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Ambassador (R) Ali Sarwar Naqvi

Executive	Director	CISS

Mr.	Naqvi	has	 a	 long	diplomatic	 career	of	 thirty-six	
years,	from	1970	to	2006,	which	culminated	in	senior	
ambassadorial	 positions.	 He	 served	 at	 the	 United	
Nations,	both	in	New	York	and	Vienna,	as	well	as	in	
Washington	DC,	London,	Paris	and	Brussels.

Ambassador	 Naqvi 	 was	 appointed	 Member	
(Chairman's	Advisory	Council)	in	the	Pakistan	Atomic	
Energy	Commission	(PAEC)	after	his	retirement	from	
Foreign	 Service,	 and	 functioned	 as	 Adviser	 to	 the	
Chairman	 PAEC	 on	 International	 Affairs,	 with	
particular	focus	on	IAEA	matters.

Ambassador	Naqvi	is	the	founding	Executive	Director	
of	 Center	 for	 International	 Strategic	 Studies	 (CISS),	
which	was	established	in	2010	CISS	is	an	independent	
and	autonomous	think-tank	for	research	and	analysis	
of	current	regional	and	international	strategic	issues	
from	a	Pakistani	perspective.	
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Welcome	Remarks	by	Amb.	Ali	Sarwar	Naqvi

General	Ehsan-ul-Haq,	Excellences,	distinguished	guests,	ladies	and	
gentlemen,	good	afternoon	to	you	and	Asalam-o-Alaikum.	

It	 is	 my	 great	 pleasure	 to	 welcome	 you	 to	 this	 roundtable	 on	 an	
important	 subject.	 We	 have	 put	 together	 two	 sessions	 as	 was	
announced	 for	 this	 roundtable	 and	we	will	 �irst	 hear	 the	 opening	
remarks	of	our	chief	guest	Mr.	Ehsan-ul-Haq,	I	think	one	of	the	most	
distinguished	 soldiers	 of	 our	 time	 and	 one	 who	 has	 a	 very	 deep	
insight	 into	 nuclear	 matters.	 I	 participated	 with	 him	 in	 some	
international	 conference	 and	 meetings	 and	 I	 know	 how	 well	 he	
understands	 this	subject	and	 these	 issues.	After	General	Ehsan-ul-
Haq	has	given	his	remarks,	we	will	have	the	�irst	session	where	we	
have	 a	 presentation	 by	 Mr.	 Khalil	 Hashmi,	 Director	 General	 of	
Disarmament	in	the	foreign	of�ice	and	a	dear	friend	who	will	review	

ththe	27 	NSG	plenary	which	just	concluded	last	month	in	Bern.	He	will
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	be	followed	by	Mr.	Tariq	Rauf	who	will	give	his	perspective	on	the	
NSG	membership	issue	and	then	we'll	hear	Brigadier	Zahir	Kazmi	on	
the	Pakistani	perspective	on	the	NSG.	

In	the	second	session	to	be	chaired	by	Mr.	Khalid	Banuri,	which	we	
have	organized	with	the	cooperation	of	Dr.	Rizwana	Abbasi	and	Dr.	
Zafar	Khan	of	the	National	Defense	University	(NDU),	we	will	hear	
two	 eminent	 British	 Scholars,	 Professor	 Christoph	 Bluth	 and	 Dr.	
Andrew	 Futter,	 who	 are	 visiting	 and	 we	 will	 bene�it	 from	 their	
insights.	We	are	very	happy	to	have	both	of	you	here	at	the	round	
table	today.	The	last	but	not	least	in	any	way	Dr.	Naeem	Salik	of	CISS	
will	make	his	presentation.

Ladies	and	gentlemen,

Pakistan's	interest	in	the	Nuclear	Suppliers	Group	is	long	standing	
and	goes	back	nearly	two	decades	when	I	was	ambassador	to	the	
IAEA	in	Vienna.	I	used	to	meet	the	then	chairman	of	the	NSG	the	Czech	
ambassador	 in	 every	 general	 conference	 session.	 Then	 the	 NSG	
troika	was	 invited	a	number	of	times	by	the	foreign	of�ice	here	 in	
Islamabad	 for	 informal	 dialogue.	 I	 myself	 attended	 two	 of	 these	
meetings	 in	 Islamabad.	 Pakistan	 then	 formally	 applied	 for	 NSG	
membership	 in	 2016.	 Pakistan,	 in	 our	 view,	 and	 in	 the	 Pakistani	
perspective	complies	with	a	number	of	important	conditions	of	the	
NSG	including	

								1.	 commitment	to	nuclear	non-proliferation
2.	 nuclear	safety
3.	 nuclear	security	
4.	 a	 strong	 regulatory	 framework	 and	 robust	 command	 and	

control	structure.	

Of	course,	Pakistan	is	not	a	signatory	of	the	NPT	and	does	not	accept	
comprehensive	 safeguards	 but	 it	 has	 committed	 and	 implements	
very	 faithfully	 industry	speci�ic	 safeguards	under	 the	 INFCIRC/66	
thus	Pakistan	merits	membership	 in	 its	overall	commitments	and	
undertakings.	I	will	very	quickly	mention	two	fundamental	points;	
�irstly,	the	primary	objective	of	the	NSG	is	to	prevent	proliferation
of	 nuclear	 material	 and	 technology	 which	 Pakistan	 shares	 and		
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supports	and	secondly	the	NSG	basically	controls	nuclear	trade	with	
regard	 to	 peaceful	 uses	 of	 nuclear	 energy	 thus	 Pakistan	 seeks	
membership	 for	 access	 to	 nuclear	 material	 for	 technology	 and	
material	 for	advancing	its	peaceful	uses	program	especially	 in	the	
�ield	 of	 power	 generation.	 This	 is	 a	 very	 valid	 desire	 and	 a	
requirement	that	we	have	put	forward	and	must	be	supported	by	the	
international	community.

You	will	hear	more	on	these	matters	by	our	learned	speakers	and	we	
all	look	forward	to	a	stimulating	discussion	ahead	this	afternoon.

I	thank	you	all.
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General Ehsan-ul-Haq
Former	Chairman,	Joint	Chiefs	of	Staff	Committee	(JCSC)

General	(retd)	Ehsan-ul-haq	is	a	former	chairman,	Joint	
Chiefs	of	Staff	Committee	(JCSC)	of	Pakistan.

After	his	retirement,	in	2007,	General	(retd)	Ehsan	has	
been	 engaged	 in	 a	 number	 of	 corporate,	 intellectual	
and	 humanitarian	 activities.	 He	 is	 also	 a	 frequent	
speaker	 in	 international	 forums,	reputed	think	 tanks	
and	universities	on	geopolitical,	defense	and	security	
issues.	The	general	is	also	patronizing	a	humanitarian	
trust	 run	 by	 his	 family	 named,	 EHSAN	 (Education,	
Health,	Social	Awareness,	Network)

The	general	is	also	a	member	of	the	Advisory	Board	of	
CISS,	and	on	Board	of	Governors	of	Islamabad	Policy	
Research	Institute,	a	prestigious	think	tank	on	strategic	
and	security	matters.

In	 recognition	 of	 his	 meritorious	 services,	 he	 was	
awarded	Hilal-e-Imtiaz	(Military)	and	Nishan-e-Imtiaz	
(Military)	by	the	Government	of	Pakistan.

He	 is	 also	 the	 recipient	 of	 Chevalier	 de	 la	 Legion	 d'	
Honneur	 from	 the	 French	Government	 and	 the	King	
Abdul	Aziz	Medal	of	Excellence	from	the	Kingdom	of	
Saudi	Arabia.
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Bismillah-i-Rahman-i-Raheem,

Ambassador	Sarwar	Naqvi	Sahib,	Excellences,	distinguished	guests,	
ladies	and	gentlemen.	Asalam	o	Alaikum	and	a	very	good	afternoon.

I	consider	it	a	privilege	to	have	been	invited	to	participate	in	today's	
deliberations	on	the	recently	concluded	plenary	of	the	NSG	held	on	

nd rdthe	 22 	 and	 23 	 of	 June	 last	 month.	 As	 I	 prepared	 my	 opening	
remarks	for	this	event	and	as	I	looked	at	the	program	of	this	event	
frankly	speaking	I	thought	I	should	listen	to	a	review	by	the	various	
speakers	before	I	can	really	comment	on	what	is	the	status	or	what	is	
the	situation	post	the	plenary.	However,	we	hope	to	bene�it	from	the	
presentations	that	will	deal	comprehensively	with	the	details	of	what	
has	transpired	in	NSG	plenary	and	its	implications.		

6

Keynote	Address	by	General	Ehsan-ul-Haq

A	Review	of	27th	NSG	Plenary	and	Implications	for	South	Asia

Keynote	Address	by	General	Ehsan-ul-Haq		



A	Review	of	27th	NSG	Plenary	and	Implications	for	South	Asia 7

As	we	all	know	the	NSG,	a	cartel	of	48	countries	regulates	nuclear	
commerce	 for	 civilian	 uses	 and	 is	 an	 important	 forum	 for	 non-
proliferation.	 Pakistan	 has	 been	 endeavoring	 to	 be	 a	 part	 of	 this	
forum	and	to	be	treated	fairly	in	entering	the	forum.	In	my	view,	the	
recent	plenary	was	a	signi�icant	event,	the	�irst	being	held	since	the	
departure	 of	 the	 Obama	 administration,	 which	 had	 lobbied	
aggressively	 in	support	of	 India.	 It	was	 the	 �irst	plenary	since	 the	
Grossi	proposal	was	put	forward	and	of	course,	in	the	wake	of	Prime	
Minister	Modi's	raising	of	the	NSG	issues	with	the	Chinese	president	
Xi	and	Russia's	president	Putin.

As	it	ended	inconclusively	on	the	issue	of	the	non	NPT	member	states,	
I	would	want	to	say	that	in	fact	the	sense	that	one	gets	from	the	media	
is	that	the	recent	plenary,	particularly	from	the	aspect	of	India	and	
Pakistan,	s	that	the	Indian	attempts	to	gatecrash	into	the	NSG	with	
the	 support	 of	 the	 previous	 US	 administration	 has	 become	more	
complicated;	 particularly	 in	 the	 background	 of	 the	 dip	 in	 Indo-
Chinese	 relations	 reaction	 over	 the	 Grossi	 proposals	 that	 were	
clearly	favorable	to	India.	There	is	now	an	international	recognition	
about	the	negative	effects	of	the	policy	of	exceptionalism	which	had	
been	extended	to	India	in	the	past.	There	is	also	the	feeling	that	the	
deep	�inancial	crisis	in	Westinghouse	and	Areva	are	likely	to	lead	to	
the	reneging	on	their	contracts	with	India,	thereby	lowering	Indian	
leverage	in	their	dealings	with	France	and	the	United	States	on	the	
transfer	of	civilian	nuclear	technology.

Ladies	and	gentlemen,

Pakistan	 has	 been	 fully	 committed	 to	 the	 principles	 of	 non-
proliferation	and	wishes	to	play	its	rightful	role	in	the	international	
order.	Its	nuclear	program	is	a	function	of	its	security	compulsions	
and	 aimed	 at	 achieving	 regional	 strategic	 stability	 through	 a	
minimum	 credible	 deterrence.	 Pakistan	 desires	 friendly	 relations	
with	its	neighboring	states	including	India.	It	maintains	a	safe,	secure	
and	reliable	nuclear	arsenal	whilst	following	the	fundamental	policy	
of	credible	nuclear	deterrence.	Pakistan's	full	spectrum	deterrence	is	
qualitative	to	prevent	all	kinds	of	wars	in	the	region	and	maintains	a	
policy,	 as	 I	 said	 earlier,	 of	 credible	minimum	deterrence,	with	 no	
intent	to	produce	�issile	materials	beyond	its	quanti�ied	needs.	This	
may	be	unlike	some	other	countries	in	the	world.		
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It	 is	 ironic	 that	 while	 Pakistan's	 reactions	 in	 the	 context	 of	 its	
national	 security	 are	 noted	 and	 acknowledged	 but	 no	 apparent	
attention	is	paid	or	given	to	the	causes	that	led	it	to	react	this	way.	
Pakistan	 is	 not	 into	 conventional	 or	 nuclear	 arms	 race	 with	 any	
country	 least	of	 all	with	 India	but	of	 course,	 it	 cannot	 ignore	 the	
development	 of	 overwhelming	 conventional	 and	 strategic	
capabilities	by	India.	Let	me	also	add	that	Pakistan	has	no	need	to	
look	 beyond	 its	 immediate	 neighborhood.	 Pakistan's	 threat	
perception	 emanates	 from	 India	 and	 our	 deterrence	 posture	 is	
primarily	India-centric.	We	continue	to	adhere	to	our	declaration	of	
maintaining	 a	 unilateral	 moratorium	 on	 nuclear	 testing	 and	 the	
bogey	of	as	having	the	fastest	growing	nuclear	program	is	a	myth	
created	in	the	western	perception.

Ladies	and	gentlemen,

The	NSG	membership,	in	our	view,	should	be	based	on	the	principles	
of	non-discrimination.	Granting	India	membership	would	adversely	
impact	the	non-proliferation	regime	as	well	as	regional	peace	and	
stability.	The	preconditions	of	signing	NPT	in	order	to	gain	access	to	
the	NSG	has	been	violated	 in	 the	past	 case	 and	point	 to	 France's	
admission	into	the	group	which	when	it	was	admitted	into	the	NPT,	
was	not	a	party	to	the	NPT.	Pakistan	is	therefore	not	obligated	to	sign	
the	NPT	either.	To	this	effect,	in	my	view,	denying	non-NPT	member	
states	 access	 to	NSG	 is	 a	 faulty	 approach.	 It	 is	 the	 right	 of	 every	
nuclear	 weapon	 state,	 abiding	 by	 the	 rules	 and	 regulations	
prescribed	by	the	IAEA,	to	have	access	to	the	state	of	the	art	nuclear	
technology	for	peaceful	purposes.	

A	realistic	and	workable	framework	must	be	followed	by	the	NSG	for	
an	 objective,	 equitable	 and	 non-discriminatory	 approach	 for	
admitting	new	members.	We	are	also	concerned	that	in	case	India	
manages	 to	 gain	membership	of	 the	NSG,	Pakistan's	prospects	of	
joining	the	group	will	diminish.	India's	entry	into	the	NSG	without	
Pakistan	being	there	will	threaten	the	strategic	stability	situation	in	
South	 Asia	 which	 has	 already	 been	 affected	 by	 the	 NSG	 waiver	
provided	to	India	under	the	123	agreement	with	the	United	States.	
Pakistan	will	not	accept	any	measures,	offered	as	a	quid	pro	quo	to	
entry	 into	 the	 NSG,	 which	 in	 our	 perception	 jeopardize	 our	
sovereignty	and	national	security.	
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Ladies	and	gentlemen,

We	are	encouraged	to	see	that	the	principled	opposition	to	India's	
gate	crashing	into	the	NSG	has	not	only	been	opposed	by	China	but	its	
validity	has	been	recognized	by	other	members	of	the	NSG	and	in	fact	
the	number	has	been	growing.	We	hope	to	hear	the	details	of	this	in	
the	subsequent	deliberations	and	then	I	am	sure	we	will	be	clearer	on	
where	 the	 situation	 is	 and	 where	 we	 stand	 with	 regards	 to	 the	
progress	of	non-NPT	members	entry	into	the	NSG.

I	would	once	again	like	to	thank	Ambassador	Naqvi	for	inviting	me	to	
participate	in	today's	roundtable	and	I	am	pleased	to	see	a	very	large	
number	of	dignitaries,	participants,	 	some	of	course	traveling	from	
the	UK	and	other	parts	of	the	world	to	participate	in	this	roundtable.	I	
am	con�ident	that	we	will	bene�it	very	signi�icantly	from	their	views	
on	this	subject.
	
Thank	you	very	much.
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Mr. Khalil Hashmi
Director	General	(UN	&	Arms	Control	&	Disarmament)	MoFA

Mr.	Khalil	Hashmi	is	currently	Director	General	(UN	&	
Arms	 Control	 &	 Disarmament)	 at	 the	 Ministry	 of	
Foreign	 Affairs.	 Mr.	 Hashmi	 joined	 the	 Pakistan	
Foreign	Service	in	1994.	He	brings	over	two	decades	
of	 diplomatic	 and	 policy	 experience,	 both	 bilateral	
and	multilateral.	

His	 diplomatic	 career	 includes	postings	 at	 Pakistan	
Embassies	 in	Copenhagen	 (1999-2002)	 and	Beijing	
(2008-2010).	 Mr.	 Hashmi	 has	 twice	 served	 at	
Pakistan's	Mission	to	the	United	Nations	in	New	York	
(2004-2007)	and	(2012-2016),	 including	as	Deputy	
Permanent	 Representative.	 At	 the	 Foreign	Ministry,	
Mr.	 Hashmi	 has	 previously	 held	 portfolios	 such	 as	
Director	 General	 for	 European	 region,	 Director	 for	
Disarmament	Affairs	and	South	Asia,	United	Nations	
as	well	as	OIC.	

Mr.	 Hashmi	 has	 worked	 extensively	 on	 a	 range	 of	
policy	issues	related	to	WMDs,	including	in	areas	such	
as	 export	 controls	 and	 nuclear	 security.	 He	 has	
attended	 several	 international	 conferences	 and	
represented	 Pakistan	 in	 a	 number	 of	 Group	 of	
Governmental	Experts,	held	under	the	United	Nations	
auspices.
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Thank	you	Ambassador	Naqvi,	thank	you	for	this	invitation	and	your	
kind	words.	It	is	a	great	pleasure	to	be	amongst	very	distinguished	
senior	 colleagues,	 generals, 	 former	 Foreign	 Secretaries,	
ambassadors		and	other	members	of	the	think	tank	community.

What	I	plan	to	do	is,	I	just	want	to	preface	my	remarks	by	making	four	
points.	 First,	 what	 I	 am	 going	 to	 lay	 out	 to	 you	 is	 essentially	 an	
outsiders	account.	Although	I	was	in	Bern,	but	I	was	not	inside	the	
hall	where	the	NSG	plenary	took	place.	Second	the	NSG	maintains	a	
very	strict	code	of	con�identiality.	

So	whilst	we	have	attended	meetings	on	the	sidelines	and	interacted	
with	delegations,	we	fully	respect	that	code	so	my	remarks	would	
also	follow	that	overall	framework.	Third,	the	NSG	plenary	in	Bern	
was-I	 just	 want	 to	 emphasize	 this	 point	 that	 of	 course	 we	 are		

	14
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	 discussing	 Pakistan	 India	 membership	 applications	 in	 this	
roundtable-was	not	about	only	this	issue.	This	plenary	had	almost	14	
agenda	items;	only	one	of	the	agenda	items	related	to	Pakistan	and	
India's	 application	 for	 NSG	 membership.	 The	 Bern	 plenary	 was	
immediately	preceded	by	two	other	meetings;	one	was	of	course,	the	
consultative	group	meeting	which	is	a	kind	of	expert	body	of	the	NSG	
which	prepares	for	the	NSG	plenary	meetings.	Another	meeting	that	
took	place	prior	to	the	Bern	plenary	was	an	information	exchange	
meeting.

thNow	we	all	know	this	Bern	plenary	was	the	4 	meeting	since	Pakistan	
formally	applied	 for	NSG	membership.	Pakistan	applied	as	you	all	
know	in	May	of	2016.	So	the	Seoul	Plenary	took	place	in	June	last	year	
followed	by	an	informal	meeting	of	the	NSG	on	the	sidelines	of	the	
consultative	group	meeting	in	Vienna	that	was	last	year	in	November	
and	then	there	was	another	consultative	group	meeting	in	early	April	
this	 year	 and	 then	 came	 the	 NSG	 plenary.	 Why	 I	 mention	 these	
meetings	is	just	to	put	things	in	context.	Seoul	plenary	is	actually	the	
starting	point	where	the	memberships	of	Pakistan	and	India	were	
�irst	formally	considered.	And	Seoul	plenary's	signi�icance	is	evident	
from	the	fact	that	there	is	now	a	formal	agenda	item	on	the	NSG	which	
says	the	legal	technical	political	aspects	of	participation	of	non	NPT	
states.	So	that's	the	baseline	or	that's	the	formal	agenda	item	in	which	
these	discussions	take	place.	And	as	we	all	know,	before	I	go	into	what		
type	of	discussions	took	place;	apart	from	the	consultative	group	and	
the	plenary	format,	the	NSG		has	a	troika	mechanism	which	contains	
three	 countries;	 the	 previous	 NSG	 chair,	 the	 current	 one	 and	 the	
forthcoming	chair	of	the	NSG.	So	at	present	we	have	of	course,	the	
previous	 chair	 which	 is	 Republic	 of	 Korea;	 the	 present	 one	 i.e.	
Switzerland	and	the	future	one	is	awaited.	There	is	one	country	that	
has	indicated	its	desire	to	chair,	it's	not	formal	yet	so	till	that	time	
Argentina,	which	was	prior	to	ROK	the	chair	of	the	NSG,	is	continuing	
as	one	of	the	three	members	of	the	troika.	

