclear weapons that — in principle -- woblel more likely to be
used in a conventional warThese weapons are smaller, more accurate,
and intended to be used specifically to destroyetiarlike deeply-buried
underground command posts or weapon storage iesibllegedly with
less collateral damage to civilians. If they hagt developed, nuclear
weapons might have been able to perform some afthiry missions
that are usually done by conventional weaponspagh there is much
debate about this point. So there seems to be mocértainty in the
future prospect for weapons with a lower threshmiicusability. The
good news is that the US Congress refused to apptepthe funds
requested for these purposes for two consecutigesyand the Obama
Administration has pledged not to develop thesepara. On the other
hand, continued development of science and techyoimay soon offer
great incentives for new military capabilities.

In addition to these attempted changes to US deterand offensive
capabilities, the George W. Bush Administration Hiighted a
fundamental shift in the US nuclear doctrine, diii¢hrough its 2001
Nuclear Posture Review (NPR), part of which wasead®d in early
2002. What is most noteworthy in the documenhésdmphasis on the
establishment of a new triad, composed of 1) offenstrike systems
(both nuclear and non-nuclear); 2) both active paskive defenses; and
3) a revitalized nuclear infrastructure that canntan a reliable nuclear
stockpile and provide new capabilities in a timdéhshion to meet
emerging threats. All these were said to be aimed at reducing ti$e U
dependence on nuclear weapons and improve it$yatoildeter attack in
the face of new actors proliferating weapons of snaestruction
(WMD). Many observers, however, believed that theusiB
Administration had actually envisaged the use daflear weapons in a
much wider range of circumstances than before, vaitiparticular
emphasis on tactical uses. If that is the caseh sin emphasis in a
declaratory policy has not been seen since the diailexible response
forty or so years ago, when tactical nuclear weapwsare deployed in
Europe and elsewhere.

The George W. Bush Administration’s more aggressiuvelear force
posture set a dangerous precedent that other nueksgoon states may
try to emulate or countefModernization of nuclear force continues to be
a priority in some nations’ agendas and effortsggrade some nuclear
arsenals have been sped up. The Russians, inyartivowed to invest
more heavily to modernize its strategic forces,ohthey believe to be
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the most significant national instrument of defensowing them to
compete with the Americans militarily and to resttieir former nuclear
superpower status. Moscow even backed off furttean its previous
“no first use” policy, stressing that since its eentional military
capabilities had been greatly reduced, it woulddzely to use nuclear
weapons in any conventional war to protect its doterests. Except for
China, today all the other four NPT-acknowledgedi@ar weapon states
claim they are ready to be the first to use nucleeapons if their
security situation requires it. The NPT-declaredlear weapon states,
other than China, believe that their nuclear weapgilay an
indispensable role in maintaining security or ftrey political purposes.

Against this backdrop, comes the fourth challenge thhe world
community: the virtual deadlock in multilateral @ffs for nuclear arms
control, disarmament, and nonproliferation. Thiadleck is the result of
many factors, but not the least is increasing terssbetween the nuclear
and non-nuclear weapon states. The continuingined of nuclear
weapon states on nuclear weapons has angered roasyeapon states.
During the Review Conference of the NPT in 1995)emted debate
erupted between nuclear weapon states and nonanwesapon states as
to whether the NPT should be indefinitely and uriionally extended.
It was only after the nuclear weapon states rdgdrdheir pledge to
honor their commitment to nuclear disarmament thanh-nuclear
weapon states agreed to accept the indefinite sixterf the treaty. In
the 2000 review conference, under heavy pressum@ fnon-weapon
states, the verbal commitment of nuclear weapotestaas further
crystallized into 13 practical steps that they wexpected to take at the
earliest date possibfe Most of these steps, however, have been ignored
by the nuclear weapon states. The US even opechared that it would
find no way to honor these obligatiohsThe tension between nuclear
weapon states and non-weapon states has thus kaeerlmated. The
major sticking point in the confrontation seems ke diametrically
opposing positions between the two sides concerttiagpriority steps
toward nuclear disarmament. Non-nuclear weapdestontend that if
nuclear weapon states continue to insist on thérege role of nuclear
weapons, upgrade their nuclear arsenals, and dwveatén the use of
these weapons against non-weapon states, they empstt that these
weapons will proliferate. In their view, the cemtissue is how rapidly

* For the details of these steps, see “2000 NPEwedonference Final Document”, Arms Control,
New York, June 2000. http://www.armscontrol.org/2@00_06/docjun.

