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The International Conference on 'Strategic Stability and Nuclear Security: Global and Regional 
Perspectives ' organised by the Center for International Strategic Studies (CISS) was held at on 
‘Strategic Stability and Nuclear Security: Global and Regional Perspectives’ was held at National 
University of Sciences and Technology, Islamabad on 8 December 2021. The conference featured 
prominent security experts from the United States, Russia, China, United Kingdom, and Pakistan. This 
was in continuation of the regular annual interaction between CISS, Pakistan and IISS, London.

Background

The conference was organized in the backdrop of major global and international developments with a 
potential to impact upon the strategic stability both at the global and the regional levels. It also took 
stock of the current state of nuclear security and the challenges it is likely to face in the future due to a 
chaotic international security environment. The conference encompassed three main themes: ‘Global 
Strategic Stability: Implications for South Asia,’ ‘Regional Security Dynamics of South Asia: 
Opportunities and Challenges’ and ‘The Global Nuclear Security Architecture: Regional Trends, 
Challenges and The Way Forward.’ The experts in all three panels gave insightful presentations on their 
respective subjects that were further amplified in response to the questions by the audience. The key 
points that emerged from the discussions are as under:
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•    Pakistan has assumed the responsibility to ensure that strategic stability will not be disturbed to 
Pakistan’s disadvantage despite India’s consistent efforts to cause instability through the induction 
of advanced conventional military equipment along with the unabated build-up of its nuclear triad, 
including the nuclearization of the Indian Ocean.

•     India’s botched air strike at Balakot in mainland Pakistan on 26 February 2019, was a reckless 
strategy to gain domestic electoral advantage and it was only through Pakistan’s forceful response 
within the ambit of its Quid-Pro-Quo-Plus policy that further escalation was averted. The crisis also 
validated Pakistan’s deterrence policy of Full Spectrum Deterrence.

•      India’s transition from a vibrant secular democracy to a fascist autocracy led by an extremist 
religious ideology has serious implications for regional stability which is already under stress.

•    There has been no change in the U.S. policy towards China characterized by containment, 
competition, and confrontation, despite the change of guard in the White House. 

•      Globally the virtual meeting between the U.S. and Chinese Presidents and the recent Chinese test of 
a hypersonic glide vehicle mounted on a nuclear capable ballistic missile, are indicative of the 
efforts to manage the tensions on the one hand and the possibility of a new arms race between the 
two major powers on the other.

•      At the regional level the Sino-Indian military clashes in Ladakh in the summer of 2020 and the 
ensuing military standoff, and the Afghanistan situation in the aftermath of hasty U.S. withdrawal 
pose serious threats to strategic stability.

 
•     The situation in Indian-Occupied Kashmir after the August 2019 revocation of Articles 370 and 35-A 

of the Indian Constitution accompanied by a harsh Indian military clamp down on the local 
population, had virtually turned the region into a massive prison which was likely to have enduring 
politico-military consequences.

•      The Kashmir dispute is the fundamental source of instability between India and Pakistan and is 
viewed internationally as a nuclear flashpoint. 

•    The relocation of Indian forces to its 3800-kilometer border with China along the Line of Actual 
Control, over forbidding terrain and in testing weather conditions, would affect India’s capabilities 
on its Western borders with Pakistan, India’s rhetoric of its preparedness for a Two-Front War 
notwithstanding.

•      Recent developments in Afghanistan have eased the security threat on Pakistan’s Western borders 
by eliminating the presence of Indian intelligence personnel and bases which were being used to 
foment trouble in Pakistan over the past two decades.

•      The fundamental principle, on which there was a consensus during the Nuclear Security Summits 
was that nuclear security is a national responsibility.

•   Pakistan takes its responsibilities and obligations related to nuclear security with the utmost 
seriousness, not only to address international concerns, but also in its own interest.
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•     A comprehensive National Nuclear Security Plan was implemented across the country in quick time. 
Some key elements of this plan include robust physical security, raising of a variety of dedicated, 
well trained, and well-equipped security and intelligence forces, Personnel Reliability Plan, Material 
Control and Accounting, and the establishment of a state-of-the-art Training Academy which has 
since been renamed as Pakistan Center of Excellence for Nuclear Security, which has been 
recognized by the IAEA as a regional training hub for nuclear security training.