I	won't	go	into	the	substance	of	the	discussions	per	se.	 	Ambassador	
Naqvi	has	partially	alluded	to	why	Pakistan	is	seeking	membership	of	
the	NSG.	General	Ehsan	has	also	highlighted	some	aspects,	especially	
the	implications	of	an	India	alone	membership	on	the	region	and	on	
Pakistan	so	I	won't	go	there.	What	I	will	focus	on	are	the	discussions	
that	took	place	under	this	agenda	item	which	is	the	legal	technical		
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	political	aspects.	Just	to	give	you	a	sense,	there	are	two	schools	of	
thought	 that	have	emerged	since	the	Seoul	plenary.	One	school	of	
thought	which	advocates	that	a	lot	of	discussion	has	taken	place	on	
the	 legal,	 political	 and	 technical	 aspects	 and	perhaps	 it	 is	 time	 to	
move	towards	a	decision	phase.	There	is	of	course	another	school	of	
thought	within	the	NSG	which	says	that	the	issue	is	pretty	complex,	
given	that	this	is	a	new	paradigm	in	which	to	operate	considering	that	
both	Pakistan	and	India	are	non-NPT	states	so	the	membership	issue	
is	 not	 that	 straightforward.	 Their	 view	 is	 that	 we	 need	 more	
comprehensive	discussions	and	these	discussions	should	be	directed	
towards	evolving	some	sort	of	benchmarks	or	some	sort	of	criteria	
and	once	that	criteria	is	agreed	upon,	only	then	can	we	move	onto	the	
decision	phase.	This	is,	what	is	informally	called	within	the	NSG,'	two	
process'	or	'two	step	approach'.	

So	there	are	countries	on	both	sides	of	this	argument,	i.e.	those	that	
desire	 to	 accelerate	 the	 process	 of	moving	 towards	 a	 decision	 or	
others	 that	 of	 course,	 want	 a	 detailed	 discussion	 leading	 to	 the	
evolution	of	such	benchmarks.	There	is	another	set	of	issues	that	is	
being	discussed	within	the	NSG,	i.e.	especially	in	the	Bern	plenary,	
there	are	again	two	types	of	countries,	i.e.	one	comprise	those	that	
advocate	a	criteria	or	benchmark,	there	is	a	group	of	countries	which	
advocates	 for	 hard	 criteria,	 by	which	 I	mean	 adherence	 to	 CTBT,	
FMCT,	separation	plan	between	civilian	and	nuclear	facilities	and	so	
on	and	so	forth	and	perhaps	a	few	other	commitments	in	the	area	of	
non-proliferation.	There	are	others	that	think	that	if	we	go	that	way	it	
may	be	very	dif�icult	to	agree,	because	of	political	consideration	and	
other	factors	to	agree,	on	a	neat	criteria	so	they	advocate	a	more	a	
more	streamlined	approach	whereby	the	spirit	of	the	NSG	criteria	
factors	 of	 participation	 of	 member	 states	 is	 captured	 and	 then	
adhering	to	CTBT	or	other	treaties.	Adherence	to	additional	protocol	
and	stuff	like	that	should	not	be	pursued	and	it	should	be	a	neater	
arrangement	providing	for	basic	commitments	whereby	countries	
that	are	aspirants	undertake	those	commitments	and	thereby	pave	
the	way	for	other	membership.

This	 discussion	 is	 still	 going	 on,	 in	 anticipation,	 in	 terms	 of	 the	
process.	We	also	thought	that	this		Bern	plenary		was	not	convened	to	
take	 a	 decision	 on	 the	 matter	 because	 the	 process-the	 way	 it	 is	
evolving-is	in	a	way,	I	won't	use	the	word	stalled	but	is	certainly		
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slowed	down	and	 there	were	several	 factors	 for	 that.	The	kind	of	
enthusiasm	shown	by	some	countries	in	the	Seoul	plenary,	I	think	has	
dissipated	and	the	sort	of	hard	reality	that	has	dawned	is	that	there	
are	 real	 issues	 and	 it	 is	 dif�icult	 to	 short	 circuit	 them	 because	
countries	have	taken	positions	one	way	or	another.	As	we	all	know,	
consensus	is	the	decision	making	principle	within	the	NSG,	so	these	
discussions	continue	and	this	is	what	many	had	anticipated	that	this	
would	be	a	process	related	meeting	rather	than	a	meeting	that	would	
go	deeper	 into	 substance	 and	 then	 evolve	 a	 decision	palatable	 to	
everyone.

I	think	there	was	a	general	agreement	that	the	Swiss,	the	new	chair	
that	 has	 taken	 over	 from	 ROK,	 conducted	 the	 meeting	 very	
professionally.	The	chair	was	widely	seen	as	an	honest	broker	and	the	
choice	of	venue	and	the	way	it	was	conducted,	suf�ice	it	to	say	that	it	
was	professionally	done.	So	there	was	a	speci�ic	venue,	which	was	
one	of	the	international	organization's	headquarters,	where	access	
was	limited.	So	it	wasn't	like	what	happened	in	Seoul.	it	was	in	that	
sense	 handled	 and	 managed	 differently.	 So	 the	 people	 that	 we	
interacted	with	were	highly	appreciative	of	the	role	of	the	chair,	being	
impartial,	being	an	honest	broker	and	so	on	and	so	forth.	

In	this	plenary,	the	signi�icant	point	of	course,	was	that	there	wasn't	
that	much	change	in	terms	of	countries	positions	either	way.	It	was	
essentially	a	reiteration	of	positions	there,	i.e.	from	what	we	know	
that	some	countries	have	expressed	support	for	Pakistan	or	India	so	
there	wasn't	that	much	of	a	change	in	terms	of	country	positions,	but	
mostly	a	reiteration	of	positions.	As	we	understand,	almost	over	30	
countries	 spoke	 on	 this	 speci�ic	 item	 again,	 there	 was	 no	 new	
proposal,	although	some	countries	did	raise	the	Grossi	formula	or	
proposal;	others	had	different	views	and	this	has	been	the	case	since	
November	 last	 year.	 There	 are	 two	 divergent	 views	 on	 whether	
Grossi	proposal	or	formula	served	a	basis	to	pursue	membership	or	
not.	The	press	release	that	NSG	plenary	issued	after	the	conclusion	of	
the	 meeting	 makes	 reference	 to	 two	 points.	 One	 is	 that	 it	
acknowledges	that	a	discussion	took	place	on	this	speci�ic	agenda	
item,	i.e.	the	legal	technical	and	political	aspects	and	countries	or	the	
participating	governments	agreed	to	continue	these	discussions	and	
the	second	aspect	was	that	the	participating	governments	noted	the	
intentions	of	the	new	chair	to	convene	an	informal	meeting	in	Vienna		
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	in	November.	So	this	is	pretty	much	in	public	domain.	What	I	think	is	
that	the	role	of	the	chair	not	especially	the	current	chair	but	all	chairs	
is	signi�icant,	i.e.,	they	have	the	job	of	reconciling	different	views	and	
try	to	develop	consensus	and	then	make	the	 judgment.	When	any	
meeting	 takes	place,	 there	 is	suf�icient	groundwork	that	has	been	
undertaken	 so	 that	 the	 environment	 could	 be	 assessed,	 where	 a	
decision	could	be	assessed	and	then	acted	upon.	This	is	what	I	think	
people	believe	that	the	Swiss	chair	will	do,	i.e.	lead	it	to	the	informal	
meeting	 that	will	 take	place	 in	Vienna	 in	November.	He	will	 hold	
consultations	as	he	did	prior	to	assuming	as	Chair.	This	is	nothing	
new,	this	is	what	the	NSG	chairs	have	been	doing	and	would	continue	
to	do.	

As	far	as	our	delegation	is	concerned,	this	is	part	of	our	diplomatic	
outreach.	We	met	several	countries	on	the	sidelines	and	our	outreach	
continues	at	various	levels,	at	various	forums	and	of	course	we	are	
making	our	case	based	on	three	main	point.	One	is	of	course,	in	terms	
of	what	should	be	the	basis	for	deciding	on	the	application	of	non-
NPT	states.	Our	position	has	been	very	clear	and	consistent	that	any	
criteria	that	the	NSG	evolves	should	be	transparent,	objective	and	
nondiscriminatory.	 The	 second	 point	 is	 with	 regard	 to	 Pakistan	
joining	the	NSG.	We	see	it	as	a	mutually	bene�icial	proposition.	It	is	
not	just	that	once	Pakistan	is	inside	the	NSG	it	is	not	one	party	gaining	
more	or	the	other;	but	we	see	it	as	mutually	bene�icial	proposition.	
Third,	we	have	of	course,	and	Ambassador	Naqvi	referred	to	it,	and	I	
am	 sure	 other	 colleagues	 when	 they	 speak	 will	 also	 talk	 about	
Pakistan's	credentials;	our	ability	to	supply	items,	our	track	record	
with	export	controls	and	so	on	and	so	forth.

So	 all	 in	 all,	 this	 was	 a	more	 a	 process	 related	meeting.	 I	 would	
characterize	it	as	a	work	in	progress.	I	wouldn't	want	to	venture	into	
when	and	how	a	position	would	be	 taken	whether	 the	ground	or	
whether	there's	enough	political	will	that	exists.	That	would	perhaps	
require	another	seminar	or	a	session	to	discuss	that.

This	is	what	I	had	to	say.	Thank	you	very	much	ambassador	Naqvi,	
thank	you	for	the	invite	and	thank	you	everyone.
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Thank	 you	 very	much	Ambassador	Naqvi	 for	 inviting	me	 to	 your	
event	here.	As	Ambassador	Naqvi	mentioned,	I've	known	him	since	I	
joined	the	IAEA	in	Vienna	in	2002.	Ambassador	Naqvi	was	very	kind	
and	he	would	often	invite	me	to	dinner	at	his	very	nice	house.	At	his	
dinner	 table	 there	 was	 always	 a	 very	 interesting	 mix	 of	 guests,	
including	 at	 times,	 the	 conductor	 of	 the	 Vienna	 philharmonic	
orchestra.	

So	 I	have	been	very	grateful	 to	Ambassador	Sarwar	Naqvi	 for	his	
friendship	over	the	years.	On	his	return	to	Pakistan	he	established	his	
Center	which	is	organizing	this	event	here	today.	And	I	have	also	been	
privileged	to	know	General	Ehsan-ul-Haq	in	the	context	of	nuclear	
working	 group	where	both	 of	 us	 have	been	working	 on	 trying	 to	
facilitate	the	improvement	of	international	cooperation	with	regards	
to	civilian	nuclear	programs	in	Pakistan	and	of	course,	my	two	other	
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panelists	Mr.	Khalil	Hashmi	 as	well	 as	Brigadier	 Zahir	Kazmi.	My	
comments	here	are	my	personal	comments	and	they	don't	represent	
the	views	of	any	organization	I	am	with	or	was	with,	in	the	past.	

I	want	to	put	nuclear	export	controls	in	a	slightly	broader	perspective	
and	then	narrow	them	down	to	the	Nuclear	Suppliers	Group	(NSG)	
and	then	the	current	Pakistani	interest	in	joining	the	NSG.	Nuclear	
supply	control	has	been	on	the	international	agenda	from	the	very	
beginning	of	the	nuclear	age.	Right	after	the	�irst	nuclear	explosion	in	
July	1945,	there	have	been	various	proposals	on	how	to	control	the	
spread	of	nuclear	technology	and	to	�ind	ways	to	facilitate	its	use	for	
peaceful	 purposes.	 Some	 of	 the	 earlier	 proposals,	 if	 you	 will	
remember,	the	Baruch	plan,	President	Eisenhower's	speech	'Atoms	
for	Peace'	in	the	General	Assembly	1953,	all	were	struggling	to	�ind	
ways	 to	make	available	nuclear	 energy	 for	peaceful	purposes	but	
minimize	its	use	for	nuclear	weapons	and	other	military	purposes.
.
So	the	export	controls	came	about	in	the	50s	and	60s	when	the	�irst	
nuclear	transactions	were	made	by	the	United	States	with	its	allies	
within	Europe	and	Canada.	And	then	with	the	establishment	of	the	
European	 Commission	 following	 the	 Treaty	 of	 Rome,	 as	 part	 of	
Europe's	trade	with	nuclear	 issues	Euratom	controlled	all	nuclear	
activities	 within	 the	 European	 community.	 The	 Euratom	 still	
occupies	that	position	and	Euratom	then	devised	safeguards	for	the	
control	 of	 civilian	 nuclear	 technology	 within	 the	 European	
community.	Then	with	the	advent	of	the	nuclear	non-proliferation	
treaty	in	1968,	which	entered	into	force	in	1970,	the	responsibility	
for	 administrating	 nuclear	 veri�ication	 in	 the	 case	 of	 non-nuclear	
weapon	states	party	to	the	NPT,	was	given	to	the	IAEA.	The	treaty	did	
not	 specify	what	 type	of	 safeguards	would	be	applied.	The	 treaty	
speci�ied	 that	 the	 safeguards	 or	 nuclear	 veri�ication	would	 be	 in	
accordance	with	the	IAEA	safeguard	system.	So	it	left	it	up	to	the	IAEA	
to	de�ine	what	the	safeguard	system	would	be.	But	the	treaty	itself	
also	speci�ies	that	all	nuclear	weapon	states	are	obligated	to	place	
under	safeguards	its	entire	spectrum	of	nuclear	activities,	nuclear	
materials	and	nuclear	facilities.

So	 in	 order	 to	 come	 up	 with	 the	 technical	 de�inition	 of	 what	 is	
contained	in	the	article	3	of	the	NPT,	1)	Special	�issionable	material,	
i.e.	material	that	is	used	for	making	nuclear	weapons,	which	can	only
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be	 HEU	 and/or	 Pu.	 	 How	 would	 one	 de�ine	 it	 for	 veri�ication	
purposes?	How	would	we	de�ine	it	for	purposes	of	an	internationally,	
legally	 binding	 treaty,	 between	 a	 state	 and	 an	 international	
veri�ication	organization?	

And	 then	Article	3	 also	 calls	 for	 regulating	 trade	and	 transfers	of	
equipment	 specially	 designed	 and	 prepared	 for	 production	 and	
handling	of	special	�issionable	material.	So	this	relates	to	controlling	
transfers	 of	 uranium	 enrichment	 and	 plutonium	 separation	
technology.	These	are	 the	only	 two	sensitive	parts	of	nuclear	 fuel	
cycle.	And	as	you	know	the	nuclear	fuel	cycle	has	no	difference,	you	
enrich	uranium,	you	can	enrich	it	to	certain	level,	under	5%,	normally	
between	3.1	to	3.67	percent	for	running	a	light	water	reactor.	Or	you	
can	enrich	up	to	around	40,	45%	for	running	nuclear-powered	ice-
breakers,	 like	 in	 the	 Russian	 ice-breaker	 �leet.	 Or	 you	 can	 enrich	
uranium	above	90%	for	use	in	nuclear	weapons,	as	well	as	use	in	
naval	 nuclear	 propulsion,	 fast	 attack	 submarines,	 ballistic	missile	
submarines,	and	nuclear	powered	aircraft	carriers.	The	process	is	
exactly	the	same,	and	sometimes	when	I	am	speaking	to	students	in	
my	 class,	 I	 say	 it	 is	 the	 same	 process	 as	 using	milk	 to	 churn	 out	
yoghurt	 and	 to	make	 cheese	 and	 yoghurt	 at	 the	 other	 end	 of	 the	
spectrum.

So	that	is	the	challenge	of	the	international	veri�ication	system,	that	
this	technology	has	spread,	it	is	in	use	in	several	different	countries	
and	 how	 do	 we	 verify	 its	 cut-off	 point	 for	 use	 only	 for	 civilian	
purposes.	The	very	�irst	documented	description	of	export	controls	
was	made	by	the	Zangger	Committee,	this	was	chaired	by	Professor	
Claude	Zangger	of	Switzerland,	which	met	in	Vienna	under	the	aegis	
of	the	IAEA.	And	its	mandate	was	to	de�ine	the	terms	used	in	article	3	
in	the	NPT	for	purposes	of	safeguards	veri�ication	and	what	items	
would	need	to	be	safeguarded	in	terms	of	when	it	would	be	supplied	
or	exported	by	supplier	states.	The	�irst	trigger	list	for	export	control	
was	made	by	Zangger	Committee.	And	then	following	the	shock	of	
1974,	when	India	used	nuclear	material	diverted	from	a	safeguarded	
reactor	in	contravention	of	exclusively	peaceful	use	commitments,	
given	to	the	governments	of	Canada	and	the	United	States.	This	shock	
led	to	a	reexamination	of	the	nuclear	export	controls.	At	that	time,	
seven	 countries	 the	 UK,	 France,	 Germany,	 Canada,	 US,	 including	
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	Australia	as	well,	decided	that	these	were	the	principal	suppliers	of	
nuclear	material	and	technology,	that	they	would	�ind	a	way	to	cope	
with	the	challenge,	i.e.	a	country	that	was	not	party	to	the	NPT,	had	
managed	to	acquire	nuclear	technology/	expertise	and	had	used	to	it	
for	military	and	weapons	purposes.	
	