8 3. Sherwood McGinnis, “Article VI of the NPT,” Mdy, 2003. McGinnis said, “We made clear
last year that the United States no longer supjadiris3 steps.”
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the nuclear weapon states undertake their resplitysito disarm.
Nuclear weapon states, on the other hand, seem twbified by the
prospect of nuclear weapons falling into the wrdragnds. They insist
that as long as there is potential for nuclear waapto proliferate to
other countries, or even non-state actors, weapatesshave to keep
nuclear arsenals for their own security.  Thewgdte with what
measures to take to strengthen the internationgbnadiferation regime
S0 as to create more favorable conditions for odlivtg proliferation and
thus for nuclear disarmament. Even among nucleapan states there
is also a debate as to when and how the lesseearualeapon states
should join the major nuclear powers in the proce$snuclear
disarmament. The contradiction among nuclear weagsttes, as well as
the tension between these countries and non-nualeapon states, has
resulted in the virtual paralysis of all the medafin international
negotiations for nuclear arms control, disarmamamd, nonproliferation.

This virtual deadlock in multilateral negotiatioazisted throughout the
eight year tenure of the George W. Bush Adminigtrat But the
promise of a new administration seemed to heralcheatic change. It
started with two essays which appeared in\tel Street Journal in
January 2007 and January 2008, respectively, byfdomer eminent US
officials. In the two essays, they called on thetéd States to renounce
the nuclear deterrence strategy and take the Igtsigemole in helping to
create a nuclear-free world. They also offere@tao concrete steps to
be taken by the international community, which thejieve would lead
to genuine nuclear disarmaménObservers were greatly surprised; not
really because of the views expressed, but becafisthe authors
themselves. The four are all unexpected disarmaméwocates, not
only for the national security decision-making t@rof the United States
while they served their country, but their paststaunch Cold-War
warriors, advocating reliance on nuclear deterrdacéhe United States
throughout their careers. The fundamental shithefr perspective thus
carries special significance. Furthermore, the fd8 officials were not
alone. Behind them followed a long list of welldwmn, prestigious
former high-ranking officials, specialists and deins, who expressed
their support by signing the two articles. Manywgmments, as well as
NGOs in Western countries, are taking steps to ettiwir views.
Various suggestions have been made in an attemptatslate new
understanding into specific actions for the purpageachieving a
nuclear-free world. Together, they initiated a aymnc campaign that
had not been seen for years, alerting the worlditaite practical danger
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of nuclear weapons and calling for meaningful stépward the
elimination of all nuclear weapons.

The new vision, of course, is not without oppositioThere are still
many people in Washington and other world capitiadg question the
value or feasibility of a nuclear-free world, andje that the US and
other nations risk undermining their security iests without the
deterrent protection of nuclear weapons. In thentie®, a large number
of non-nuclear weapon states are electing to leatsiindicating their
strong skepticism about the motivation of the newdyng enthusiasm
within Western countries about the idea of a nuelese world. They
wonder if this campaign is not merely another egés@f sporadic
interest from the Western countries for nucleaamiimment, one that
will fade away before long. They seem particulamherested in
watching the first year of Obama’s presidency. Wi# be able to
overcome the resistance of the opposition, embtlaeedea of global
zero, and work out meaningful, concrete stepsabehd?