•      Pakistan strongly believes that there is no upper limit to investment in nuclear security and that it is 
a continuing process and there is no room for any complacency.

•    There is disappointment in Pakistan due to a renewed campaign of insinuations against nuclear 
security in Pakistan in the aftermath of post 15 August 2021 developments in Afghanistan.

•     In the absence of bilateral crisis management mechanisms between the U.S. and China, the risk of 
inadvertent escalation was real. 

•    The rapid development of military technologies was outpacing the development of doctrines and 
concepts.

•     Development of hypersonic systems, precision guided munitions, missile defences, cyber warfare, 
and weaponization of space, would affect strategic stability in unpredictable ways. 

•     Tensions were rising in different regions of the world including between Russia and US, Russia and 
NATO, U.S. and China, India and China, and India and Pakistan.

• The consultations on strategic stability between different countries should be continued and 
broadened. 

•     The idea for a P5+2 dialogue proposed by some experts would be difficult to implement at the 
official level. However, a start can be made at the expert level to prepare the ground.

•    Growing geopolitical rivalry among the nuclear powers was placing new pressures on strategic 
stability.

•     China fears that the U.S. could threaten nuclear escalation in a future conventional conflict. This was 
likely to force China to have some escalation management capabilities in addition to a simple and 
basic massive retaliation capability.

• Given their political rivalries, countries were relying less on cooperative measures to maintain 
strategic stability and more on unilateral measures. 

•      While the U.S. was developing low yield nuclear weapons to counter the perceived Russian 
escalate to de-escalate strategy, there was growing concern in China that the U.S. was deliberately 
developing warfighting capabilities and lowering the nuclear threshold. 

•     Deterioration of political relations between China and India following the recent border clashes and 
the ensuing Sino-U.S. competition and contestation due to the mistrust between the two countries 
was impacting the entire world. 

•      Emphasis on arms control is declining while there is an increase in the salience of nuclear weapons 
in national security policies.

•    The West is actively aiding India to bolster its conventional weapons capabilities which is resulting in 
destabilization of conventional balance as well as strategic stability in the region. 

•     Despite the Doklam and Ladakh hiccups, China and India have considerable mutual dependence, 
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which is evident from the fact that the trade volume between China and India this year stood at 
USD 102.29 billion which constitutes 15.8% of total Indian trade.

•    The security situation in Pakistan is much improved with virtually low to no threat to cities or any 
security or nuclear installations. 

•    The non-proliferation regime and multiple export control regimes have become political cartels of 
exceptionalism which is being employed as a policy.

•      There is a need for dialogue and understanding of each other’s perceptions.
•    The global powers need to recognize the risk of altering conventional and strategic balance in the 

South Asian region.
•      A criteria-based approach should be adopted as far as global export control regimes are concerned 

to promote a fair competition instead of confrontation. 
•      Global players should also play a role in resolution of disputes rather than just managing them.
•      South Asia today is perhaps the most dangerous place on earth, as there are three nuclear powers 

that share borders and one of them (India) has territorial disputes and history of animosity and war 
with the other two (Pakistan and China). It is therefore a huge challenge to maintain peace and 
security in this very difficult region. 

•     The relative stability at the strategic level achieved in 1998 after the nuclear tests by both India and 
Pakistan has been undermined by India’s resort to the Cold Start Doctrine to fight a limited 
conventional war despite the existence of nuclear deterrence. 

•      India has been made a partner by the U.S. in the Quadrilateral alliance in the “Indo-Pacific” region 
and beyond and Indo-U.S. strategic cooperation has been strengthened with four foundational 
agreements for high-tech and military cooperation. 

•    Some Indian experts are advocating what is termed as a ‘splendid disarming first strike’ against 
Pakistan, apparently unmindful of Pakistan’s second-strike capability. 

•     The differences between the U.S. on the one hand and China and Russia on the other have brought 
Beijing and Moscow closer, creating a geopolitical dilemma for India, because of India’s traditional 
relationship with Russia. 

•   Various non-traditional security threats have also emerged in the form of humanitarian crisis in 
Afghanistan, COVID-19, climate change and cyber security. 

•     Cooperative solutions were required at the regional level, particularly on water scarcity and 
challenges posed by climate change. 

•    China’s Inter-Continental Ballistic Missile silos building program implied a significant increase in its 
nuclear warhead stockpiles. 