As	Gen.	Ehsan	pointed	out,	France	was	not	a	member	of	the	NPT	at	
the	time,	 it	was	nevertheless	invited	to	be	member	of	the	London	
Suppliers	Group	as	a	supplier.	The	condition	of	NPT	membership	did	
not	exist	at	the	time.	This	came	later.	Japan	was	also	invited	to	join	the	
supplier's	group	or	the	London	club.	Japan	also	at	the	time	was	not	a	
member	of	the	NPT.	It	is	sort	of	interesting	that	instead	of	expanding	
the	 mandate	 of	 the	 Zangerr	 committee,	 which	 already	 had	 a	
recognized	status	in	the	context	of	the	NPT	and	the	IAEA,	the	Nuclear	
Suppliers	Group	met	separately,	it	did	not	meet	in	Vienna,	which	is	
the	UN	headquarters	for	all	things	nuclear	and	in	terms	of	the	IAEA.	
The	chairmanship	was	also	changed	from	a	chairman	coming	from	a	
non-nuclear	 weapons	 state	 which	 was	 Switzerland,	 to	 a	
chairmanship	coming	from	one	of	the	nuclear	weapons	states	which	
was	the	United	States.	It	also	expanded	its	mandate	to	what	is	now	
known	as	dual-use	 items.	These	are	essentially	non-nuclear	 items	
that	have	civilian	uses	in	technology	but	also	can	be	used	in	nuclear	
weapons	technology.	Some	of	this	is	very	specialized	equipment	such	
as	 high	 speed	 streak	 cameras	 because	 you	 need	 to	 capture	 the	
explosion,	expansion	of	 the	nuclear	material	and	 its	 �issioning	 for	
purposes	of	evaluating	the	design	of	the	nuclear	weapon	after	it	has	
been	detonated.	Other	types	of	timing	and	fusing	mechanisms	which	
are	needed	to	drive	the	fusing	mechanisms	for	a	nuclear	weapon	–	
many	of	 these	have	perfectly	 legitimate	civilian	uses,	but	 some	of	
these	have	only	a	single	use	and	that	is	nuclear	weapon	use.	This	was	
published	 in	 Annex	 II	 of	 NSG.	 By	 publishing	 its	 Annex	 II	 it	 also	
provided	a	list	of	critical	technologies	that	a	country	seeking	nuclear	
weapons	would	require.	And	therefore	it	is	not	surprising	that	in	the	
clandestine	Iraqi	nuclear	weapons	acquisition,	that	was	exposed	in	
1991,	after	its	defeat	in	the	�irst	Gulf	War,	many	of	the	things	that	
appeared	on	 the	Annex	 II	 of	 the	NSG	were	exactly	what	 the	 Iraqi	
nuclear	programme	was	chasing	after.

I	mention	these	to	say	that	the	nuclear	suppliers	group	has	a	long	
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history.	In	the	Non-proliferation	review	conference	process,	this	is	
the	sovereign	right	of	the	state	parties.	This	is	the	only	forum	where	
NPT	 non-nuclear	 state	 parties,	 and	 nuclear	weapon	 state	 parties	
meet	every	�ive	years	and	agree	on	the	strengthening	of	the	nuclear	
non-proliferation	mechanism.	 In	 the	 agreed	 outcome	 documents,	
principally	of	1995,	2000	and	2010,	there	is	recognition	of	the	utility	
of	export	controls	because	it	is	mentioned	in	the	NPT.	There	is	also	
recognition	 of	 the	 Zangger	 Committee	 because	 it	 has	 a	 direct	
connection	to	the	NPT.	But	there	has	never	been	a	single	mention	of	
the	 NSG.	 So	 that	 tells	 us	 something:	 that	 48	 countries	 that	 are	
members	 of	 the	 NSG	 do	 not	 represent	 the	 international	 nuclear	
community,	this	is	a	self-appointed	group,	which,	because	it	includes	
the	principal	nuclear	suppliers,	has	a	particular	status	in	controlling	
the	transfer	of	nuclear	technology	and	materials	in	civilian	use.

Nonetheless,	 in	 recent	years	 some	people	have	said	 that	with	 the	
exemption	given	to	a	non-NPT	state	in	2008,	this	particular	action	is	a	
direct	violation	of	agreed	NPT	review	conference	outcomes	of	1995	
and	2000,	where	in	1995,	178	parties	to	the	NPT	and	in	2000,	190	
parties	to	the	NPT,	agreed	by	consensus	that	all	new	nuclear	supply	
agreements	 must	 require	 a	 condition	 of	 supply	 (i.e.)	 full	 scope	
safeguards.	 “Full-scope	 safeguards”	 means	 comprehensive	
safeguards.	Comprehensive	safeguards	can	be	applied	only	in	non-
nuclear	weapon	states,	which	means	that	the	entirety	of	the	nuclear	
activity	is	under	international	veri�ication.	Full-scope	safeguards	are	
not	applied	in	NWS	or	in	non-NPT	states	which	have	items-speci�ic	
safeguards	as	has	already	been	pointed	out	by	Ambassador	Naqvi	in	
his	introductory	comments.

So,	giving	an	exemption	to	non-NPT	state	without	the	requirement	of	
a	 full-scope	 safeguard	 is	 going	 against	 what	 these	 48	 countries	
themselves	have	agreed	on	in	a	different	forum.	So	they're	already	in	
contradiction	 to	 their	 own	 earlier	 decision.	 If	 you	 look	 at	 the	
proceedings	of	the	review	conferences	after	2000	and	2005	and	after	
the	 Indian	 nuclear	 cooperation	 agreement	 with	 the	 US,	 in	 2015	
RevConand	 even	 this	 year	 in	 Vienna	 in	 the	 �irst	 preparatory	
committee	of	the	2020	review	conference,	several	countries	from	the	
non-aligned	have	been	very	critical	of	opening	up	nuclear	commerce	
with	 non-NPT	 nuclear	 states.	 And	 they	 have	 used	 the	 term	
“privileged	access”,	they	have	used	the	term	in	a	sense	of	non-NPT	
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states	 having	 a	 more	 privileged	 access	 than	 NPT	 NNWS	 which	
already	have	those	full	safeguards.	

My	second	point	relates	 to	 the	so-called	 factors	 that	you	will	 �ind	
listed	on	the	NSG	webpage	as	determining	the	criteria	or	factors	for	
consideration	that	the	group	can	take	into	account	for	taking	in	new	
members.	 Then,	when	 you	 look	 at	 the	 composition	 of	 the	 group,	
you'll	have	some	strange	countries	 like	Croatia	or	Cyprus.	There's	
nothing	wrong	with	these	countries	as	such,	but	they	are	not	nuclear	
suppliers.	They	are	not	transit	points.	Singapore	is	a	transit	point.	
Not	Cyprus	or	Croatia,	so	if	you	look	at	the	map	of	nuclear	supplier	
group,	 this	 is	all	northern	countries.	Except	 for	Mexico	and	South	
Africa.	So	the	bulk	of	Africa,	the	bulk	of	Asia,	and	many	of	the	South	
American	countries	are	outside	the	NSG.	This	also,	in	reality,	affects	
the	international	power	balance.	

I	remember	my	South	African	friends,	when	South	Africa	applied	for	
NSG	membership,	they	were	given	a	very	tough	time.	South	Africans	
were	 very	 upset	 with	 NSG	 because	 they	 had	 given	 up	 six	
manufactured	nuclear	weapons,	voluntarily	dismantled	them,	joined	
NPT	as	a	non-nuclear-weapon	state(NNWS)	and	bided	the	IAEA	to	
verify	 that	 they	had	no	nuclear	weapons,	put	 the	highly	enriched	
uranium	coming	out	of	their	nuclear	explosive	devices	under	IAEA	
safeguards.	 They	 had	 the	 potential	 to	 supply	 uranium,	 uranium	
enrichment	 technology,	 and	 yet,	 the	NSG	was	 �inding	 excuses	 for	
delaying	giving	membership.	It	took	them	nearly	three	years	to	get	
access.	And	that	access	only	came	when	South	Africa	�inally	said	if	we	
don't	get	access	now,	we	are	going	to	withdraw	our	application	and	
we	will	do	what	we	need	to	do	in	our	national	interest.		A	country	like	
Pakistan	which	is	a	non-NPT	state	does	not	need	membership	in	the	
NSG	if	it	wanted	to	sell	nuclear	products	in	the	nuclear	market.	Of	
course,	it	has	a	problem	buying	from	the	nuclear	market,	but	not	in	
selling.

The	next	point	that	I	want	to	make	is	that	in	the	recent	discussions	
following	the	US-India	nuclear	cooperation	agreement,	a	lot	of	think	
tanks	and	academics	have	come	up	with	all	sorts	of	different	criteria	
and	factors	that	could	be	taken	into	account.	For	me,	the	only	one	
concern	 is	 that	 the	 non-NPT	 state	 parties	 have	 not	 taken	 on	 an	
internationally	 legally	 binding	 non-proliferation	 commitment.	 So	
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they	are	not	going	to	sign	the	NPT,	as	their	nuclear	weapons	are	a	
reality.	 So	 that's	 off	 the	 table.	 But	 then,	 I	 don't	 see	 these	 three	
countries,	or	at	least	two	of	these	three	countries	taking	some	other	
internationally	legally	binding	non-proliferation	commitment	as	an	
act	of	good	faith	as	an	act	of	becoming	closer	to	 the	 international	
community.	 One	 of	 these	 is	 the	 CTBT,	 although	 this	 is	 not	 a	
disarmament	 treaty,	 it	 still	 restricts	 one	 element	 of	 the	 nuclear	
weapons	 by	 taking	 away	 nuclear	 testing	 which	 obviously	 has	
implications	for	modernization	of	nuclear	weapon	arsenals.	This	I	
know	is	a	sensitive	subject	in	the	country	and	so	I	am	just	putting	it	on	
the	table.	Other	criteria	that	have	been	put	as	part	of	this	discussion	is	
signing	up	to	various	international	conventions	on	nuclear	safety	and	
security,	UNSC	resolution	1540,	and	a	bunch	of	other	things.	These	
are	very	separate.	IAEA	members	as	part	of	their	membership	in	the	
IAEA	already	have	in	the	sense	a	responsibility	to	ensure	that	their	
civilian	nuclear	programmes	are	already	at	the	highest	standards	of	
nuclear	 safety	 and	 security	 as	 agreed	 by	 them	 themselves	 in	 the	
framework	 of	 IAEA	 guidelines,	 fundamental	 various	 codes	 and	
various	 conventions.	 But	 that	 does	 not	 necessarily	 belong	 in	 the	
basket	of	nuclear	export	control	mechanisms.	Nor	do,	for	example,	
other	elements	such	as	adherence	to	other	export	control	regimes.

There	is	also	the	Missile	Technology	Control	Regime	(MTCR),	which	
is	again	another	self-selected	regime,	again,	not	recognized	in	terms	
of	 legitimacy,	 international	 resolutions	 or	 international	 fora.	 So	
MTCR	is	�ine	for	those	who	want	to	join	but	I	don't	feel	it	belongs	in	
the	discussion	on	NSG	guidelines.	And	this	is	not	well-known	but	I	
always	 take	some	strange	delight	 in	mentioning	 to	each	 incoming	
MTCR	chairman	 that	we	have	 two	members	of	 your	MTCR	group	
which	 are	 engaged	 in	 the	 import	 and	 export	 of	 strategic	 ballistic	
missiles	which	have	a	capability	of	500km	and	a	payload	capacity	of	
300kgs.	 There	 is	 one	 nuclear	 weapon	 state	 whose	 Submarine	
Launched	Ballistic	Missiles	(SLBM)	is	leased	from	another	NWS.	It	
puts	its	own	nuclear	warheads	on	those	strategic	missiles,	but	this	is	
straight	between	two	countries.	If	the	missile	is	�ired,	as	a	test	missile,	
then	there	is	a	fee	that	is	agreed,	so	to	speak	for	the	rental	of	these	
missiles.		So	this	really	is	transfer	because	the	user	NWS	puts	it	on	its	
strategic	 submarine	 and	 therefore	 is	 under	 its	 jurisdiction	 and	
control.	So	it	is	again	in	terms	a	small	contradiction	but	nonetheless	
quite	signi�icant.	
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In	another	forum	I	have	discussed	the	utility	of	looking	at	multilateral	
export	 control	 regime	 in	 the	 UN	 framework.	 We	 already	 have	 a	
chemical	weapons	convention	that	entered	 into	 force	 in	1997,	we	
have	an	organization	 for	 the	prohibition	of	 chemical	weapons,	 so	
why	do	we	still	need	the	Australia	Group?	We	don't	have	a	global	
missile	 control	 regime,	which	 is	why	 the	MTCR	 is	 there	 and	now	
they've	expanded	it	into	the	Hague	code	of	conduct	with	more	than	a	
hundred	countries	subscribing	to	it;	Pakistan	is	one	of	them.	Then	for	
nuclear	 export	 controls,	 we	 already	 have	 the	 non-proliferation	
treaty.	There	are	only	four	countries	that	remain	outside	it,	all	other	
countries	already	have	a	nuclear	export	control	obligation.	So,	if	we	
had	a	multilateral	system	which	was	properly	negotiated,	then	we	
have	 more	 of	 a	 buy-in.	 Then	 we	 don't	 need	 these	 unique	 self-
appointed	groupings	or	states	having	an	unreasonable	in�luence.	

And	�inally,	I	was	also	responsible	at	the	IAEA	for	the	NSG.	Every	year	
the	chairman	would	come	to	us	with	the	agreed	statements	and	as	
well	as	with	the	agreed	updates	to	the	two	annexes	of	the	NSG	which	
were	published	in	INFCIRC	25.	And	we	always	asked	them	what	we	at	
the	IAEA,	are	interested	in,	i.e.	information	on	denial.	Denial	in	terms	
of	 inquiries	made	by	 countries	or	 companies	 seeking	dual	use	or	
other	items	so	that	IAEA	can	match	it	to	see	if	any	of	its	countries	
under	safeguards	are	seeking	to	acquire	nuclear	weapon	capability	
in	a	clandestine	manner	which	is	illegal	under	the	NPT	for	NNWS	or	
they	might	be	acquiring	nuclear	technology	or	materials	that	are	not	
declared	to	the	IAEA.	The	answer	we	would	always	get	would	be	that	
well,	the	chair	of	the	NSG	as	a	group	cannot	provide	such	information,	
only	individual	countries	can	provide	that	information.	So	then	my	
reply	would	be,	so	why	are	you	in	my	of�ice?	I	can	go	to	each	of	the	48	
countries	to	request	that	information.	You	are	not	providing	a	service	
to	the	IAEA.	This	of	course	wouldn't	go	down	well	but	pointed	to	what	
is	 sometimes	 advertised	 as	 non-proliferation	 bene�it	 of	 some	
mechanisms,	in	practice	doesn't	end	up	being	so.	

Finally,	the	IAEA	General	Conference	in	September	provides	a	good	
venue	for	countries	to	hold	side	events	as	a	way	of	having	discussions	
or	putting	forward	what	they	might	have	done	in	proving	nuclear	
security.	Especially	in	the	case	of	Pakistan,	which	is	under	discussion	
here,	to	reach	a	broader	audience	to	people	who	don't	know	about	
this	issue	or	to	remind	them	of	the	signi�icant	strides	that	Pakistan	
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has	 made	 over	 the	 past	 ten	 years	 or	 so	 on	 its	 export	 control	
legislation	and	the	case	that	it	has	made	and	it	is	generally	believed	
that	 if	 you	 compare	 nuclear	 regulators,	 the	 Pakistan	 regulatory	
agency	has	been	certi�ied	by	the	IAEA	to	be	an	independent	regulator.	
There	are	still	some	questions	where	the	PNRA's	independence	could	
be	further	strengthened	but	a	similar	determination	has	not	yet	been	
made	of	the	Indian	nuclear	regulator.	Again,	this	is	something	that's	
not	well	known	–	there	is	a	Centre	of	Excellence(CoE)	in	Pakistan	on	
nuclear	security	which	is	used	by	the	IAEA	as	provider	of	nuclear	
security	training	in	a	regional	context.	The	IAEA	DG	visited,	I	think	it	
was	last	year,	and	mentioned	in	the	opening	statement	of	the	Board	of	
Governors	that	you	do	not	have	a	similar	equivalent	on	the	other	side	
of	the	border.	

So	I	will	stop	here.
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Pakistan's	Engagement	with	NSG

What	I	am	going	to	be	talking	about	will	be	slightly	provocative	at	
some	 places	 and	 will	 be	 in	 my	 personal	 capacity,	 it	 does	 not	
necessarily	re�lect	what	SPD	or	ACDA	thinks	about.

I'll	 start	 with	 a	 provocative	 and	 perhaps	 technically	 incorrect	
remark,	which	basically	draws	from	two	comments.	One	made	by	
General	 Ehsan-ul-Haq,	 once	 he	 called	 NSG	 a	 cartel,	 and	 likewise,	
when	once	Dr.	Tariq	Rauf	was	mentioning	that	while	emphasizing	on	
Zanger	Committee	and	then	saying	the	48	members	within	NSG	are	
also	not	really	following	the	NPT	or	the	spirit	of	non-proliferation	
regime.	(I	may	be	misinterpreting	what	he	said)	but	a	thought	that	
came	to	my	mind	was	that	why	is	it	that	the	48	countries	within	NSG	
prefer	to	call	themselves	Participating	governments	(PGs)	and	not	
members.	Perhaps	that	is	because	they	also	need	some	legitimacy.	So	
pronouncing	 the	 word	 “government”	 perhaps	 gives	 that	
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status	or	it	is	the	issue	of	seeking	some	sort	of	status	because	of	which	
they	prefer	to	call	themselves	participating	governments.	My	exam	
question	today	is	about	how	has	Pakistan	engaged	with	the	NSG.	It	is	a	
pretty	simple	question	and	most	of	 the	participants	here	do	know	
about	it.	So	I'll	be	brief	about	it,	it	makes	my	job	easier.

Pakistan	has	a	long	history	of	engagement	with	the	NSG	and	in	fact	its	
engagement	with	the	NPT	goes	back	even	before	NSG	was	created	in	
1975,	after	a	state	proliferated	and	tested	a	nuclear	weapon.	So	I	think	
if	one	were	to	be	correct,	Pakistan's	engagement	even	though	it	had	
never	 signed	 NPT,	 goes	 much	 beyond	 that	 in	 1950s.	 	 So	 this	
engagement	with	NSG	has	taken	a	more	structured	form	over	the	last	
few	years	that	has	resulted	in	three	outreach	meetings	with	the	NSG	
troika,	as	introduced	by	Mr.	Khalil	Hashmi.	One	was	in	2011,	second	in	
2013	and	the	third	 in	2015	in	Vienna.	My	mentor	Air	Commodore	
Khalid	 Banuri	 has	 been	 personally	 engaged	 in	 some	 of	 these	
meetings.	And	these	interactions	provided	an	opportunity	to	candidly	
exchange	 views	 on	 commitments	 related	 to	 non-proliferation,	
national	 export	 controls,	 NSG	 standards	 as	 well	 as	 other	 related	
technical	issues.	Pakistan	has	invited	NSG	troika	to	visit	Pakistan	at	its	
earliest	 convenience,	 I	 think	 it	would	 be	 one	 of	 the	 best	 times	 to	
discuss	 before	 they	 meet,	 perhaps	 in	 the	 latter	 part	 of	 the	 year,	
informally	 again.	 During	 the	 outreach	meeting	with	NSG	 troika	 in	
2015,	 Pakistani	 delegation	 held	 constructive	 discussions	 and	
elaborated	 its	 credentials	 for	 NSG	 membership,	 highlighted	 the	
impact	of	discriminatory	approach	on	the	non-proliferation	regime	
and	strategic	stability	and	discussed	the	way	forward	for	Pakistan's	
continued	engagement	with	NSG.	Pakistan	also	shared	a	non-paper	
with	NSG	troika	and	requested	its	circulation	to	the	NSG	members,	
and	 I	 don't	 know	 whether	 it	 was	 circulated	 because	 as	 it	 was	
mentioned	that	we	are	yet	not	a	member	in	the	NSG.

So	what's	Pakistan's	case?	If	I	were	to	sum	it	up	in	very	few	words,	it's	
a	populous	country;	it's	a	huge	market	of	around	200	million,	it	has	
growing	 energy	 needs,	 and	 nuclear	 energy	 plays	 a	 small	 but	
important	role	in	an	environment	which	is	basically	fossil-fuel-based.	
So	there	has	to	be	an	energy	mix,	and	the	more	we	rely	on	fossil	fuel,	
the	 more	 we	 spend.	 The	 reliance	 on	 nuclear	 energy	 is	 less	 cost	
intensive	and	it	also	deals	with	the	global	ideals	of	using	environment	
friendly	means	 of	 energy.	 So	 Islamabad	 desires	 to	 build	 on	 these		
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engagements	with	the	troika	and	with	NSG	and	gain	the	membership.	
We	applied	in	May	2016,	reminds	me	of	May	1998,	so	we	followed	
India	on	its	heels	and	applied	for	NSG	membership.