The prospect remains uncertain. However, one dhoatl underestimate
the significance of the dynamics of the initiativederway. Behind the
vision, there seems a more realistic and sober-edimd-examination by
a growing number of elites in the United States ather countries of the
continued existence of nuclear weapons and wheftegr are really in

the best interest of global security. The reasimnsgrowing doubts

about continuing reliance on nuclear weapons giplaak two-fold: 1)

“With nuclear weapons more widely available, detece is decreasingly
effective and increasingly hazardous;” and 2) Therea very real

possibility that, “the deadliest weapons ever irtgdncould fall into

dangerous hands.” Under the circumstances, “tif#2 Hoon will be

compelled to enter a new nuclear era that will beremprecarious,
psychologically disorienting, and economically ev@ore costly than
was Cold War deterrence”. In short, nuclear weaptoday have
become a security problem -- not a solutfon.

There may be another reason that the authors tduchebut did not

elaborate. By holding high the banner of nuclesaxhament, nuclear
weapon states like the United States would reocdbpymoral high

ground. This would be particularly important wh&vashington is

coming under increasing pressure from the non-aneleapons states to
implement their disarmament commitments and hawebeen able to

show tangible progress in that respect.
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| MPLICATIONS FOR CHINA'SNUCLEAR STRATEGY AND
DISARMAMENT POSTURE

Emerging trends in the world strategic situationdeolbt have profound
influence on China’s nuclear strategy and its jpmsitowards nuclear
disarmament, as well. The implications can be sarired as follows.

Despite the reduction of the two major nuclear pgivarsenals by more
than one-half, the current world nuclear architexttemains a smaller
version of its Cold War structure in Beijing’s peestive. The US and
Russia continue to maintain the preponderance diauweapons with
the other powers each having relatively small afsen To China, the
main nuclear threat seems increasingly to come tre@lJS ambition to

strengthen its nuclear eminence and the uncertaa&iegic intention

towards Beijing’s small nuclear retaliatory foragggested by its efforts
to deploy missile defense forces.

The emergence of regional nuclear powers, partigulan China’s
periphery, has no doubt complicated China’s thpesteptions, as well
as its contingency preparations. However, Beijimay address this as a
proliferation issue, rather than the appearancees¥ strategic threats
that would demand Beijing to fundamentally changestrategic focus.
In Beijing’s perspective, it is almost inconceivalib imagine a major
conventional war leading to a future nuclear exgeanvith India,
Pakistan, the DPRK, or any other nuclear-armed |Idpireg country.
Japan may be a different story, however. But deanclapan would
certainly pose as many, if not more, strategic lehgkes to the United
States as to China. Why should China be partigulaorried if the
United States is not? This assessment does ngestigf course, that
China would welcome regional nuclear proliferatioWhat is worthy of
note in Beijing’s view is that since regional pfetation affects the
security of all the other regional states, it castibe solved through the
concerted efforts of all the countries concernedfguably within a
regional framework, similar to the one taking plagi¢h the Six-Party
Talks for the DPRK’s nuclear issue. To put it dmotway, although
regional nuclear proliferation is a serious problérom Beijing's
perspective, it can hardly distract China fromnitgjor concern over the
practical threat from the United States — becatige that country that
still seriously prepares for a nuclear strike ipassible military conflict
against China.

If the US were to renew its efforts to upgrade delity of its nuclear
forces (offensive and defensive), and with the pecs of the US
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acquisition of new military capabilities in spacBeijing may feel
increasingly less confident in the reliability ¢ small nuclear forces for
retaliation. Imagine the military pressure frone tiS that Beijing may
well be confronted with: A numerically reduced lwpigraded precision-
guided offensive nuclear capability; a robust nhesslefense system;
some offensive capability in space, like an antiélite capability; and a
more aggressive preemptive nuclear doctrine. e are backed up by
powerful conventional capabilities and the potdntieesurging
capabilities of a nuclear infrastructure that haerb rebuilt even after
drastic reductions to the size of the arsenal. ddride circumstances,
Beijing may need to answer two critical questiong) Will China
continue to maintain an absolute self-defensivdaaugosture?; and 2)
if the answer to the first question is yes, whatutth China do to ensure
the reliability and effectiveness of its retaligtanuclear force in the
future?