Before	I	give	some	more	remarks	on	our	engagement,	and	my	views	
on	the	NSG	membership	and	the	politics	etc.	around	it,	I	came	up	with	
these	four	�ive	principles	which	I	think	should	be	kept	in	mind	while	
considering	 the	 applications	 of	 non-NPT	 states,	 and	 the	 �irst	 one	
would	be	perhaps	transparency.	Not	much	is	known	about	what	goes	
on	in	this	cartel.	The	only	thing	you	get	to	know	is	sometimes	for	
example	last	year	when	the	Arms	Control	Association	talked	about	
the	so-called	Grossi	process.	That's	one	time	that	something	came	
out	in	public.	The	second	is	that	whatever	happens	inside	this	group	
works	on	the	basis	of	consensus,	it	should	continue	to	work	on	the	
basis	of	consensus,	rather	than	a	plurilateral	process	which	actually	
then	 tries	 to	pressurize	 the	members	or	discriminate	against	 any	
new	applicants	be	these	non-NPT	states	or	the	states	which	are	NPT	
signatories.

Moreover,	the	group	also	should,	as	a	matter	of	principle,	work	for	
non-proliferation	and	peaceful	cooperation	of	nuclear	energy	rather	
than	relying	more	on	politics	and	enforcing	a	technological	apartheid	
on	countries	which	need	access	to	peaceful	nuclear	technology.	And	
the	last	one	is,	the	little	that	I	have	tried	to	understand	the	70	years	of	
nuclear	non-proliferation,	my	impression	is	that	there	are	perhaps	
two	sets	of	international	law	in	the	�ield	of	non-proliferation	i.e.,	the	
states	that	are	like-minded	and	the	ones	which	are	not	like-minded.	
And	as	Mr.	Khalil	Hashmi	had	mentioned	earlier	that	there	are	two	
groups,	and	I	tend	to	echo	his	sentiment,	within	the	NSG.	One,	which	
has	the	non-proliferation	purists	and	the	other	which	is	in	a	haste	to	
violate	non-proliferation	norms.	That's	why	it	is	sometimes	called	a	
cartel.	For	them,	all	states	are	equal	but	some	states	are	more	equal	
than	others.

So	as	far	as	these	non-proliferation	purists	are	concerned,	they	are	
relying	on	NPT	as	its	cornerstone	in	which	NSG	and	IAEA	are	its	two	
prominent	institutions.	And	for	them	the	cartel	requirement	is	NPT	
membership	and	as	Mr.	Tariq	Rauf	mentioned	full-scope	safeguards.	
So	that	makes	the	case	of	countries	like	Pakistan,	India	or	Israel	very	
complicated	 because	 if	 it	 is	 etched	 into	 stone	 and	 there	 is	 no	
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�lexibility	then	you	can't	expand	the	non-proliferation	regime	and	
norms	by	incorporating	these	countries	that	lie	outside	the	regime	
and	you	cannot	revise	NPT	as	well.	So	then	comes	the	second	option,	
which	is,	to	have	a	uniform	criterion	on	the	basis	of	which	you	get	the	
other	non-NPT	states	within	the	NSG	fold.	And	I	think	an	attempt	was	
made	by	Ambassador	Immanuel	Grossi	who	gave	certain	criteria	in	
this	arms	control	organization's	paper	of	December	6	but	it	may	be	
premature	to	talk	about	what	criteria	suits	Pakistan	because	�irst,	as	
a	step	one,	NSG	should	decide	how	does	it	want	to	deal	with	the	non-
NPT	applicants.

Towards	 the	 end,	 I	 would	 just	 conclude	 by	 saying	 that	 Pakistan	
remains	committed	to	the	objective	of	non-proliferation	and	shares	
the	global	concern	regarding	the	proliferation	of	weapons	of	mass	
destruction	 and	 the	 means	 of	 delivery.	 And	 as	 a	 participating	
government,	 or	 member	 of	 the	 NSG,	 Pakistan	 would	 like	 to	
contribute	 constructively	 to	 the	 global	 non-proliferation	 regime.	
Besides	 NSG	 membership,	 it	 is	 essential	 for	 its	 socio-economic	
development,	technological	advancement	and	the	PGs	tend	to	gain	
more	by	accepting	Pakistan	into	their	fold	rather	than	keeping	it	out	
in	the	cold.
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Question:	Thank	you,	Chair.	My	question	is	for	Dr.	Tariq	Rauf.	Should	
Pakistan	 sign	 Additional	 Protocol	 and	 would	 this	 step	 improve	
Pakistan's	chances	of	membership?	Thank	you.

Question:	 My	 name	 is	 Dr.	 Shahid	 Bokhari	 from	 Strategic	 Vision	
Institute	and	my	question	is	for	Mr.	Hashmi.	What	kind	of	diplomatic	
efforts	has	Pakistan	taken	to	extend	support	in	favour	of	its	claim	for	
its	membership?

Question:	 I'm	 Nida	 Shahid.	 My	 question	 is	 for	 Dr.	 Rauf.	 I	 was	
wondering,	since	you	alluded	in	your	comments	that	NSG	isn't	doing	
that	much	and	there's	a	need	for	another	multilateral	forum	coming	
from	either	the	UN	or	the	IAEA,	so	how	feasible	is	that?	And	should	
we	be	aspiring	for	that	rather	than	the	NSG?

Dr. Tariq Rauf:	 So	 the	AP	 is	much	misunderstood	 in	 a	 lot	 of	 the	
literature	 and	 the	 writings	 out	 there.	 There	 are	 actually	 three	
versions	of	the	Protocol:	NNWS	party	to	the	NPT	has	to	accept	the	
entirety	 of	 the	measures	 of	 the	 AP,	which	 gives	 the	 IAEA	 greater	
access	 to	 information,	 greater	 access	 to	 locations	 as	 well	 as	 the	
authority	to	go	and	look	for	undeclared	material	and	sites	which	the	
IAEA	might	suspect	exists	on	the	territory	of	such	states.	NWS	can	
pick	 and	 choose	 elements	 of	 the	 Protocol	 that	 they	 think	 will	
contribute	to	non-proliferation.	This	is	in	the	prologue.	So	China	and	
Russia	have	signed	a	protocol	that	that	only	provides	information	to	
the	IAEA	on	nuclear	exports	to	non-nuclear	weapon	states.	So	it	does	
not	give	the	IAEA	an	iota	of	veri�ication	authority.	Similarly,	in	the	UK,	
France	and	US,	while	they	have	accepted	more	measures	on	paper,	in	
reality	 the	 IAEA	does	not	 get	 any	 additional	 veri�ication	 rights	 in	
those	three	NWS.	For	example,	in	the	US,	the	IAEA	needs	to	take	an	
environmental	 sample	 of	 a	 nuclear	 facility,	 the	 President	 of	 the	
United	States	of	America	(POTUS)	has	to	issue	an	authorization.	In	
order	 to	 remove	 that	 sample	 from	 US	 to	 Vienna,	 another	
authorization	is	needed.	So,	in	practice,	there	are	zero	bene�its	to	the	
IAEA.	

India	signed	the	AP	model	based	on	Chinese	AP,	only	information	on	
future	 exports	 of	 nuclear	 items	which	 need	 to	 be	 safeguarded	 to		
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NNWS.	But	I	also	need	to	point	out	that	all	member	states	of	the	IAEA	
under	the	statute	have	the	right	to	decide	which	part	of	the	nuclear	
fuel	cycle	they	want	to	put	under	safeguards.	So	for	a	non-NPT	NNWs,	
they	have	to	put	everything	under	safeguards	but,	Pakistan	and	India	
as	non-NPT	states	get	to	decide	what	they	want	to	offer.	So	the	reason	
why	 I	 am	 concerned	 is	 that	 India	 because	 it	 has	 an	 additional	
protocol,	in	a	lot	of	the	literature	it	is	believed	that	it	has	a	protocol	
like	a	NNWs	and	the	IAEA	has	expanded	veri�ication	powers	and	that	
is	not	correct.

With	regard	 to	 this	multilateral	 framework,	at	 the	moment,	 there	
really	 isn't	 much	 possibility	 of	 doing	 that	 but	 people	 have	 been	
talking	about	it	so	there	is	a	possibility	that	if	a	country	like	Pakistan	
were	to	think	that	this	is	something	of	interest	to	them,	they	could	try	
and	build	a	coalition	at	the	�irst	committee	and	think	about	a	possible	
resolution	in	a	few	years'	time	and	once	you	get	a	good	idea	and	it	
starts	to	collect	more	and	more	adherence.	So	I	will	leave	it	at	that.

Mr. Khalil Hashmi:	Very	brie�ly,	as	I	said	earlier,	our	engagement	
and	outreach	at	various	levels,	in	various	forms,	in	various	formats	–	
this	 takes	 the	 form	 at	 the	 leadership	 level,	 diplomatic	 level	 and	
expert	 level.	 So	 whenever,	 in	 terms	 of	 meetings,	 with	 the	 Prime	
Minister,	the	Advisor,	and	so	on	and	so	forth,	whenever	there	is	an	
occasion	 for	 interaction	with	 a	 NSG	member	 country,	 that	 is	 the	
occasion	where	these	issues	are	taken	up	and	highlighted.	Also,	as	I	
explained,	I	was	in	Bern,	I	was	in	Vienna	in	April	and	before	that	our	
colleagues	 before	 me,	 had	 interacted	 with	 other	 NSG	 member	
countries.	So	that	provides	you	an	opportunity	to	put	across	our	own	
ideas	and	perspective	on	why	and	how	we	want	to	become	members	
of	NSG.	There	are	of	course	other	international	platforms	where	we	
make	 our	 statements.	 All	 in	 all,	 we	 do,	 and	 will	 continue	 to	 do	
whatever	is	necessary	to	articulate	our	case	and	project	our	position.

Question:	Sir,	honored	to	be	here	in	front	of	a	very	illustrious	panel.	I	
have	one	question	for	Dr.	Rauf	and	for	Mr.	Hashmi.	Dr.	Rauf,	you	have	
extensively	dealt	with	Pakistan	in	various	capacities	internationally,	
related	to	nuclear	matters.	Mr.	Hashmi	has	mentioned	legal,	political	
and	technical	aspects	on	which	the	discussions	have	so	far	focused.	
In	your	own	independent	assessment	can	you	identify	some	of	the		
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speci�ic	 measures	 which	 Pakistan	 can	 consider	 in	 each	 of	 these	
dimensions	 which	 would	 hopefully	 improve	 Pakistan's	 case	 for	
membership?	 AndMr.	 Hashmi,	 looking	 at	 Pakistan's	 approach	
towards	its	case	for	NSG	membership,	 if	you	look	at	it	 in	terms	of	
willingness	to	take	additional	obligations	or	to	offer	more	incentives	
to	 the	 international	 community,	 speci�ically	NSG,	 can	you	 identify	
any	speci�ic	incentives	that	Pakistan	can	offer	to	the	NSG	member	
states	 which	 will	 allow	 states	 to	 look	 more	 sympathetically	 to	
Pakistan's	case.	

Question:	Thank	you	Chair,	I	am	Ghalib	from	SPD.	I	have	three	brief	
questions	from	Dr.	Tariq	Rauf.	You	talked	about	safeguards	and	APs	–	
Argentina	and	Brazil	have	a	regional	treaty	and	both	countries	have	
not	signed	the	AP	and	like	them,	some	other	NSG	PGs	have	termed	it	
burdensome	and	not	necessarily	required.	Do	you	think	there	could	
be	any	proposal	for	regional	mechanism	between	India	and	Pakistan	
akin	 to	ABACC	of	 course	 in	 the	Non-NPT	category?	Maybe	a	 little	
innovative.	

Second	 is	 regarding	 safeguards.	 Once	 initially	 the	 document	 was	
being	formulated,	US	and	India	played	a	very	powerful	role	in	the	late	
1950s	and	the	negotiated	document	that	was	created	was	that	US	
wanted	to	keep	control	in	their	hands	in	the	future	negotiations	in	the	
bilateral	 nuclear	 cooperation	 for	 the	 reactors	 which	 were	 being	
considered	at	the	time	which	were	probably	of	smaller	megawatts	
maybe	5MW	and	below,	for	the	category	of	much	more	power.	US	
wanted	 to	 maintain	 leverage.	 However,	 India	 was	 successful	 in	
scuttling	the	US	efforts	at	 that	 time	and	the	safeguards	document	
which	was	�inalized	was	not	all-encompassing.

Last	point	is	about	the	NPT	RevCon	in	this	context	–	are	there	any	
ideas	 that	 in	 the	 next	 conference	 maybe	 there	 could	 be	 some	
innovative	ideas	for	amending	certain	conditions	which	were	laid	by	
those	NPT	states	at	that	time	to	accommodate	new	NSG	aspirants.	
Thank	you.	

Question:	 This	 is	 Anam	 Khan.	 I	 wanted	 to	 ask	 Mr.	 Khalil,	 you	
mentioned	 that	 there	 hadn't	 been	much	 change	 in	 the	 countries'	
positions	 in	 this	 plenary.	 So	 how	 would	 you	 rate	 the	 Pakistani	
diplomacy	which	was	much	better	back	in	2008?	Secondly,	what	is	
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your	insight	about	the	criteria	that	Pakistan	may	have	�loated	to	the	
member	countries,	what	would	be	the	main	pointers	of	that	criteria	
which	Pakistan	would	want	that	must	be	followed	by	the	PGs	and	there	
could	be	some	commonalities	between	that	criteria	and	the	criteria	
that	is	being	given	by	the	PGs	which	favors	India	as	well.

Question:	 	I	am	Rubina	Waseem	and	I'm	a	PhD	candidate	in	NDU.	My	
question	 is	 directed	 at	 Dr.	 Rauf.	 I	 just	want	 to	 ask	 about	 the	 eight	
reactors	which	are	unsafeguarded	and	the	separation	of	those	reactors	
doesn't	 exist	 –	 can	 IAEA	 play	 any	 constructive	 role	 to	 bring	 those	
reactors	under	safeguards,	because	obviously	 the	uranium	which	 it	
will	get	after	the	deal,	can	be	used	in	their	military	programme?

Khalil Hashmi:	 The	 �irst	 question	 on	what	 type	 of	 incentives	 that	
Pakistan	can	offer:	I	think	at	this	stage	it	is	a	bit	premature	to	ask	that	
because	�irst	of	all	in	terms	of	procedure,	it	is	for	the	NSG	to	determine	
criteria	or	benchmarks.	That	discussion	is	still	taking	place.	There	is	no	
agreement	or	even	emerging	on	what	could	constitute	the	criteria	or	
benchmark	or	elements	of	these	criteria.	

We	have	a	fair	understanding	of	what	could	constitute	a	criterion	but	it	
would	be	premature	 to	 list.	From	Pakistan's	point	of	view,	we	have	
made	statements	at	the	highest	level	that	we	want	to	be	mainstreamed	
in	the	Non-proliferation	regime	(NPR);	that	is	a	signi�icant	statement.	
Pakistan	will	not	transfer	WMD	technologies	or	items	to	states	or	non-
state	actors.	We	have	a	very	robust	export	control	regime	and	during	
our	dialogue	with	several	countries,	whenever	that	opportunity	comes	
at	various	international	forums,	we	try	to	highlight	that.	So	our	posture	
is	that	we	are	prepared	to	look	at	whatever	NSG	comes	up	with.	The	
main	 point	 we	 highlight	 is	 that	 whatever	 criteria	 the	 NSG	 evolves	
should	be	applicable	to	Pakistan.

Secondly,	when	I	mentioned	no	change	in	countries'	position,	 I	was	
actually	referring	to	their	own	positions	in	terms	of	the	process	or	in	
terms	of	support	either	to	India	and	Pakistan.	I	gather	what	you	intend	
me	to	say	is	whether	Pakistan's	outreach	efforts	have	resulted	in	more	
countries'	 support.	 Certainly	 they	 have	 helped	 in	 creating	 an	
understanding	and	appreciation	of	our	arguments	and	our	case	but	as	
we	all	know,	the	ultimate	decision	will	take	into	account	not	just	the	
technical	aspects	or	the	legal	aspects	but	the	political	aspects	of	it	will	
play	an	important	role.
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The	 second	 part	 of	 your	 question	 in	 terms	 of	 criteria,	 whether	
Pakistan	has	suggested	some	criteria.	Again,	it	is	premature	to	say	for	
us	because	we	are	not	members	of	the	NSG	yet	and	it	would	be	out	of	
line	for	a	non-member	to	suggest	criteria.

Tariq Rauf:	First	of	all,	as	has	been	mentioned	by	Brig.	Kazmi,	the	
NSG	 has	 participating	 governments-	 that	 means	 that	 guidelines	
agreed	by	the	NSG	are	not	legally	binding	on	the	members	of	the	NSG,	
which	is	why	they	are	PGs.	The	set	of	guidelines	which	are	voluntarily	
agreed	 on	 include	 national	 legislation	 for	 each	 country	 which	
determines	export	policy.	Similarly,	the	NSG	guidelines	published	by	
IAEA	are	also	not	legally	binding.	

I	 think	 some	 of	 the	 measures	 that	 Pakistan	 could	 take	 are	 that	
continue	being	an	observer	state	in	NPT	RevCon	(Which	we	stopped	
doing	after	1998).	When	a	country	is	in	a	room,	critical	statements	
made	against	one	are	moderated.	You	have	the	opportunity	to	make	a	
statement	back,	also	circulate	papers	which	can	become	part	of	the	
international	record	forever.	And	so	this	is	tying	one's	hand	behind	
one's	back.	

And	here	I	think	fault	lies	not	only	with	bureaucracy	abut	also	civil	
society	 community	 which	 is	 always	 up	 in	 arms.	 In	 my	 view	 this	
�ixation	with	India	and	saying	“this	is	not	in	our	vocabulary”	and	“that	
is	not	in	our	interest”,	“delay	is	in	our	interest”,	“going	slow	is	in	our	
interest”,	is	hampering	our	interest	and	progress	and	is	preventing	a	
new	 face	 and	 a	 new	 narrative.	 This	 is	 2017.	 Times	 have	moved,	
people	 need	 to	 change	 their	 thinking.	 Doesn't	 mean	 that	 one	
compromises	all	of	one's	principles.	We	need	to	present	a	new	face	
and	 have	 a	 new	 initiative.	 There	 are	 some	 other	 services,	
international	 physical	 protection	 service	 and	 so	 on	 at	 the	 IAEA,	
which	 is	 the	 right	 of	 any	 IAEA	 member	 state,	 which	 could	 be	
undertaken	by	Pakistan	for	its	own	national	interest,	not	for	anyone	
else.	