Despite these confrontational aspects of the oglatiamong nuclear
weapon states, there is a bright side to the deoludf the world
strategic situation—the growing, overlapping ingtse among these
countries to deal with their common problems thatame power or
group of powers can address single-handedly. Comimierests give
rise to a growing need for international cooperatioSino-American
relations are perhaps a particularly good casesintp Despite the fact
that the two countries are so discrepant in terrhgheir nuclear
capability, and so divergent in their perspectiwéth regard to the role
of nuclear weapons, they often seem to find thapemtion, rather than
confrontation, serves their best interests. Batpehto build a new
nuclear world order, for example, that can ensustasned international
security and stability. Efforts to that end wouildclude closer
cooperation, particularly in the field of the noolifieration of nuclear
weapons. It is precisely in this spirit that Chimes become a valuable
constructive partner of the United States in thermational effort to
solve the regional nuclear crisis on the Koreanir2eita, as well as the
fight against international terrorism. Furthermobsth capitals also
seem to be keenly aware of the significance of taaimg strategic
stability between the two sides. Indeed, nucldabikty could well
become an inherent part of the overall China-U&tiatship in the
future. On the other hand, as long as the oveeddtionship remains
good, there is a propitious political basis foattgic stability, based on
strengthened confidence and trust in each othehe flvo countries
would then be able to keep their nuclear weapores lzeckground issue
in their relationship. The key to the successhi$ process will be
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sincere political will on both sides, with an adatpsense of sensitivity
over the core security interests of the other si@hina should continue
to maintain a defensive nuclear posture, exerceérestraint, and

refrain from taking provocative measures to chaierthe US core
interests, while the US has to make sure that édurtlevelopments in its
nuclear posture do not threaten the credibilityBefjing’s small nuclear

retaliatory force.

Against this backdrop, it is extremely unlikely th&hina will
fundamentally change its nuclear posture and nuclstategy.
Continuity will continue to characterize its seHfdnsive nuclear
posture. As China’s Defense White Paper in 20Q6tpu

China's nuclear strategy is subject to the statatdear policy and
military strategy. Its fundamental goal is to dedéher countries from
using or threatening to use nuclear weapons ag#&hs&a. China
remains firmly committed to the policy of no firsise of nuclear
weapons at any time and under any circumstancesincbnditionally
undertakes not to use or threaten to use nucleapamns against non-
nuclear-weapon states or nuclear-weapon-free zamesstands for the
comprehensive prohibition and complete eliminatbnuclear weapons.
China upholds the principles of counterattack ifrdefense and limited
development of nuclear weapons, and aims at bgildinlean and
effective nuclear force capable of meeting natisedurity needs. It
endeavors to ensure the security and reliabilitytofuclear weapons
and maintains a credible nuclear deterrent fo€bina’'s nuclear force is
under the direct command of the Central Militaryn@oission (CMC).
China exercises great restraint in developing uslear force. It has
never entered into and will never enter into a eachrms race with any
other country.

Within this policy framework, Beijing will advandée evolution of its
nuclear strategy in the future with a two-prongpgraach.

First, Beijing will continue to modernize its nuateforces in modest
ways. With the backing of its economic developnamd scientific and
technological achievements, China will accelerdge weaponry and
equipment modernization drive mainly by relying it own efforts.

The aim is to build a streamlined and effectivatsiyic force with both
nuclear and conventional capabilities. The majatiatives would

include quickening steps to raise the informatideakl of its weapon
systems, building an agile and efficient operati@emmand and control
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system, and increasing capabilities of land-bassrhtegic, nuclear
counter-strikes and precision-strikes with convamdl missiles, among
others. In other words, China may only continueréspond to the
implications for its security in spite of what tlo¢her nuclear weapon
states, the US in particular, are doing. If wekl@i the US missile
defense programs, for example, for all the officedssurance that they
are not intended against China, Beijing believes these systems are
chiefly meant to neutralize China’s nuclear foredevided technology
permits?0 Under the circumstances, China has no othemaltiee than
to quicken the pace and scope of its modernizatiove, including
increasing the number of its warheads and buildngre mobile
intercontinental-range ballistic missiles (ICBMs)his is perhaps the
main reason explaining why China seems still tivestto expand its
nuclear force, albeit in a small way, while otheiclear weapon states
are reducing the number of their nuclear warheadsprding to the
Western reports.

Second, China will take measures to enhance irttena cooperation,
to build up a world nuclear order which is condecto world peace,
security, and stability, as well as to China’s owmterests. These
measures will mostly include efforts to maintairclear stability among
nuclear weapon states, to strengthen the interrationuclear
nonproliferation regime, and to create necessangliions to reactivate
progress in multilateral negotiations for nucleams control and
disarmament.

It is in this context that the initiative launchbeg the Western political
elites for a nuclear-free world may well fit intoeidng’s long-sought

objective of the complete prohibition and thorowlgstruction of nuclear
weapons. One might recall that on October 16, 186t very day that
China exploded its first atomic bomb, the Chinesgegnment issued the
following statement:

[China] proposes to the governments of the worlat
summit conference of all the countries of the wdblg
convened to discuss the question of the compete
prohibition and thorough destruction of the nuclear
weapons, and that as the first step, the summiecemce
conclude an agreement to the effect that the nuplaaers

and those countries which may soon become nuclear
powers undertake not to use nuclear weapons eitenst
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non-nuclear countries and nuclear—free zones oinstga
each othet?

This was indeed the first-ever proposal from a eaclweapon state
calling for not only the building of a nuclear-frereorld, but also a
practical and effective approach to that end. E&liias put forward on
numerous occasions similar views and proposalshenissue, and has
never given up the objective of a nuclear-free diorlin light of this
consistent position, it can be envisioned thatiBgiyvould welcome the
proposal by the four eminent politicians from thenitdd States to
renounce reliance on nuclear deterrence and maieeded efforts for a
nuclear-free world. China may be proactive in ijwgninternational
efforts to explore what steps should be takenright lead to this lofty
goal. The devils, however, are in the detailstipalarly when people
are trying to define a realistic roadmap towardasgbal of global zero.

Two major challenges may arise that could hindén&m joining in the
process of nuclear disarmament in the future:

The first is that China is only a weak nuclear powés such, China
must decide on the circumstances in which it wdaddeady to join the
US and Russia in the process of disarmament. ddull prove to be a
complicated issue. Since China always maintainst tth would
participate in this process only when the Unitedté&t and Russia
seriously implement their special responsibilitye particularly pertinent
guestion is what level of reductions by the two anajuclear powers
could induce China to join in the process. Somestédfa specialists
have suggested deep-cuts by the two states toeh devthe order of
1,000 or 800 warheads in each of their nuclearnalsemay be an
indicative point that would require China’s invoiwent in further
disarmament. But, from China’s perspective, alffounumerical
reductions are certainly one essential part of earcdisarmament, it
alone cannot reduce the nuclear threat that Clarfadged with today.
Thus, what matters more to China is the reductiothi@at, rather than
the reduction in number of nuclear weapons by tided States and
Russia, in order to produce a truly propitious smwnent for all the
nuclear weapon states to join these two major pefaarfurther nuclear
disarmament.

In this connection, it might be in order to recallproposal entitled,
“Proposal on Essential Measures for an Immediatl téathe Arms
Race and for Disarmament,” put forward by the Cékin®elegation at
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the Second Special Session of the UN General Adgeroh

Disarmament (SSOD II) in 1982, which highlightedstgynatically the
guidelines, as well as specific measures, to bentafor nuclear
disarmament. On the basic principles for nuclegardhament, the
Chinese proposal set forward six points:

1. Efforts for disarmament cannot be separated fravsdlfor the
maintenance of international security. They muestcbmbined
with those for the maintenance of world peace awlisty. In
order to create a favorable climate and conditidios
disarmament and to achieve real progress in thld, fiit is
essential to uphold the Charter of the United Netiand the
norms of international relations. No country ismpited to seek
any form of hegemony anywhere in the world. The osthreat
of force against the sovereignty and territorigbgnity of any
state should be strictly prohibited.