Two	 very	 quick	 questions,	 a	 price	 that	 was	 paid	 for	 the	 2008	
exemption	 to	 India	 that	 Brazil	 insisted	 that	 ABACC	 should	 be	
considered	as	a	functional	equivalent	of	the	AP	and	Argentina	and	
Brazil	should	not	sign	the	AP.	This	concession	was	given.	Which	goes	
against	what	the	DG	IAEA	has	been	asking	since	1997	that	for	the	
IAEA	to	carry	out	its	veri�ication	it	needs	safeguards	agreements	plus	
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the	AP	in	force	as	a	new	veri�ication	standard	for	NNWS.	Brazil	and	
Argentina	are	NNWS.	It	was	also	my	responsibility	at	the	Agency	to	
negotiate	 the	 additional	 protocols	 and	 part	 of	 the	 problem	 with	
Brazil	was	that	they	have	a	naval	nuclear	programme	that	they	want	
to	exempt	enrichment	from.	Argentina	is	ready	to	sign	the	AP	but	
Brazil	 is	 not.	 ABACC	 is	 quadripartite	 agreement	 where	 you	 have	
Brazilians	on	Argentinean	territory	and	vice	versa.	That	I	don't	think	
is	going	to	happen	here	at	nuclear	facilities.	With	regard	to	the	eight	
nuclear	power	plants	or	whatever	 in	India	that	may	be	outside	of	
safeguards,	as	I	mentioned	as	member	state	of	the	IAEA,	India	and	for	
that	matter	Pakistan	has	the	right	to	decide	which	power	plants	to	
put	under	safeguards.	So	if	the	Indians	left	off	something,	it's	not	up	
to	the	IAEA	to	go	up	to	them	and	say	why	don't	you	put	that	under	
safeguards.	

So	maybe	Pakistan	could	do	 that,	where	 in	 the	next	discussion	 in	
November,	there	is	an	agenda	item	on	reviewing	NSG's	cooperation	
with	India	in	raising	this	issue.	Is	India	really	ful�illing	the	terms	of	
the	agreement	that	they	made	with	you	in	2008?	And	if	you	think	
there	are	de�iciencies,	you	can	point	those	out.
	
Question:	Thank	you	Chair.	I	am	Saima	Aman	Sial,	Senior	Research	
Fellow	here	at	the	Center	and	I	have	a	question	and	a	comment.	My	
question	comes	from	what	Brigadier	Kazmi	was	talking	about,	that	
transparency	 should	 be	 one	 of	 the	 conditions	 which	 PGs	 sitting	
inside	the	NSG	should	consider	and	in	this	regard,	I	was	recalling	one	
of	our	meetings	at	the	State	department	where	a	staffer	raised	this	
point	and	it	struck	me;	he	said	that	we	were	moving	ahead	with	the	
NSG	membership	of	India	if	it	had	not	been	for	the	news	leaking	out.	
So	I	feel	this	is	one	of	the	things	that	negatively	impacts	how	India	
was	being	brought	in	through	the	back	door.	My	question	is	how	does	
opacity	hinder	our	prospects	for	membership	and	our	outreach?	If	
this	is	the	way	things	go	about,	if	the	Grossi	formula	had	not	come	out	
through	one	news	story?	

Secondly,	I	would	want	to	comment	on	the	measures	that	Pakistan	
can	take.	I	feel	that	Pakistan	is	a	responsible	nuclear	weapon	state	
and	can	take	some	measures	that	are	cost	free	for	it,	without	tying	
them	to	any	quid-pro	quo.	I	feel	that	the	separation	of	the	military	
and	civilian	facilities	as	well	as	signing	an	AP	are	two	measures	that	
are	in	Pakistan's	interest	as	it	showed	interest	in	being	a	nuclear	fuel			
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Question:	Adil	Sultan	–	Thank	you	sir,	 I	will	 try	 to	be	brief.	 I	 just	
wanted	to	bring	out	a	different	perspective	since	I	was	part	of	that	
core	 team	which	was	 involved	 in	NSG	consultations	 last	year	and	
primarily	I	will	give	my	own	assessment	that	once	we	get	into	the	
technical	details,	we	lose	sight	of	the	overall	strategic	scenario.

NSG	is	a	political	issue;	it	is	not	a	legal	or	technical	issue.	Because	NSG	
is	not	a	formal	regime,	there	is	no	legality	into	it.	 It	 is	going	to	be	
politically	motivated.	When	NSG	decides	the	criteria	for	membership	
for	India	and	Pakistan,	it	will	be	politically	driven.	That	is	the	main	
thing	that	we	should	not	lose	sight	of.	Why	I	am	saying	this	is	that	we	
need	to	recall	the	historical	facts	also.	In	2008	once	India	was	granted	
the	 nuclear	 exemption,	 it	 became	 entitled	 to	 nuclear	 trade.	 So	
becoming	NSG	member	doesn't	add	any	technical	value,	but	political	
value	 to	 it.	 India	subsequently	became	aggressive	 in	pursuing	 the	
membership	 of	 all	 four	 export	 control	 regimes.	 In	 2010,the	 US	
President	Barak	Obama	stated	that	India	should	be	made	part	of	four	
regimes.	And	subsequently	we	see	stronger	and	very	aggressive	push	
by	the	US;	arms	twisting	of	European	states,	its	allies,	to	create	that	
exemption	for	India	in	all	the	four	regimes

And	we	witnessed	that	�irst	hand	during	2016	proceedings	on	the	
NSG	plenary	on	the	sidelines	of	export	meetings	everywhere.	And	we	
also	 saw	 Prime	 Minister	 Modi	 aggressively	 pursuing	 this	 NSG	
membership	criteria	during	his	bilateral	engagements	with	all	the	
world	leaders,	whether	they	were	part	of	the	NSG	or	not.	So	India	
became	a	member	of	the	MTCR,	India	is	desperately	trying	to	become	
a	member	of	 the	NSG	and	 India	 in	May	2017	had	said	 that	 it	has	
aligned	 its	 six	 export	 control	 guidelines	 with	 the	 Wassenar	
agreement	and	next	is	the	Australia	group.

Now	what	are	the	advantages	after	becoming	the	member	of	the	four	
export	control	regimes?	India	is	already	getting	everything	it	wants	
from	its	European	partners	and	the	United	States.	So	it	is	essentially	a		
prestige	 issue	 which	 PM	 Modi	 has	 made	 and	 Obama's	 political	
investment	was	behind	it.	Now,	Obama	is	no	more	there.	President	
Trump	 doesn't	 generally	 like	 any	 of	 the	 initiatives	 started	 by	
President	Obama	and	likewise	EU	countries	do	not	take	the	US	that	
seriously	as	they	were	taking	Obama.	I	think	we	have	to	take	these		

A	Review	of	27th	NSG	Plenary	and	Implications	for	South	Asia

Q	&	A	Session	I

42



A	Review	of	27th	NSG	Plenary	and	Implications	for	South	Asia

factors	 into	 considerations	 and	 likewise	 we	 should	 build	 up	 our	
momentum	to	counter	because	it	is	not	that	we	want	desperately	to	
become	members	of	the	NSG	but	it	is	a	principle	position	for	anything	
for	which	India	quali�ies	we	have	equal	credentials	we	should	also	be	
made	a	part	of	that	regime.

Ambassador Naqvi:	This	question	raised	made	by	Dr.	Adil	Sultan	
before	the	comment,	Brig	Zahir	Kazmi	if	you	would	want	to	address	
sit.

Brig. Zahir Kazmi:	 I	 think	 some	 of	 the	 answer	 is	 already	 in	 the	
remarks	Dr.	Adil	Sultan	has	made	 the	question	 is	party	answered	
once	he	was	talking	about	the	politics	around	the	non-proliferation	
regime	 and	 I	made	 this	 comment	 about	 transparency	within	 the	
group.	Please	recall	how	the	2008	trade	waiver	was	managed	for	a	
particular	country	through	a	plurilateral	process	within	the	group	
and	then	strong	arming	the	others	into	giving	it	the	waiver.	I	think	
when	 there	 is	 opacity	 within	 the	 group,	 there	 can	 be	 problems,	
because	for	example	the	two	step	processes	that	Mr.	Khalil	Hashmi	
was	 mentioning,	 if	 the	 step	 one	 is	 being	 discussed	 and	 the	
engagement	even	within	the	group	is	selective	that	you	engage	 in	
penny	packets	one	country	after	the	other	and	you	think	that	now	
you	 have	 a	 consensus	 and	 leaving	 others	 and	 present	 it	 as	 a	
consensus	document,	you	can	have	problems.	That	is	how	you	can	
maneuver	 the	 process	 and	 build	 the	 pressure	 in	 making	 a	
discriminatory	decision,	that's	what	I	was	referring	to.
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Concluding	Remarks

General Ehsan-ul-Haq

Thank	you	very	much,	yes	certainly	I	am	grateful	because	as	I	said	the	
topic	was	the	deliberation	that	took	place	in	the	plenary	and	I	wanted	
to	 hear	 a	 more	 informed	 input	 on	 what	 happened	 there.	 My	
information	was	all	from	the	open	sources	and	from	the	newspapers,	
but	now	we	know	where	we	stand	in	terms	of	transparency	of	those	
meetings.	

First,	 what	 we	 have	 to	 realize	 is	 that	 our	 nuclear	 capability,	 our	
nuclear	program	is	a	reality.	It	cannot	be	wished	away	by	those	who	
didn't	want	it	to	be	there,	so	we	have	got	to	proceed	from	that	point	of	
self-con�idence.	It	is	there,	it	is	a	reality.	You	have	to	move	forward	
from	there.	Now	it	will	be	a	huge	political	advantage	if	we	can	be	part	
of	NSG.	If	we	can	be	inside	the	regime	and	the	international	nuclear	
order	 accepts	 us	 as	 a	 nuclear	 state,	 we	 would	 have	 crossed	 a	
milestone	on	the	way	to	our	mainstreaming.	I	think	it	should	be	our	
utmost	political	and	diplomatic	endeavor	to	get	into	NSG.	Let's	be	
very	clear	on	that.	

There	are	a	few	things	that	determine	the	context	in	which	we	can	get	
into	 this	 regime.	 First,	 we	 must	 understand	 that	 our	 nuclear	
capabilities	are	the	foundation	of	our	national	security	compulsions	
something	 which	 I	 said	 at	 the	 outset.	 There	 is	 total	 national	
consensus	on	that.	This	is	what	the	international	community	must	
understand	and	appreciate.	There	are	no	two	views	in	Pakistan	that	
whether	we	should	have	a	nuclear	capability	or	we	should	not	have	a	
nuclear	capability.	As	 long	as	 this	message	goes	 loud	and	clear	 to	
members	of	the	NSG	or	beyond	then	I	think	they	will	appreciate	what	
to	ask	from	Pakistan	and	what	to	expect	from	Pakistan.	We	would	like	
to	be	treated	in	a	fair	and	a	non-discriminatory	way	to	mainstream	as	
an	equal	member.	These	words	are	important,	we	have	to	be	an	equal	
member	and	of	course,	we	have	to	be	�lexible.	I	absolutely	agree,	with	
Saima,	there	are	many	things	that	we	can	do	and	I	am	so	glad	that	Dr.	
Tariq	is	here	because	in	our	working	group,	I	had	been	insisting	that	
he	must	come	to	Pakistan	and	speak	to	a	wider	audience	on	issues	
which	we	can	do	without	a	cost	and	don't	really	impinge	on	any	red	.	
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line	 as	 far	 as	 our	 nuclear	 capabilities	 are	 concerned	 Now,	 as	 a	
consequence	of	what	I	said,	we	will	not	accept	any	conditions,	and	in	
this	case	very,	very	subjective,	which	are	not	applicable	to	India.	We	
have	been	saying	this	and	I	 think	there	 is	no	harm	in	repeating	 it	
every	time	that	we	will	be	prepared	to	do,	what	you	ask	the	Indians	to	
do	and	what	they	have	done	to	get	that	extra	special	treatment.	We	
will	be	prepared	to	do	that.	Please	give	us	that	treatment	but	don't	
ask	us	anything	beyond	that	because	for	us	NSG,	as	I	said,	is	very,	very	
useful.	It	is	very	desirable	but	then	we	are	not	desperate	about	it.	I	
think	we	are	living	without	the	NSG,	this	is	a	message	that	must	go	out	
from	this	forum	that	we	can	live	without	NSG,	we	can	live	through	
sanctions,	we	can	live	through	discrimination	but	we	think	it	is	to	our	
advantage	 to	 be	 mainstreamed.	 It	 is	 to	 our	 advantage	 to	 make	
progress	and	we	are	prepared,	we	are	�lexible	on	that	as	long	as	I	said	
it	doesn't	infringe	on	the	red	�lags.	It	cannot	be	used	as	a	coercion	or	a	
containment	or	a	curtailment	of	our	legitimate	sovereign	rights.	This	
is	a	message	that	I	thought	we	might	send	out.	

Now,	in	my	view,	Pakistan's	inclusion	into	the	NSG,	in	fact	Pakistan,	
India,	let	me	use	the	I	word,	the	other	I	word	because	Modi	is	visiting	
Israel,	 I	 think	 our	 inclusion	will	 strengthen,	 the	 non-proliferation	
regime,	 rather	 than	weakening	 it;	 as	 in	 sometimes	 the	 argument	
presented.	Pakistan	has	a	very	good	record	on	export	control,	safety,	
security,	 and	 we	 cannot	 be	 in	 a	 perpetual	 punishment	 and	
banishment	for	the	A.	Q	Khan	affair.	I	think	a	time	has	come,	we	have	
now	passed	that	a	decade	or	more	than	a	decade	and	a	half	back.We	
did	 take	 some	very	 stringent	measures	 and	 I	was	 a	part	 of	 those	
proceedings	 so	 I	 think,	 we	 should,	 very	 con�idently,	 with	 self-
assurance	go	up	to	the	international	community	and	say,	'hold	on!	
don't	keep	going	back	to	the	A.	Q	Khan	affair,	we	are	way	past	that,	we	
have	very,	very	enviable	record	on	all	these	issues	and	we	have	a	very	
legitimate	case	to	be	considered	particularly	when	it	comes	to	our	
energy	needs'.	

I	speci�ically	once	again	want	to	say,	self-con�idence	is	the	key.	I	think	
the	situation	is	changing.	In	the	last	two	plenaries	when	the	Indians	
went	out	and	President	Obama	was	sort	of	keeping	his	hand	on	their	
back	 it	 didn't	 work	 and	 I	 think	 since	 then	 there	 is	 a	 far	 greater	
realization	within	the	NSG	members	and	outside	that	there	can't	be	
any	discrimination.	It	will	not	work	and	I	think	the	Indians	have	also	
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realized	it	and	reality	has	dawned	upon	them	that	it	cannot	happen	
that	way.	I	just	want	to	make	two	more	points,	�irst	is	on	the	outreach.	
I	am	glad	our	diplomacy,	our	diplomatic	outreach	has	gone	beyond	
United	States.	Frankly	speaking,	for	a	long	time,	our	outreach	was	
premised	 on	 the	 assumption	 that	 if	 we	 can	 convince	 the	 United	
States,	then	the	rest	of	the	membership	of	the	NSG	and	the	broader	
international	community	will	come	onboard.	Whereas	some	of	us	felt	
that	 no,	 we	 have	 to	 know	 all	 these	 members	 of	 NSG	 and	 the	
international	community	are	equally	important	and	we	need	to	reach	
out	to	them	individually	and	collectively	and	make	our	case	and	we	
have	seen	that	a	very	large	number	of	them	have	turned	around	to	
our	viewpoint;	which	in	itself	is	something	which	will	be	witnessed	
and	will	be	monitored	by	the	United	States.	

Let	me	also	tell	you	that	our	American	friends	even	suggested	this	to	
us	that	look	guys,	all	the	time	you	are	trying	to	convince	us,	we	are	not	
the	only	ones,	go	out	there	are	many	more	states.	Talk	to	them	and	it	
will	make	a	difference	and	I	think	it	will	make	a	difference	and	it	is	
making	a	difference.	Finally	there	were	many	questions	regarding	
what	in	our	view,	is	the	criteria.	In	my	view	it	is	very	simple,	we	don't	
really	have	to	write	a	thesis	on	what	is	our	criteria.	Our	criteria	is	very	
simple:	No	discrimination.	Anything	that	is	non-discriminatory	will	
be	acceptable	to	us	and	it	will	carry	us	through	to	the	membership	or	
onto	 any	 other	 forum,	 as	 long	 as	 it	 is	 non-discriminatory.	 If	 it	 is	
discriminatory,	it	will	invariably	be	aimed	at	knocking	us	down.	If	we	
can	keep	the	details	up	our	sleeves,	but	as	long	as	we	throw	out	this	
message	“no	discrimination”	I	think	we	will	be	able	to	come	up	to	the	
criteria.
	
Once	again,	Ambassador	sahib	I	am	very	grateful	to	have	been	asked	
on	this	forum	and	to	be	able	to	share	my	views	with	this	very	well	
informed	and	very	distinguished	group	and	I	am	particularly	grateful	
to	have	Tariq,	Kazmi,	and	Khalil	Sahab	with	us	on	the	panel	and	it	is	
indeed	a	privilege	to	be	 listening	to	your	well	 informed	opinion.	 I	
certainly	am	better	informed.	

Thank	you	very	much!

Concluding	Remarks	General	Ehsan-ul-Haq
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Cold	War	Nuclear	Strategies:	Impact	on	South	Asia

Thank	you	very	much	and	good	afternoon	ladies	and	gentlemen,

I	am	very	honored	to	be	here	to	give	some	of	my	thoughts	about	the	
strategic	situation	in	South	Asia	using	the	example	of	the	Cold	War	
which	I	have	studied	very	extensively.	I	think	the	situation	in	South	
Asia	is	very	interesting	just	from	an	academic	point	of	view	because	
the	consensus	in	the	academic	community	is	that	states	that	have	
nuclear	weapons	don't	go	to	war	with	each	other	and	that	generally	
nuclear	weapons	have	a	war	preventing	capacity.	What	appears	to	
have	happened	in	South	Asia,	at	least	in	the	early	years	of	the	overt	
nuclearization,	is	that	the	opposite	has	happened	and	that	con�licts	
have	in	a	way	become	smaller	but	perhaps	more	frequent.	So,	this	
leaves	a	very	 serious	question	whether	nuclear	weapons	at	 some	
point	or	the	other	be	actually	used?	
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Now	what	I	am	going	to	do	is	to	look	a	little	bit	at	the	military	doctrine	
and	thought	on	both	sides	to	gain	a	greater	understanding	about	how	
the	role	of	nuclear	weapons	is	conceptualized	and	in	particular	if	we	
look	 at	 the	 academic	 and	 expert	 literature	 on	 nuclear	 threats,	
deterrence,	 and	 force	postures.	This	was	 largely	developed	 in	 the	
context	of	the	Cold	War	confrontation	between	the	Soviet	Union	and	
the	United	States	and	their	respective	European	allies	and	therefore	
it	is	not	surprising	many	Pakistani	and	Indian	military	experts	are	
looking	at	the	concepts	and	strategies	developed	during	that	time.

In	order	to	understand	this	a	little	bit	more	clearly,	I	am	going	to	talk	a	
bit	about	the	NATO	nuclear	policy	during	the	Cold	War	period	and	I	
should	 say	 that	 I	 have	 studied	 of	 course	 very	 extensively	 in	
declassi�ied	documents	as	well	as	secondary	literature.	Now	I	think	if	
we	look	at	this	very	closely,	we	see	that	the	analytical	concepts	that	
have	been	developed	shows	that	our	important	misconceptions	and	
false	analogs	and	 the	 factors	 that	 gave	 rise	 to	a	 strategic	 stability	
during	the	Cold	War	in	the	East-West	con�lict	was	largely	absent	in	
South	Asia.	Now	I	am	going	to	summarize	them	brie�ly	as	follows.