2. The two superpowers should take the lead in redutieir
armaments. They possess the greatest nuclear andntimnal
arsenals and their rivalry and arms race are magaci
international peace and security, hence they Hbearptimary
responsibility for disarmament and should be thet fio reduce
their armaments. After they have substantially lcatk their
armaments, the other nuclear states and militagigyificant
states should join them and reduce their armanasusrding to
a reasonable proportion and procedure.

3. Nuclear disarmament should be carried out in carjan with
conventional disarmament. It is certainly importaot take
effective measures to achieve the objective of earcl
disarmament in view of the grave threat to mankided by
nuclear war, but one should not overlook the fal#tt
conventional arms are used in committing aggresagainst or
otherwise threatening other countries. Only a cowion of
measures for both nuclear and conventional disaenaroan
help reduce the danger of war. Simultaneously witblear and
conventional disarmament, all other types of weapoihmass
destruction should be banned.

4. Small and medium-sized countries are all entitedake what
measures they deem necessary to maintain theirnsiefe
capabilities for resisting aggression and safedgongrdheir
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independence. The measures and steps decided fatewlif
stages of disarmament must not prejudice or endatige
independence, sovereignty and security of any.state

5. Disarmament agreements should provide for stridt effective
international verification.

6. All states may participate in the settlement ofadisament
issues on an equal footing. As disarmament hasadngeupon
the security and interests of all states, big oalsmmuclear or
non-nuclear, militarily strong or weak, every staeentitled to
participate on an equal footing in the deliberaioand
negotiations on this matter and in supervising the
implementation of the agreements reacted.

In the spirit of the above said principles, thegmsal also suggested the
following four essential measures for an immedrek# to the arms race
and for disarmament:

An agreement should be reached by all the nucledess not to use
nuclear weapons. Pending such an agreement, eatdanstate should,
without attaching any condition, undertake not $& uuclear weapons
against non-nuclear states and nuclear-weaporetrees, and not to be
the first to use such weapons against each othanyatime and under
any circumstances.

The Soviet Union and the United States should &siing, improving or
manufacturing nuclear weapons and should reduc&yercent all
types of their nuclear weapons and means of dgliver

After that, all other nuclear states should alep $esting, improving or
manufacturing nuclear weapons and should reduce tespective
nuclear arsenals according to an agreed propaatidrprocedure.

Conventional disarmament should be effected simatiasly with
nuclear disarmament. As a first step, all statesilsl undertake not to
use conventional armaments for intervention or eggjon against and
military occupation of any country.

A careful look at these basic principles and specifeasures suggests
they constitute a comprehensive, as well as operati roadmap for the
task of nuclear disarmament. Obviously, what Chioped the two
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major nuclear powers would do included, at leasta firamatic change
of their nuclear doctrines pending complete nuctisarmament; that is,
adoption of a commitment to NFU; 2) drastic quatitie reductions in
their nuclear arsenals; 3) stopping qualitative rompments of nuclear
weapons (like testing, improving, or manufacturimgw nuclear
weapons); and, 4) other vital disarmament meadiaswould greatly
facilitate nuclear disarmament like conventionabdmament, etc.