First	 of	 all,	 the	 persistent	 con�lict	 between	 two	 protagonists	 that	
emerged	 after	 World	 War	 II	 did	 not	 involve	 territory	 disputes	
between	 them	 although	 there	 were	 territorial	 disputes	 at	 the	
periphery	of	the	Cold	War	system.	Secondly,	the	heartlands	of	the	two	
protagonists	 were	 separated	 by	 very	 considerable	 geographical	
distances.	There	was	little	prospect	of	either	the	protagonist	being	
subject	to	a	direct	military	 invasion	by	the	other	and	any	military	
con�lict	was	likely	to	be	carried	on	the	territory	of	the	allies	unless	it	
escalated	to	the	level	of	an	exchange	of	long	range	strategic	nuclear	
weapons.	 In	 other	 words,	 the	 two	 protagonists	 operated	 from	
various	substantial	strategic	depths	which	is	absent	in	South	Asia.	
Thirdly,	 the	development	of	very	substantial	 strategic	arsenals	on	
both	 sides	 that	 involved	 signi�icant	 second	 strike	 capabilities	
enabled	both	sides	to	the	point	of	mutual	assured	destruction.	The	
development	of	very	sophisticated	early	warning	systems	became	
another	essential	component	of	strategic	stability.	

Now	I	would	like	to	develop	the	history	just	a	little	bit	further	because	
I	think	what	is	interesting	is	that	one	of	the	issues	that	we	are	looking	
at	in	South	Asia	is	the	relationship	between	the	strategic	balance	and	
the	nuclear	balance	and	the	conventional	imbalance.	Now,	there	was	a	
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conventional	imbalance	during	the	Cold	War	period	in	Europe.	This	
is	 quite	 a	 complex	 subject	 because	 on	 the	 one	 hand	 there	was	 a	
conventional	imbalance,	looking	at	the	peace	time	deployments	of	
Soviet	and	NATO	forces	and	on	the	other	hand	the	more	important	
imbalance	related	 to	 the	 fact	 that	 the	United	States	 thought	 there	
would	 be	 a	 very	 serious	 force	 de�iciency	 thirty	 days	 after	
mobilization	in	the	event	of	a	war.	And	what	happened	was	obviously	
the	 United	 States	 had	 sought	 to	 counter	 this	 imbalance	 by	
deployment	of	large	numbers	of	tactical	nuclear	weapons	in	Central	
Europe	but	I	think	the	important	thing	to	bear	in	mind	is	that	if	we	
take	 the	 global	 strategic	 balance,	 the	 Unites	 States	 was	 more	
powerful	than	the	Soviet	Union	in	many	respects,	both	in	terms	of	its	
economy	 and	 in	 terms	 of	 its	 global	 military	 capabilities	 and	 the	
strategic	capabilities	reached	a	kind	of	saturation	point	in	terms	of	
the	development	of	nuclear	capabilities.

Both	countries,	talking	of	Soviet	Union	and	the	United	States,	went	
through	a	similar	kind	of	learning	curve	if	you	would	like	because	in	
the	early	nuclear	age,	the	very	sharp	distinction	between	the	nuclear	
and	conventional	weapons	did	not	exist	and	nuclear	weapons	were	
just	more	powerful	weapons.	So	the	idea	that	nuclear	weapons	are	a	
different	category	of	kind	of	weapons	came	a	little	bit	later	and	we	
see	both	in	the	United	States	and	the	Soviet	Union	in	the	early	years,	a	
very	 strong	 reliance	 on	 the	 nuclear	weapons	 and	 increase	 in	 the	
nuclear	 arsenals	 and	 then	we	 see	 the	 Eisenhower	 administration	
substituting	 nuclear	 capabilities	 for	 the	 lack	 of	 conventional	
capabilities	in	Europe	through	what	was	called	the	“new	look”	in	the	
1950's.	What	happened	then	gradually	was	that	 the	United	States	
wanted	to	create	what	was	called	a	nuclear	threshold,	so	that	any	war	
in	Europe	wouldn't	automatically	lead	to	nuclear	escalation	through	
a	 strategy	 that	 came	 to	 be	 known	 as	 �lexible	 response.	 Now	 the	
problem	with	�lexible	response	was	that	it	was	not	universally	agreed	
upon	in	the	1960's,	when	especially	the	Germans	wanted	to	have	a	
commitment	to	a	very	early	use	in	order	to	deter	any	kind	of	Soviet	
aggression	against	Western	Europe.	This	however	changed	by	the	
end	of	1960's	over	the	consensus	of	�lexible	response	and	with	the	
idea	that	nuclear	weapons	should	only	be	used	as	a	last	resort	in	the	
event	of	 an	attack	 from	 the	Warsaw	Pact	 that	 could	no	 longer	be	
contained	by	conventional	forces.	Now	again,	from	the	United	States'	
point	of	view,	the	effort	to	use	tactical	nuclear	weapons	as	a	form	of		
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escalation	control	was	very	critical	to	raise	the	nuclear	threshold	to	
the	highest	level	possible.	Now	the	center	of	puzzle	of	the	strategic	
relationship	between	India	and	Pakistan	has	been	that	many	people	
thought	 that	 the	 acquisition	 of	 the	 nuclear	 weapons	 and	 overt	
nuclear	status	did	not	result	in	complete	cessation	of	military	con�lict	
between	the	two	sides	even	though	that	is	normally	taken	to	be	the	
fact	of	nuclear	weapons.	And	for	this	reason,	you	will	�ind,	that	the	
literature	focuses	on	what	is	called	the	stability-instability	paradox.	
The	 stability-instability	 paradox	 was	 created	 by	 Glenn	 Snyder	 to	
explain	that	even	in	a	situation	of	nuclear	plenty	where	two	sides	
have	 large	 strategic	 nuclear	 arsenals,	 the	 conventional	 military	
balance	does	become	important,	precisely,	because	there	is	a	kind	of	
mutually	assured	destruction	capability	at	the	strategic	level	and	this	
explains	that	in	Europe	that	the	possibility	of	the	use	of	conventional	
forces	 by	 the	 Soviet	 Union	might	 be	 possible	 because	 the	 Soviet	
Union	was	deemed	to	have	a	greater	conventional	capability.	Now,	
what	has	happened	in	South	Asia,	though,	is	very	interesting	because	
the	appearance	has	been	given	that	the	state	that	is	provoking	the	
military	clashes	in	South	Asia	has	been	the	state	that	has	an	inferior	
conventional	capability.

The	 lack	 of	 strategic	 depth	 obviously	 means	 that	 the	 distinction	
between	 the	 tactical	 and	 strategic	 nuclear	 forces	 is	 less	 relevant.	
There	is	no	potential	battle�ield	for	limited	war	that	does	not	involve	
the	 territories	of	main	protagonists.	This	also	means	 that	 there	 is	
very	 little	strategic	space	 for	escalation	control	and	 in	the	time	of	
military	confrontation,	there	is	a	temptation	to	escalate	due	to	the	
virtual	absence	of	 tactical	warning.	Another	key	difference	 is	 that	
while	the	Warsaw	Pact	enjoyed	a	superiority	both	in	the	peace	time	
deployments	of	conventional	forces	in	central	Europe	and	potentially	
the	 early	phases	of	mobilization	 in	 the	 lead	up	 to	 armed	 con�lict,	
overall	the	capabilities	of	both	sides	were	balanced	and	equivalent	
and	this	is	not	necessarily	the	case	in	South	Asia.	Both	sides	in	the	
Cold	War	 possessed	 a	 surplus	 of	 strategic	 capabilities	 to	 mutual	
assured	destruction	whereas	in	South	Asia,	the	strategic	capabilities	
are	more	limited	on	both	sides.	So	whereas	in	Central	Europe,	the	
Soviet	 Union	 enjoyed	 a	 temporary	 advantage,	 in	 South	 Asia	 it	 is	
unclear	what	the	balance	of	power	would	be	in	the	initial	phase	of	an	
armed	con�lict.	And	overall,	however,	there	is	substantial	imbalance	
between	the	two	sides	as	India	enjoys	a	substantial	edge	in	the	size	of	

	

SESSION	II:		Cold	War	Nuclear	Strategies:	Impact	on	South	Asia

52



A	Review	of	27th	NSG	Plenary	and	Implications	for	South	Asia

landmass,	 size	 of	 population,	 its	 economic	 capacity,	 and	 its	
conventional	 military	 capacity.	 India	 has	 adopted	 a	 no-�irst	 use	
policy	while	Pakistan	has	refused	to	adopt	such	a	posture	and	has	
developed	battle�ield	weapons	 to	deter	an	 Indian	attack	with	 the	
threat	of	a	potential	 �irst-use	of	nuclear	weapons.	This	is	 in	many	
respects	 the	 inverse	 of	 stability-instability	 paradox	 as	 generally	
discussed	 in	 the	 literature.	 The	 fundamental	 principle	 of	 the	
stability-instability	 paradox	 is	 that	 the	 nuclear	 strategic	 balance	
reduces	the	effectiveness	of	nuclear	deterrence	against	conventional	
aggression	and	that	the	side	with	superior	conventional	force	could	
risk	at	least	limited	aggression	even	though	both	sides	have	nuclear	
arsenals.	 But	 in	 South	 Asia	 this	 would	 imply	 that	 India	 would	
conduct	 conventional	 attacks	 against	 Pakistan	 but	 Indians,	
obviously	would	claim	that	in	the	various	con�licts	since	the	nuclear	
tests,	it	was	the	Pakistani	side	that	initiated	con�lict.	Now	there	is	an	
interesting	question	because	the	way	in	which	Pakistan	is	deploying	
or	at	 least	developing	 tactical	nuclear	 forces,	 there	seems	 to	be	a	
belief	 in	 some	 way	 that	 India	 would	 be	 deterred	 from	 using	 its	
nuclear	 weapons	 even	 if	 Pakistan	 initiated	 nuclear	 use.	 This	
presumes	an	asymmetry	of	deterrence	that	means	that	India	is	more	
robustly	 deterred	 than	 Pakistan	 despite	 the	 fact	 that	 India	 has	
advantages	 in	both	the	conventional	and	nuclear	capabilities.	The	
belief	that	India	would	be	deterred	by	the	possible	use	of	nuclear	
weapons	 and	 therefore	be	 restrained	 in	 its	 response	 to	 low	 level	
military	 confrontations	was	 encouraged	 by	 the	 experience	 of	 the	
regional	con�licts	since	the	nuclear	tests	especially	Brasstacks	and	
the	Kargil	crisis.

A	closer	analysis	reveals	a	thing	that	in	the	Brasstacks	crisis,	nuclear	
weapons	did	restrain	India's	response	but	it	was	not	the	case	in	the	
Kargil	crisis.	Now,	I	understand	that	it	is	controversial.	So	I	think	that	
is	open	to	debate.	The	Indians	believe	that	the	Kargil	crisis	was	not	a	
nuclear	 crisis	 at	 all.	 The	 involvement	 of	 the	 United	 States	 in	
compelling	Prime	Minister	Nawaz	Sharif	to	end	the	crisis	did	to	some	
extent	con�irm	the	Pakistani	view	that	if	a	crisis	escalated,	the	risk	of	
a	nuclear	con�lict	would	compel	a	great	power	to	intervene.	But	this	
intervention	 was	 not	 in	 Pakistan's	 favour	 and	 therefore	 did	 not		
con�irm	that	Pakistan	could	achieve	gains	in	its	con�lict	with	India	by	
taking	nuclear	risks	in	the	hope	of	external	intervention.	As	long	as	
the	protracted	con�lict	between	 Indian	and	Pakistan	endures	and		
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remains	 frozen	by	 the	nuclear	balance,	while	 in	 clashes	 in	 severe	
regional	 crisis	 would	 recur	 that	 involve	 very	 signi�icant	 risks,	 as	
provocative	behavior	including	use	of	armed	force	by	proxy�ighters	
could	resort	in	unintended	escalation	in	the	use	of	nuclear	weapons,	
especially,	if	one	side	is	committed	to	use	under	certain	conditions.	So	
the	 risks	 are	 exacerbated	 by	 the	 deployment	 of	 tactical	 nuclear	
weapons,	if	it	exists,	the	pre-delegation	of	authority	of	use	during	a	
crisis	would	come	into	calculation.
	
So	the	conclusion	that	I	draw	from	this	is	that	some	of	the	lessons	that	
have	been	learnt	apparently	from	the	Cold	War	era	are	perhaps	not	
the	correct	 lessons.	And	the	strategic	stability	 in	South	Asia	 is	 far	
more	 dif�icult	 to	 achieve,	 partly	 because	 of	 the	 nature	 of	 the	
underlined	 con�lict,	 partly	 because	 of	 the	 structure	 of	 nuclear	
arsenals,	partly	because	of	 the	proximity	of	 the	 two	protagonists,	
which	make	any	nuclear	war	use	a	strategic	use	rather	than	a	tactical	
use.	In	conclusion	I	may	point	to	simply	the	fact	that	stability	in	South	
Asia	is	still	relatively	fragile	and	therefore	new	ways	might	have	to	be	
found	to	enhance	the	strategic	stability	and	perhaps	will	require	a	
deep	dialogue	between	India	and	Pakistan.	Thank	you!
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Thank	you	very	much	and	I	wanted	to	say	thanks	to	everybody	in	the	
room	for	coming	today	and	to	the	wonderful	people	I	have	met	here.	

This	is	my	�irst	trip	to	Pakistan,	I	arrived	on	Monday,	I	have	survived	
the	heat,	and	the	spice	I	think	so	far.	I	am	back	home	tomorrow	but	I	
am	very	much	looking	forward	to	coming	back	again.	I	have	had	a	
really	wonderful	trip,	so	thank	you	for	that.	

I	was	asked	today	to	talk	about	emerging	technologies.	But	I	thought	
rather	than	look	at	developments	in	submarines,	cruise	missiles	etc.	
which	are	very	important,	I	thought	I	would	take	a	slightly	different	
look	at	this	and	unfortunately	expand	this	problem	even	further.	So	as	
a	result,	I	am	going	to	talk	about	what	I	see	as	the	next	big	challenge	
for	global	nuclear	order	of	which	South	Asia	is	of	course	an	intrinsic	
and	incredibly	
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	 important	 part,	 i.e.	 the	 rise	 of	 a	 suite	 of	 advance	 non-nuclear	
weapons.	Each	of	these	have	the	potential	to	undermine	the	nuclear	
systems	 in	different	ways	and	when	taken	together,	 I	 think,	might	
necessitate	a	reassessment	of	how	we	manage	our	nuclear	world.	
This	 isn't	necessarily	 today	but	 I	 am	 trying	 to	 think	 the	 future,	of	
course	 I	 don't	 have	 a	 crystal	 ball,	 so	 these	 are	 just	 ideas	 at	 the	
moment.	 These	 technologies	 include	 ballistic	 missile	 defence	
systems,	which	I	talked	about	yesterday	but	I	would	be	happy	to	talk	
about	 in	 a	 bit	more	 in	Q&A,	 conventional	 precision	 strike	missile	
systems	–	increasingly	exotic	technology	–	anti	submarine	warfare	
capabilities,	 anti-satellite	 technologies,	 and	 all	 of	 the	 various	
challenges	 which	 are	 posed	 by	 this	 nebulous	 concept	 that	 cyber,	
which	I	think	is	incredibly	important	aspect,	of	how	we	think	about	
managing	our	nuclear	order.	

Nuclear	armed	states	have	faced	an	unsettling	technological	change	
before,	I	am	sure	you	can	think	of	many	examples,	but	this	embryonic	
cyber	enabled	or	IT	enabled	nuclear	environment,	which	I	think	we	
are	on	the	cusp	of	or	perhaps	even	stepping	into	now,	in	my	view	
represents	quite	a	shift	in	how	we	think	about	and	manage	nuclear	
weapons,	 how	 we	 conceive	 nuclear	 strategy,	 proliferation,	
deterrence	 and	 manage	 global	 nuclear	 order.	 And	 I	 think	 these	
challenges,	these	dynamics	will	have	implications	here	as	well,	that	
will	need	to	be	thought	about.	These	types	of	conventional	weaponry	
that	I	will	talk	about,	increasingly,	are	able	to	perform	roles	that	were	
only	 reserved	 for	 nuclear	 forces	 or	 at	 least	 best	 carried	 out	with	
nuclear	weapons.	And	this	creates	lots	of	new	challenges;	I	think,	for	
stability,	pressures	for	arms	racing,	and	therefore	the	possibility	of	a	
future	conventional	�irst	strike	capability.	

What	I	am	going	to	talk	about	is	quite	US	centric	but	I	think	we	can	see	
in	 the	 medium	 or	 short	 to	 medium	 term	 that	 these	 ideas,	
technologies	 and	 dynamics	will	 proliferate	 to	 this	 region	 as	well.	
Because	of	this,	it	is	at	least	conceivable	that	we	might	at	start	of	a	
third	nuclear	age,	where	the	rules	of	nuclear	age	change	yet	again	and	
I	will	come	on	to	that	towards	the	end.

So	the	�irst	component	of	this	new	context	and	the	most	established,	
particularly	in	the	West,	but	increasingly	here	as	well,	is	the	rise	and
spread	of	active	ballistic	missile	defences.	I	will	not	talk	much	about	
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BMDs,	I	talked	about	that	yesterday,	but	I	will	be	happy	to	talk	in	Q&A.	
Suf�ice	to	say	that	a	move	towards	greater	alliances	and	defences	and	
in	 	this	context,	particularly	by	India,	is	creating	new	pressures	for	
nuclear	balancing.	To	put	it	bluntly,	defences	cast	out	on	the	ability	of	
one	 state	 always	 holds	 vulnerable	 targets	 of	 another,	 a	 key	
component	of	MAD	and	deterrence.	It	is	most	obvious	in	US-Russia	
dyad,	perhaps	also	in	East	Asia,	but	I	think	increasingly	here	in	South	
Asia	as	well.

Second	component	of	this,	what	I	will	label	the	advanced	conventional	
weapons	challenge,	or	the	ACW,	those	are	mixture	of	new	technologies	
that	might	be	used	in	nuclear	counter	force	role	i.e.	to	prevent	nuclear	
weapons,	 delivery	 systems,	 and	 associated	 command	 and	 control	
apparatus	 from	 being	 used.	 Again,	 historically,	 many	 of	 these	
challenges	 or	 operations,	 could	 only	 be	 best	 carried	 out	 through	
nuclear	 weapons.	 But	 major	 advances	 in	 precision,	 tracking,	
manufacturing	 and	 processing	 power,	 all	 driven	 by	 the	 latest	
information	technology	revolution,	has	meant	that	many	of	these	tasks	
can	 now	 be	 performed	 potentially	 or	 undertaken	 by	 non-nuclear	
weaponry.	And	that's	a	very	important	shift	in	where	we	are.	The	�irst	
set	of	 these	technologies,	are	conventional	ammunitions	able	 to	hit	
targets	quickly	and	with	high	precision	either	globally	or	regionally.	
Such	technologies	could	be	used	against	a	nuclear	missile	being	ready	
to	 �ire	 or	 other	 key	 nuclear	 facilities	 such	 as	 command	 posts	 or	
communications	 infrastructure.	 The	 concern	here	 is,	 of	 course,	 the	
conventional	weapons	might	 be	 used	 to	 retard	 or	 prevent	 nuclear	
systems	from	working	and	could	theoretically	be	used	as	a	disarming	
non-nuclear	�irst	strike.	The	US	is	at	the	forefront	of	these	technologies	
and	has	stated	that	the	aim	of	its	prompt	global	strike	program	which	
has	been	around	now	for	over	a	decade	is	to	hit	targets	anywhere	in	the	
world	 under	 thirty	 minutes	 either	 with	 conventional	 forces	 or	
potentially	with	cyber	forces	as	well.	Whilst	this	is	predominantly	US	
centered	program	at	the	moment,	we	have	already	begun	to	see	these	
technologies	proliferate	to	other	countries	and	I	think	this	will	become	
increasingly	 apparent	 in	 this	 region	 too.	 Many	 of	 these	 systems	
remained	in	their	infancy	but	it	is	possible	to	see	the	beginning	of	a	
new	arms	race	in	dual	use	or	at	least	non-nuclear	technologies	and	we	
could	begin	to	worry	about	non-nuclear	weapons	as	much	as	nuclear	
weapons.	Again,	this	is	not	necessarily	today,	but	this	prompt	to	begin	
thinking	further	along,	strategically	into	the	future.
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A	second	set	of	technologies	include	new	ways	of	attacking	nuclear	
armed	submarines,	anti-submarine	warfare.	 It	has	 long	been	held	
that	the	bedrock	of	nuclear	deterrence	in	a	survivable	nuclear	second	
strike	capability	is	a	nuclear	armed	submarine,	preferably	nuclear	
powered	but	whatever	one	that	is	quiet,	concealed	at	the	bottom	of	
the	 ocean,	 hopefully	 undetected.	 But	 I	 think	 this	 has	 also	 been	
challenged	 in	 many	 ways.	 New	 underwater	 systems,	 particularly,	
unmanned	underwater	vehicles	(UUVs),	locally	underwater	drones,	
as	 well	 as	 enhanced	 monitoring	 and	 listening	 capabilities	 are	
beginning	to	challenge	the	sanctity	of	submarine	based	nuclear	force.	
UUVs	might	 be	 able	 to	 silently	 track	 submarines	while	 on	 patrol,	
sending	back	 location	data	 to	central	server	or	 to	a	nearby	attack	
submarine	 or	 even	 able	 to	 carry	 weapons	 themselves.	 These	
technologies	are	unlikely	to	make	the	oceans	transparent,	as	 I	am	
often	told	by	the	policy	makers	on	this	issue	that	that	oceans	are	very	
big.	But	I	do	think	this	begins	to	challenge	that	secured	second	strike	
can	purely	be	based	on	submarines	which	again	 I	 think	will	have	
interesting	implications	for	this	region.	

Lastly,	signi�icant	advances	have	been	made	in	anti-space	and	anti-
satellite	 technologies.	 Anti-sat	 technologies	 or	 weapons	 are	 not	
direct	counter	 force	capabilities	 in	 the	same	way	as	BMD,	Prompt	
Strike	 Technologies	 or	 Anti-Submarine	 warfare	 but	 they	 do	 pose	
distinct	threats	to	nuclear	installations.	This	seems	particularly	the	
case,	likely	to	be	the	case	during	a	crisis.	This	in	turn	can	well	provide	
escalatory	pressures	and	complex	crisis	stability	in	unforeseen	and	
unplanned	ways.	China	is,	of	course,	known	to	have	an	anti-satellite	
program	 and	 it	 seems	 others	 will	 follow	 suit	 too.	 I	 think,	 more	
broadly,	 this	 suggests,	 that	 developments	 in	 computers	 enabled	
weapons,	particularly	driven	by	this	latest	information	technology	
revolution,	are	beginning	 to	 transform	this	ability	 to	 track	 targets	
previously	reserved	for	the	nuclear	forces.	It	may	not	be	today	but	it	is	
slowly	moving	 in	 that	 direction.	Well,	 of	 course,	 there	 are	 lots	 of	
counter	measures	 available,	 the	 trend	 seems	 to	 be	 towards	 both	
more	qualitative	and	quantitative	improvements	in	the	future	and	
the	spread	to	new	actors.	

And	 the	 last	 part	 of	 this	 puzzle	 and	 I	 think	 perhaps	 the	 most	
fascinating	are	the	challenges	posed	by	what	we	term	as	cyber	and	I	
think	this	is	something	that	every	nuclear	armed	state,	irrespective	of	
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where	they	are	in	the	globe,	or	what	type	of	capability	they	deploy,	
needs	to	take	note	of.		So	�irstly	it	is	important	to	know	that	cyber	is	a	
fundamentally	contested	term.	It	means	a	lot	of	different	things,	lots	
of	different	people	use	it	in	different	ways,	the	debate	is	very	complex	
and	not	very	helpful.	But	I	think	in	the	nuclear	context	and	the	South	
Asian	context,	perhaps	best	think	of	it	as	a	set	of	capabilities,	

tools	and	perhaps	weapons	that	might	be	used	to	exploit	or	attack	
nuclear	systems	as	well	as	in	a	broad	and	digitized	context	in	which	
nuclear	operations	are	carried	out.	So	it	is	the	context	as	well	as	the	
tool.	And	I	think	both	of	those	are	important.	Now	this	suggests	that	
the	challenges	posed	by	cyber	are	diverse,	 impact	right	across	 the	
nuclear	weapons	enterprise,	all	the	way	back	to	the	threat,	of	design	
and	 operational	 secrets	 being	 stolen,	 increasingly	 stored	 on	
computers,	 attacks	 on	 communications,	 spoo�ing,	 making	 a	
particularly	early	warning	systems,	radars,	satellite	etc.	right	up	to	the	
worst	 case	 scenario	 which	 would	 be	 an	 attack	 designed	 to	
compromise	 nuclear	 weapons	 themselves	 or	 in	 the	 worst	 case	
scenario	cause	a	nuclear	launch	or	an	explosion.	

There	are	some	in	the	US	at	the	moment	that	fear	that	a	US	ICBM	could	
possibly	 be	 launched	 in	 some	 way	 through	 cyber	 capabilities	 or	
cyber-attack.	This	 is	a	very,	very	small	possibility	but	 it	 cannot	be	
proved	that	it	could	not	happen.	So	this	is	an	interesting	area	to	look	
at.	 I	 think	 there	 are	 also	 dangers	 inherent	 in	 the	 increasing	
computerization	of	nuclear	operations.	And	this	 is	particularly	 the	
case	 for	 the	 likelihood	of	mistakes,	 and	what	 I	wanted	 to	 term	as	
normal	nuclear	accident.	Those	of	you	that	may	be	familiar	with	Eric's	
book	Command	and	Control,	I	don't	know	some	people	who	have	read	
that	 will	 know	 how	 close	 we	 have	 come	 in	 the	 past	 to	 nuclear	
accidents.	This	has	nothing	to	do	with	war,	this	has	nothing	to	do	with	
people	attacking,	this	is	just	the	fact	that	a	lot	of	nuclear	systems	are	
complex.	They	rely	on	lots	of	things	and	they	must	all	work	in	the	same	
way	 at	 the	 same	 time.	 The	 argument	 here	 being	 that	 the	 more	
complex	 you	make	 nuclear	 systems,	 the	 command	 structures,	 the	
more	you	digitize,	the	more	softwares	you	rely	on,	the	more	chances,	
not	just	for	the	people	attacking	on	softwares	or	systems,	but	they	
could	just	simply	go	wrong	or	not	work	in	ways	that	you	would	expect.	
Again	I	can	talk	about	this	more	in	Q&A.
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There	are	important	differences,	we	talk	about	Cyber	between	those	
attacks	 designed	 to	 enable	 something	 that	may	 cause	 a	 launch	 or		
explosion	and	those	that	seek	to	disable	 them	i.e.	stop	them	from	
working	 in	 their	 normal	 way.	 Attacks	 might	 also	 be	 carried	 out	
directly	 against	 nuclear	 systems,	 such	 as	 through	 hacking	 C2	 or	
preventing	 launch	 orders	 or	 sending	 false	 go-codes,	 or	 indirectly	
such	 as	 through	 interfering	 with	 those	 spoo�ing	 early	 warning	
systems,	so	that	they	see	nothing	or	bombard	them	with	false	attack	
information.	A	good	example	of	this	happened	in	2007	when	Israel	
purportedly	hacked	into	a	Syrian	Air	Defence	and	allowed	the	non-
stealth	Israel	jets	�ly	over	unnoticed.	In	many	ways	you	could	liken	
this	 to	 Hollywood	 �ilms	 or	 Bollywood	 �ilms	 when	 a	 bank	 robber	
somehow	hacks	into	the	CCTV,	turns	it	off	so	it	records	nothing	so	the	
robber	can	walk	right	in.	It's	just	an	example.	This	wasn't	a	nuclear	
early	warning	system	but	it	gives	an	idea	of	how	you	might	attack	
these	systems	in	the	future.	It's	also	interesting	to	think	about	who	
would	want	to	carry	out	these	attacks	and	it	strikes	me	that	states	
would	 most	 likely	 want	 to	 disable	 systems	 and	 with	 free	 cyber	
capabilities,	 while	 terrorists	 or	 non-state	 actors	 would	 like	 to	
precipitate	a	launch,	explosion	or	a	crisis.

I	 think	 it	 is	 important	 to	 differentiate	 the	 nature	 of	 that	 attack.	
Hackers	somehow	might	access	the	systems	remotely,	stuxnet,	which	
I	 am	 sure	 some	 of	 you	 are	 familiar	 with,	 which	 was	 unveiled	 or	
revealed	 almost	 a	 decade	 ago,	 2010,	 shows	 that	 even	 systems	 or	
nuclear	systems	 that	are	air-gapped	are	not	 invulnerable.	Stuxnet	
was	air-gapped	and	in	the	likelihood	it	was	infected	by	somebody	
either	 using	 a	 USB	 or	 one	 of	 the	 contractors	 having	 a	 malware	
infected	into	their	laptop	with	which	they	then	crossed	the	air-gap	
and	plugged	in.	I	can	talk	more	about	Stuxnet	in	Q&A	if	you	like	but	it	
just	shows	how	important	the	possibilities	are	into	infecting	systems	
that	 are	 air-gapped.	 It	 also	 shows	 the	 importance	 of	 human	 and	
personal	reliability	programs	when	it	comes	to	nuclear	operations	
even	in	the	case	of	cyber.	If	you're	anything	like	me,	you	have	a	nasty	
tendency	of	clicking	on	emails	before	you	thought	of	what	 it	 is	or	
picking	up	a	USB,	putting	it	in	your	computer,	and	these	are	often	the	
easiest	ways	of	getting	into	a	system.	

Cyber	threat	will,	of	course,	vary	an	awful	lot	depending	on	systems,	
postures,	threat	environment,	and	that's	why	I	think	it	is	particularly	
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important ,	 potentially	 in	 this	 region.	 The	 push	 towards	
modernization	of		nuclear	C2	and	weapons	will	exacerbate	and	this	is	
particularly	I	think	the	case	for	nuclear	forces	kept	on	higher	alert.	
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Emerging	Trends	in	Nuclear	Competition	in	South	Asia

I	start	both	with	an	advantage	and	a	disadvantage.	The	disadvantage	
of	being	the	last	speaker	of	the	day	is	that	most	of	what	is	to	be	said	
would	be	is	covered	already	by	the	distinguished	panel	of	speakers	
we	have	today.	But	the	advantage	is	that	I	have	the	last	word.	I	will	
make	use	of	that	advantage.	

If	we	look	at	the	situation	in	South	Asia	and	with	the	advantage	of	
hindsight	of	half	a	century,	both	Indians	and	Pakistanis	do	not	seem	
to	 have	 fully	 absorbed	 the	 nuclear	 reality.	 The	 �irst	 impact	 of	
nuclearization	of	a	region	is	that	it	tends	to	freeze	the	status	quo	and	
that	 reality	has	not	dawned	on	 India	 and	Pakistan;	 they	have	not	
realized	this	and	have	been	trying	actively	to	change	the	status	quo	in	
their	own	ways.	Rather	than	giving	up	the	option	of	using	force	for	
changing	the	status	quo	and	adopting	the	route	of	negotiations,	they	
still	want	to	wrestle	with	each	adopting	the	route	of	negotiations,	

A	Review	of	27th	NSG	Plenary	and	Implications	for	South	Asia

SESSION	II:	Emerging	Trends	in	Nuclear	Competition	in	South	Asia



65

	they	still	want	to	wrestle	with	each	other.	India	is	actively	challenging	
Pakistan's	nuclear	deterrence	on	different	planes.	On	 the	doctrinal	
plane,	 by	 the	 introduction	 of	 a	 very	 provocative	 and	 aggressive	
doctrine	in	the	form	of	'Cold	Start'	and	practically	on	the	ground	in	the	
form	of	violation	of	cease�ire	agreement	in	LoC,	reached	between	the	
two	sides	in	2003.	The	result	is	that	if	you	combine	this	with	Pakistan's	
substantial	 commitment	 to	 counter-terrorism	 operations	 on	 its	
western	border,	 there	 is	 a	 feeling	 of	 vulnerability	 over	 the	 eastern	
border	because	the	forces	have	been	thinned	out	from	there,	and	once	
you	are	being	actively	challenged	through	doctrines	and	practically	on	
ground,	then	Pakistan	had	to	respond.	You	also	know	that	Pakistan's	
nuclear	weapons	are	not	meant	only	to	deter	India's	nuclear	capability	
but	 they	 are	 also	 meant	 to	 deter	 Indian	 conventional	 aggression,	
which	means	that	Pakistan's	nuclear	doctrine	and	posture	remains	
sensitive	to	any	changes	in	India's	conventional	force	con�iguration	
and	conventional	doctrines.	That	is	why	Pakistan	had	to	react	to	the	
Cold	Start	Doctrine	by	the	introduction	of	battle�ield	weapons.	So	it	
has	to	be	understood	in	that	context
.	
At	 the	 very	 outset	 after	 the	 nuclear	 tests	 in	 1998,	 both	 India	 and	
Pakistan	professed	'Credible	Minimum	Deterrence'.	The	purpose	was	
to	 put	 the	 international	 community	 at	 ease	 and	 giving	 them	
reassurances	 that	 there	 is	 not	 going	 to	 an	 unbridled	 arms	 race	
between	 India	 and	 Pakistan	 in	 the	 nuclear	 and	 missile	 delivery	
systems,	but	what	we	have	seen	is	that	traditionally	India-Pakistan	
relations	have	been	dominated	by	the	action-reaction	phenomenon,	
which	has	been	working	in	the	conventional	as	well	as	in	nuclear	�ield.	

The	other	two	models	of	nuclear	arms	racing,	which	are	the	domestic	
structure	model	and	the	technological	imperative	model	were	not	so	
pronounced	in	the	earlier	days.	But	now	we	see	that	these	factors	are	
at	play.		It	is	not	only	action-reaction	syndrome,	but	also	the	domestic	
structure	model,	which	has	become	part	of	domestic	politics	of	both	
countries;	 then	more	so	 the	 technological	 imperative	structure.	As	
they	say	that	because	of	the	technological	developments,	sometimes	
there	 is	 the	pull	 of	 technology	 rather	 than	 the	push	of	policy	 that	
drives	the	arms	race.	And	that	is	exactly	what	has	happened	because	
the	research	and	development	is	going	on	in	both	countries.	As	you	
develop	 news	 technological	 capabilities,	 there	 is	 always	 the	
temptation	of	acquiring	those	technologies	and	deploy	them.	That	has	
been	happening.	
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All	these	models	are	at	play	in	South	Asia	now.	India,	as	I	said,	made	
changes	at	doctrinal	levels	and	has	also	talked	about	a	limited	war	
under	the	nuclear	overhang.	The	ultimate	outcome	of	that	is	the	Cold	
Start	Doctrine',	but	then	they	also	are	actively	working	on	a	ballistic	
missile	defense	program.	Although	going	by	the	claims	of	DRDO,	they	
are	 far	 ahead	 of	 American	 Missile	 Defense	 Agency	 because	 the	
success	rate	of	tests	conducted	so	far	by	it	 is	40-50%,	but	Indians	
claim	more	than	90%	success	rate,	which	I	very	much	doubt.	But	then	
the	problem	is	nuclear	deterrence	is	all	about	psychology;	it	is	the	
state	of	mind.	If	you	have	even	a	suspect	capability	in	terms	of	missile	
defense	systems,	which	gives	you	a	false	sense	of	security,	that	will	
lead	 to	 greater	 proclivity	 for	 brinkmanship	 during	 crisis	 and	will	
ultimately	lead	to	a	tendency	to	a	preemptive	�irst	strike.	That	is	what	
Indians	have	started	talking	now.

It	 was	 mentioned	 here	 about	 India's	 No-�irst	 Use	 policy,	 which	
Pakistan	has	refused	to	accept,	it	was	very	obvious	that	a	side	with	
weaker	conventional	capability	could	not	have	adopted	No-�irst	Use	
policy,	but	with	these	missiles	defense	system	and	internal	debate	
which	 is	 going	 on	 in	 India,	 initiated	 by	 no	 less	 than	 their	 former	
National	 Security	 Advisor,	 who	 was	 heading	 their	 executive	
committee	 in	 Nuclear	 Command	 Authority	 (NCA),	 Shev	 Shankar	
Menon.	He	has	initiated	that	debate,	talking	of	a	preemptive	kind	of	
strategy	to	be	adopted	by	India.	So	all	these	things	combine	together-
ballistic	 missile	 defense	 and	 the	 talk	 of	 preemptive	 strikes-	 has	
created	another	dilemma	for	Pakistan	and	Pakistan	has	come	up	with	
another	technological	response	in	the	form	of	introduction	of	MIRV	
missile	systems,	which	India	is	also	working	on.	

Now	 with	 the	 introduction	 of	 ballistic	 missile	 defense	 systems,	
battle�ield	 nuclear	 weapons	 and	 the	 MIRV	 systems,	 the	 whole	
philosophy	 of	 Credible	 Minimum	 Deterrence	 and	 the	 targeting	
philosophy	are	going	to	change.	Some	people	may	not	agree	with	me	
on	 this	 and	 they	 have	 their	 arguments.	 But	 I	 feel	 after	 the	
introduction	of	MIRV	systems,	the	counter-value	targeting	may	shift	
towards	 counter-force	because	you	perform	a	 task	by	 the	kind	of	
tools	you	have.	You	can	tighten	a	screw	with	a	screwdriver;	you	can	
drive	 a	 nail	 with	 a	 hammer	 not	 with	 a	 screwdriver.	 If	 you	 have	
missiles	with	smaller	compact	multiple	warheads,	 there	are	more	
suited	to	counter-force	targeting,	not	for	counter-value	targeting.	So	
your	whole	force	posture	and	targeting	philosophy	and	the	overall	
size	of	forces	is	going	to	change.
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Then	 is	 the	 move	 towards	 cruise	 missiles.	 As	 India	 develops	 its	
ballistic	defense	systems	capability,	Pakistan	will	be	forced	to	move	
more	 and	 more	 towards	 the	 cruise	 missile	 capability	 and	 it	 has	
already	 displayed	 a	 substantial	 cruise	 missile	 capability,	 surface-
launched	cruise	missile	as	well	as	the	air-launched	cruise	missiles	
and	recently	the	submarine-launched	cruise	missile;	so	all	the	three	
versions	are	available	to	Pakistan.

The	competition	between	India	and	Pakistan	has	now	moved	into	the	
maritime	domain.	Normally	the	conventional	wisdom	says	that	the	
assured	 second-strike	 capability	 is	 provided	 by	 the	 maritime	
capability,	but	in	this	case	this	may	not	happen	at	least	for	some	time	
to	come	because	there	is	a	disparity	between	capabilities.	Whereas	
India	 has	 introduced	 a	 nuclear-powered	 submarine	 capable	 of	
launching	 submarine-launched	 ballistic	 missiles,	 Pakistan,	 as	 an	
interim	 arrangement,	 has	 tried	 to	 put	 cruise	 missiles	 on	 its	
conventional	diesel	 electric	 submarines	and	obviously	once	 those	
platforms	 are	 there,	 despite	 the	 fact	 that	 there	 have	 been	 lot	 of	
advances	in	anti-submarine	warfare,	it	will	still	be	very	dif�icult	to	
determine	 whether	 a	 diesel	 electric	 submarine	 underwater	 is	
carrying	a	nuclear	warhead	or	a	conventional	warhead.	And	that	can	
cause	confusion	and	problems	during	a	crisis	or	even	during	war.	So	
there	is	likely	to	be	a	very	dif�icult	situation.	Then,	the	movement	of	
this	 competition	 into	 the	 maritime	 domain	 is	 also	 going	 to	 have	
impact	on	 the	current	Command	and	Control	and	 the	operational	
posture.	At	 the	moment	both	 India	and	Pakistan	have	 centralized	
assertive	Command	and	Control,	which	will	not	be	possible	in	the	
maritime	 domain	 because	 of	 the	 communication	 problem	 in	 the	
medium	in	which	maritime	platforms	are	likely	to	operate.Because	of	
that,	 there	has	to	be	some	degree	of	pre-delegation.	Second	is	the	
recessed	posture.	Both	countries	currently	claim	to	have	in	the	land	
system,	once	they	go	into	maritime	domain,	there	is	no	geographical	
separation	between	the	delivery	system	and	the	warheads,	and	so	
you	cannot	have	recessed	posture.	Is	it	going	to	remain	con�ined	to	
maritime	 domain	 or	 once	 a	 part	 of	 your	 force	 has	 a	 heightened	
readiness	and	heightened	operational	posture,	will	that	not	transfer	
into	other	segments	of	land	and	air.	So	that	is	yet	to	be	seen.	