In the meantime, this proposal did not put Chinalansidelines as an
indifferent onlooker. In the speech by the themelgn Minister Huang
Hua to introduce this proposal at the session, ledged that China
would be a constructive participant and be readwrtdertake its due
share of responsibility in the process of nuclemaminament. He
solemnly announced that:

If the two superpowers take the lead in haltingtéeting, improving or
manufacturing of nuclear weapons and in reducieg tiuclear weapons
by 50 per cent, the Chinese Government is reaglyiniall other nuclear
states in undertaking to stop the development aadugtion of nuclear
weapons and to further reduce and ultimately destrem altogethet:

Over 26 years have passed since China's propostlhg two major
nuclear powers still failed to meet completely teanands contained in
the proposal so as to create the essential conditio all the nuclear
weapon states to join the process of nuclear desawent. Much has
changed in the strategic situation since then, @miha's specific
proposal may become obsolete in the new and diffestrategic
environment. But the guiding principles for the ttea of nuclear
disarmament in the proposal remain valid, and wostidl provide

inspiration for the condition in which China woulde ready to
participate in the process of nuclear disarmamedtthe realization of a
nuclear-free world.

The second challenge is that China must also owegca conceptual
ambivalence towards the role of nuclear weapormsder to get ready to
participate in the process of disarmament in theréu As noted above,
China has always held a dialectic view of nuclemapons—it has a
strong repugnance towards these particularly datragt weapons of
mass destruction. At the same time, it must keepupgrade them to
ensure its national security. With the passagénoé, this dialectical
view has developed into ambivalent feelings towardslear weapons.
Like other nuclear weapon states, China had aleptad measures to
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modernize its nuclear capability. This modern@magprocess had started
in the early 1960s in the form of the projects datblas “two-bombs,

one-satellite”- meaning developing an atom bomlhydrogen bomb,

and a man-made satellite. It has proved to ben@slof the nation’s

spirit of developing its national defense sciennd gechnology chiefly

through self-reliance, despite its initially backdiaeconomic and

technological conditions. It has become the pdfithe whole Chinese

nation that China can achieve whatever the Wespmwers have

achieved and may do it better.

As Deng Xiaoping once put it:

It has always been, and will always be, necessargina to develop its
own high technology so that it can take its platé¢his field. If it were
not for the atomic bomb, the hydrogen bomb andsttellites we have
launched since the 1960s, China would not haverdsent international
standing as a great, influential country. Thedeesements demonstrate
a nation's abilities and are a sign of its level mbsperity and
development®

Deng's view has been embraced by the succeedidgreaf China and,
indeed, by the whole nation. Development of nuclke@apons has been
held as the new, valuable spiritual wealth cre@gthe Chinese people
in the 20" century for the Chinese nation. In September 18%pecial
conference was held in Beijing to solemnly give aoendation to those
scientists and technological specialists who hadlemautstanding
contribution to the development of China’s projeatstwo bombs and
one satellite.” In the conference, Jiang Zemihg,then Party Secretary
General stressed that:

[T]he progress of ‘two bombs and one satellite’ nas
only resulted in the qualitative leap forward ofitis
national defense capability, but also contributedthe
broad development of science and technology of the
nation, promoted its socialist construction, angtdo a
contingent of science and technology, who are @adily
able to be hard-working, to tackle key problemsbtimg
about innovation, and to carry out collaboration.

This progress has greatly strengthened the cordedand
strength of the whole nation to march forward amdd all
out to make the country stronger. The great catigsvo
bombs and one satellite’ is the important symbolthaf
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progress of the development of the new China, theyg
and pride of the Chinese nation. It is also the mifaugnt
feat of bravely scaling new heights in science and
technology in the history of human civilizatich.

In this spirit, China's national defense science &thnology industrial
department decided in 2000 to regard the "two-borohe-satellite” as
its trade spirit to promote the cross-century m@f@nd development of
the national defense science and technology indwstd set off an
upsurge in learning and carrying forward this $pin the whole

industry®’

Under the circumstances, developing nuclear weageems to have
created significance for China beyond the basiemted needs. Whether
this national sense of pride will influence Chinatitude towards
nuclear disarmament in the future may be an opesstgpn. But,
obviously, much depends on the evolution of thebalostrategic
situation. Furthermore, it would also require samew strategic insights
as well as greater political courage of China’'dléga to revaluate the
role of nuclear weapons in the new strategic sitnaand lead the nation
to embark on the nuclear disarmament process ahead.
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