The	 second	 thing	 about	 centralized	 assertive	 control	 versus	 pre-
delegative	control,	if	that	is	happening	in	one	segment	of	your	force,	
will	 not	 that	 have	 an	 impact	 on	 other	 segments.	 so	 these	 all	 are	
questions	that	need	to	be	answered.	Although	we	can	take	India's	
claim	of	a	preemptive	strike	against	Pakistani	nuclear	force	should	be	
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taken	at	the	moment	with	a	pinch	of	salt.	There	are	severe	limitations	
to	its	capabilities	and	the	real-time	target	acquisition	capabilities.	I	
agree	with	professor	in	his	assessment	of	strategic	stability	in	South	
Asia	that	it	is	tenuous.	There	are	a	Pakistan	has	developed	battle�ield	
systems	but	I	will	not	agree	with	this	characterization	of	deployment.	
These	weapons	are	not	deployed	yet	and	probably	will	be	deployed	at	
the	very	last	moment.	This	is	my	opinion,	my	personal	assessment.	
This	is	just	a	demonstration	of	capability,	option	enhancement,	and	
threat	manipulation	just	to	send	a	message	across	to	deter	India	from	
attempting	any	'Cold	Start'	operation.	These	may	not	operationally	
be	deployed,	because	there	are	other	options	available.	But	this	is	a	
capability,	an	option	that	has	been	demonstrated	and	operationally	
tested.	And	it	also	complicated	India's	calculations.	So	it	should	be	
seen	in	that	context.	

There	was	 a	mention	 of	 Brasstacks	 and	Kargil	 Crisis.	 I	 have	 read	
about	 it	 and	 heard	 about	 it	 for	 many	 many	 years,	 but	 I	 �ind	 it	
extremely	dif�icult	to	agree	that	Brasstacks	was	a	nuclear	crisis.	The	
famous	interview	by	AQ	Khan	appeared	in	March	in	1987	and	the	
disengagement	of	forces	had	already	been	signed	in	February.	The	
forces	were	moving	back	already	in	the	Ravi-Chenab	corridor.	So	if	at	
all	some	impact	it	might	have	had,	it	did	not	relate	to	the	reality	on	
ground.	It	was	actually	the	deployment	and	placement	of	Pakistan's	
conventional	strategic	reserves	which	made	the	Indians	rethink	and	
come	 to	 the	 table	 to	 talk	 of	 disengagement.	 Certainly,	 if	 at	 all	 the	
capability	was	there	at	that	time,	it	was	not	operationalized.	And	if	
you	go	by	what	General	Musharaf	has	written	in	his	book,	he	even	
claimed	that	there	was	not	operationally	ready	nuclear	force	during	
the	Kargil	Crisis.	It	was	too	soon	after	the	nuclear	tests	and	neither	
side	had	in	real	terms	any	operational	deliverable	nuclear	capability	
other	than	probably	some	crude	weapons	delivered	by	air.	But	it	did	
have	an	impact	on	Kargil	Crisis	in	the	way	that	Indians	deliberately	
con�ined	the	con�lict	to	a	narrow	strip	of	Line	of	Control	in	the	Kargil	
sector,	it	did	not	escalate	to	whole	of	the	Line	of	Control	spill	or	over	
onto	 International	 Boundary.	 India	 did	 introduce	 its	 air	 force	 but	
with	very	restricted	instructions	and	Pakistan	deliberately	avoided	
bringing	its	air	 force	in	because	both	the	air	 forces	had	come	into	
clash;	it	would	have	gone	into	a	quick	escalation.	Brasstacks	to	me	is	a	
doubtful	case.	

We	have	heard	about	the	cyber	threat.	Yes,	this	is	an	emerging	threat	
and	I	believe	there	is	the	possibility	of	India	and	Pakistan	considering	
a	con�idence	building	measure	like	the	con�idence	building	measures	
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similar	to	not	attacking	each	other's	nuclear	facilities.	They	could	
add	on	non-cyber	attacks	on	each	other's	facilities.	The	problem	will	
still	not	be	resolved;	it	may	partially	be	resolved	because	the	nature	
of	cyber	threat	is	such	that	it	is	not	in	a	states'	power.	It	can	be	an	
individual	or	a	small	group	of	individuals	with	suf�icient	technical	
skills	and	the	right	kind	of	machines.	They	can	carry	out	an	attack	on	
their	 own.	 But	 still	 if	 there	 is	 a	 con�idence	 building	 measure,	
probably	that	will	help	in	contributing	to	strategic	stability.	Similarly	
we	also	know	that,	there	is	no	con�idence	building	measure	in	the	
maritime	domain.	There	is	no	agreement	on	incidents,	though	it	was	
agreed	 upon	 by	 both	 sides	 in	 Lahore	 MoU,	 but	 that	 is	 one	
outstanding	 CBM	 that	 has	 not	 been	 negotiated	 or	 completed,	
probably	it	is	time	now	as	both	sides	are	moving	into	the	maritime	
domain,	they	also	consider	signing	an	incident	agreement	to	avoid	
any	untoward	incident.	I	close	here.
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Question:	Anybody	with	a	keyboard	and	a	machine	can	hack	and	
play	havoc	with	the	system.	Recently,	data	has	come	out	that	US	has	
invested	$2	billion	and	NSA	has	built	cyber	tools,	which	have	been	
leaked.	There	are	hacker	groups	selling	them	on	black	market.	How	
do	governments	take	control	of	their	own	cyber	tools	they	are	using.	
US	cyber	command	has	expressed	their	inability	to	control	that.	Last	
week	Microsoft	 system	 in	 Pakistan	 was	 affected;	 people	 running	
windows	10	were	locked.
	
Question: I	am	not	an	academic,	but	 I	have	been	associated	with	
these	issues.	I	have	just	a	few	points	to	�lag	and	will	try	to	do	it	brie�ly.	
First,	what	is	the	purpose	of	nuclear	program?	In	my	view,	it	is	to	keep	
the	 deterrence	 credible.	 That	 is	 the	 basic	 objective.	 Secondly,	 the	
essence	of	any	deterrence,	to	put	it	simplistically,	is	counter-value.	
Third,	I	would	say	that	we	do	have	all	kinds	of	complicated	situations	
and	 all	 kinds	 of	war-gaming.	 One	 needs	 to	 be	 careful	 in	 evolving	
doctrines	 on	 the	 basis	 of	 war-gaming	 themselves	 because	
escalations	are	never	militarily	linear.	There	is	also	the	dimension	of	
crisis	management	and	diplomacy.	In	the	case	of	Pakistan	and	India,	
be	it	Kargil	or	any	other	experience,	diplomacy	has	played	a	crucial	
role	and	same	goes	for	the	global	powers	of	yesteryears.	

Fourth,	we	have	to	look	at	postures	when	discussing	these	things.	In	
Pakistan	 it	 is	 all	 reduced	 to	 two	 things:	 the	 range	of	 the	delivery	
vehicles	 and	 miniaturization.	 Dr.	 Salik	 gave	 an	 excellent	
presentation.	He	talked	about	battle-�ield	weapons.	Here	we	have	to	
be	extremely	careful.	For	example,	when	we	are	talking	about	ranges	
in	Pakistan,	should	we	be	concerned	if	India	is	trying	to	build	and	
place	things	south	of	the	equator	or	in	some	far-off	islands?	Should	
we	be	going	for	things	beyond	tactical	nuclear	weapons?	These	are	
complicated	 issues.	 One	 thing	 is	 important	 when	 we	 talk	 about	
posture.	 Doctrine	 must	 be	 reasonable	 and	 responsible.	 Call	 it	
whatever	 you	 will,	 call	 it	 'minimum	 deterrence'	 or	 whatever	 we	
prefer	to	call	it,	but	it	has	to	be	responsible	and	reasonable.	We	have	
to	understand,	economic	and	security	policies,	internal	and	external	
policies	are	an	integrated	whole.	If	you	are	putting	your	resources	in	
one	side,	you	are	basically	taking	resources	from	another	side.

My	last	comment	is	about	NSG.	A	lot	has	been	said	about	technology.	
Technology	 drives	 the	 dynamics	 for	 deterrence.	 Here	 India	 has	
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anadvantage,	 without	 NGS	 membership	 India	 has	 access	 to	
technology,				all	technologies.	Pakistan	does	not	have	that	luxury,	but	
for	deterrence	there	are	certain	technologies	that	are	essential.	We	
have	talked	about	cyber.	There	 is	also	space	technology.	They	are	
essential	in	making	the	deterrence	credible.	We	have	to	focus	on	how	
we	 can	 mainstream	 ourselves.	 Here	 I	 should	 emphasize	 that	
diplomacy	is	conducted	in	a	particular	circumstance	and	we	should	
not	be	 shy	of	 engagement.	The	 circumstances	 change	 after	 every	
twenty	or	thirty	years.	For	Pakistan	the	one	source	of	technology	is	
China.	We	know,	of	course,	how	much	we	can	get	and	how	much	we	
cannot.		Therefore,	we	have	to	keep	their	concerns	in	mind.	If	there	is	
an	opportunity,	we	should	go	for	main	streaming.	

Andrew Futter:	 Thank	 you	 for	 the	 range	 of	 questions	 and	
comments.	 If	 I	am	unable	 to	cover	all	 the	aspects	of	 these	 issues,	
please	come	to	me	and	discuss	them	with	me	later.	

First	question	about	the	leak	of	cyber	weapons,	it	is	really	a	good	one.	
You	are	absolutely	 right.	 I	need	 to	clarify	some	 things.	One	cyber	
weapons	represent	a	small	amount	of	what	we	call	cyber.	Most	of	it	is	
espionage,	nuisance	and	a	lot	of	other	things.	Unlike	a	conventional	
or	 nuclear	weapon,	 when	 you	 use	 a	 cyber	weapon,	 you	 send	 its	
blueprint	as	well.	The	person	who	has	been	attacked	will	be	able	to	
unpack	that.	It	does	mean	that	you	can	learn	from	this	act.	The	third	
thing	which	makes	cyber	very	different	is	once	you	use	a	particular	
weapon,	once	you	have	exploited	vulnerability,	everybody	else	then	
rushes	to	path	that	vulnerability.	Yes	you	are	absolutely	right,	it	is	a	
big	challenge.	What	can	countries	do	about	it?	Be	more	careful,	try	to	
secure	it	more.	Perhaps	do	not	pursue	some	of	these	technologies.	
Another	thing	that	I	have	noticed	speaking	to	people	in	United	States	
is	that	people	who	develop	cyber	weapons	in	NSA	or	wherever	else	
are	 not	 always	 the	 same	 people	 who	 are	 talking	 to	 the	 defense	
planners	in	Pentagon,	for	example.	One	hand	is	developing	weapons	
to	do	something;	the	other	hand	does	not	really	know	what	is	being	
developed.	I	will	be	happy	to	discuss	that	a	bit	more.	This	kind	of	
links	with	the	reconciling	technology	question.	Dr.	Salik	said	earlier,	
a	 moratorium	 on	 not	 attacking	 nuclear	 command	 and	 control	 is	
right.	You	do	not	go	around	messing	around	somebody	else's	nuclear	
C2s	 systems	 let	 alone	missiles.	 It	 is	 possible,	 though	 verifying	 it	
would	be	very	hard,	but	as	a	norm	it	would	be	an	incredibly	good	
idea.	
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More	broadly	reconciling	other	technologies	might	be	problematic.	
Arms	 control	 tends	 to	 happen	 when	 somebody	 has	 developed	
something	 and	 they	 want	 to	 give	 it	 away,	 which	 makes	 it	 very	
expensive.	It	suggests	we	may	have	to	let	some	of	this	emerge	before	
we	can	stop	it.	I	am	hoping	there	might	be	preemptive	arms	control	
moratorium,	etc,	but	it	is	as	far	as	I	can	go.	I	think	more	important	
thing	is	about	establishing	norms.	

And	 lastly,	 could	 nukes	 be	 ever	 made	 redundant	 through	 these	
technologies.	Possibly,	it	is	not	inconceivable;	the	most	likely	way	of	
getting	 to	 a	 global	 nuclear	 zero	 to	me	when	 something	worse	 or	
powerful	comes	along.	I	am	not	sure	we	have	that	now,	but	I	do	not	
think	 it	will	be	cyber.	 In	 the	meantime,	 I	guess,	 the	most	sensible	
thing	to	do	is	to	not	get	caught	up	in	the	fetishizism	of	technologies	
and	 keep	 your	 nuclear	 weapons	 fairly	 simple.	 It	 is	 a	 must	 cost-
effective	 way	 to	 do,	 in	 the	 meantime.	 There	 are	 two	 different	
questions	here.	One	is	your	deterrence	requirement.	The	other	is	the	
broader	non-proliferation	regime.	These	two	things	do	not	link	up	
very	well.	I	will	be	happy	to	talk	about	more.
		
Dr. Bluth:	 One	 of	 the	 fascinating	 developments	 in	 recent	 human	
history	has	been	that	more	advanced	technology	for	warfare	have	
become,	the	lower	in	number	of	causalities	actually	have	been.	Look	
at	 the	 causalities	 of	WWI,	which	was	 in	millions,	 similarly	 in	 the	
WWII.	We	have	not	had	wars	of	this	nature	since	perhaps	the	Korean	
War	 and	 Vietnam	War.	 Of	 course,	 it	 is	 true	 nuclear	weapons	 are	
incredibly	destructive,	as	they	could	destroy	life	on	earth	as	we	know	
it,	but	it	has	led	to	the	paradox	of	nuclear	taboo	that	no	state	has	used	
nuclear	 weapons	 since	 the	 WWII.	 The	 deterrence	 broadly	 has	
worked.	We	are	now	in	an	interesting	situation.	I	 look	back	at	the	
documents	from	the	Cold	War	and	the	discussions	Kissinger	had	with	
peoples	 in	 National	 Security	 Council,	 when	 he	 estimated	 the	
causalities	of	a	potential	nuclear	war	in	Europe,	they	were	looking	at	
a	hundred	million	causalities.	Now	for	us	a	thousand	causalities	is	a	
major	war.	This	 is	a	very	good	and	 interesting	development.	That	
does	not	mean	there	are	no	new	threats	out	there.		

The	important	thing	is	that	we	have	developed	strong	norms	against	
war.	It	used	to	be	the	case	that	war	was	a	normal	activity	of	state	and	
states	would	engage	in	it	for	their	national	interests.	We	think	the	use	
of	military	 force	 is	 not	 appropriate	 for	 the	promotion	of	 national	
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interest	and	could	be	a	crime.	We	have	observed	 that	 the	 level	of	
armed	con�lict	between	states	has	been	reduced	substantially,	even	
though	some	areas	are	at	risk,	such	as	South	Asia,	still	exist.	Now,	
with	regard	to	cyber	weapons,	we	are	now	breaching	norms	and	have	
not	developed	new	norms	for	it	that	can	be	veri�ied	and	policed	in	
some	way.	That	is	a	really	important	task	for	the	future.	

In	terms	of	the	comments	regarding	keeping	deterrence	credible	and	
so	 forth	 I	 am	 very	 grateful	 for	 your	 comments.	 It	 is	 absolutely	
essential	that	we	do	not	think	about	nuclear	war-�ighting	or	anything	
of	that	sort.		I	think	it	is	important	in	South	Asia	that	we	try	to	grapple	
and	do	not	use	the	presence	of	nuclear	deterrence	or	weapons	as	an	
excuse	 not	 to	 deal	 with	 fundamental	 con�lict	 between	 India	 and	
Pakistan.	

Dr. Naeem Salik: First	of	all,	I	would	like	to	make	a	comment	on	the	
question	that	was	asked	by	Anum	about	new	technologies	making	
old	 technologies	 redundant	 and	maybe	 she	 was	 speculating	 that	
nuclear	weapons	would	also	become	redundant.	But	unfortunately	
that	is	not	the	case.	We	have	talked	about	the	advanced	conventional	
weapons,	but	despite	that	both	the	United	States	and	Russia	have	
been	 forced	 to	 develop	 more	 advanced	 nuclear	 weapons,	 the	
American	are	developing	new	cruise	missiles,	which	is	going	to	cost	
billions.	 If	 these	 new	 conventional	 technologies	 could	 replace	
nuclear	weapons,	 they	would	have	 the	need	 to	 spend	so	much	of	
money	 on	 the	 modernization	 of	 existing	 nuclear	 arsenals.	 The	
second	 issue	 that	 will	 remain	 questionable	 about	 the	 utility	 of	
advanced	 conventional	weapons	 is	 that	 �irst	 they	 are	precise	 and	
second	they	are	very	fast;	for	instance,	supersonic	weapons,	so	they	
can	reach	from	one	end	to	the	other	within	half	an	hour.	They	are	
accurate	and	powerful	weapons.	The	point	 is,	does	 it	 give	you	an	
additional	option	to	carry	out	a	counter-force	strike	against	nuclear	
forces	with	a	conventional	weapon,	and	how	would	it	be	received	by	
the	other	side	because	a	counter-force	strike	will	remain	a	counter-
force	 strike,	 whether	 conducted	 by	 an	 advanced	 conventional	
weapon	or	nuclear	weapon.	

Unfortunately,	 the	 point	 is	 that,	 we	 all	 talk	 about	 minimum	
deterrence	and	credible	minimum	deterrence,	but	we	do	not	believe	
in	that	because	the	philosophy	behind	that	minimum	deterrence	is	
that	you	determine	for	yourself	as	to	how	many	you	really	need	to	hit,		
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to	hurt	the	other	side	badly	and	irrespective	of	what	you	are	doing,	I	
you	should	maintain	that	force	size.	Make	sure	they	are	survivable	
and	that	is	what	you	need.	If	you	start	comparing	the	numbers,	there	
is	no	end	to	this	nuclear	arm	racing.	I	always	maintain	that	India	may	
need	�ifty	weapons	to	destroy	Pakistan	completely.	If	they	make	�ive	
hundred	or	�ive	thousands,	why	should	bother	about	it?	They	will	be	
wasting	their	own	resources.	The	analogy	I	always	give	is	like	a	goat,	
it	feels	pain	after	its	throat	is	cut.	After	that	you	take	mincemeat	out	of	
it	or	make	steaks,	it	will	not	matter.	If	they	want	to	destroy	Pakistan	
hundred	times,	we	should	not	worry.	We	should	be	concerned	that	
whether	 we	 need	 sixty	 weapons,	 a	 hundred	 weapons	 to	 hit	 the	
targets	that	are	really	going	to	hurt	India,	we	should	be	happy	with	
that.	That	is	the	only	way	we	can	avoid	arms	race	and	remain	within	
our	resource	constraints.
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