•   The involvement of Russia and China along with Pakistan in the peace restoration process in 
Afghanistan through direct negotiations with the Taliban was notable. 

•      India’s exclusion from the Troika Plus is because it was not ready to cooperate directly with the 
Taliban and it ought to change its attitude towards the restoration of peace in Afghanistan.

•      Progress in South Asia was hindered by the Indian refusal to engage in bilateral talks with Pakistan 
and participation in regional initiatives such as the Belt and Road Initiative.

•      South Asia remained under the burden of great power rivalries and a revisionist state’s effort to 
alter the regional and global order. 

•     India is using the “China Card” to amass weapons and technology, all of which was adversely 
impacting the regional security environment.

•      U.S. media outlets have falsely held Pakistan responsible for the debacle in Afghanistan. 
•     Over the last two decades, the progress achieved in enhancing the security of nuclear materials and 

facilities around the world was much more than other arms control related areas, particularly in the 
wake of the 9/11 events.
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•      IAEA with its almost universal membership was the most appropriate forum to promote the norms 
of nuclear security.

•      The recently reported lapses in the security of nuclear materials and radioactive sources in the 
region underscore the need for the world to keep track of such incidents.

•      The war on terror in the wake of the U.S. withdrawal from Afghanistan was now a routine focus 
than a high priority.

•     The recharged qualitative and quantitative nuclear arms race among the U.S., Russia, and China had 
taken center stage in great power competition amid a receding arms control regime, as China had 
replaced the Soviet Union as America’s top military concern.

•       Nuclear energy is again becoming popular in addressing climate change.
•     There will be growing geopolitical competition in the development and future international market 

share for small modular and advanced reactors.
•   Though, nuclear security was a national obligation, the IAEA is re-emerging as the dominant 

international institution focused on nuclear security.
•     The current global focus on fissile materials and superpower nuclear competition was centered on 

projections of China’s anticipated expansion of its nuclear arsenal.
•    The Small Modular Reactors and Fast Breeder Reactors and the associated uranium enrichment, 

plutonium reprocessing would present new safeguards and security challenges.
•      The next generation of advanced reactors will likely be exported to developing economy nations 

and almost all of those are newcomers to nuclear energy.
•      There is always a time lag between the development of nuclear acquisitions and institution of 

nuclear security and command and control mechanisms.
•     The importance of Personnel Reliability Programs in nuclear weapon states is critical in dealing with 

insider threats. There have been several security lapses in the US and there have been instances of 
retired military officers involving in terrorist activities in India.

•      The United States was partly to blame for triggering a nuclear arms race with China by openly 
talking of pre-emptively taking out the latter’s arsenal in a counterforce strike.

•     Prospects for strategic arms control for the foreseeable future were dim, as there were pressures 
from within the Republican Party in the U.S. to win an arms race with China.

•     The easy access to Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance and space-based capabilities, was 
detrimental to strategic stability. It created temptations in India to consider counterforce strikes 
against Pakistan which was obviously counter-productive for arms race stability.

•    Growing counterforce capabilities would also increase nuclear security risks by prompting greater 
dispersion and readiness of nuclear forces and exacerbating command and control challenges.

•      The Global Nuclear Security architecture is built on legally binding Conventions, International 
norms, informal multilateral arrangements, best practices and codes of conduct and respective 
national nuclear security regimes.

•     Pakistan, as a responsible nuclear state has established a comprehensive Nuclear Security Regime 
built on three main elements as under:

1)     Legislative and Regulatory Frameworks, including the National Command Authority Law of 2010, 
the Strategic Export Control Law promulgated in 2004, the Pakistan Nuclear Regulatory Authority 
(PNRA) Ordinance of 2001 and the Pakistan Atomic Energy Commission Act of 1965 to name a few. 

2)   The National Command Authority and its permanent Secretariat—the Strategic Plans Division, 
Strategic Export Controls Division, Pakistan Center of Excellence for Nuclear Security (PCENS) and 
its associated institutions such as the National Institute of Safety and Security (NISAS) for training 
of regional, international and national personnel in radiation protection, nuclear emergency 
management, Material Protection Control and Accounting (MCP&A), protection of sensitive 
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materials during transit and protection of static facilities against malicious acts;
3)    Requisite procedures and codes of conduct such as PNRA Regulations, Export Licensing procedures 

and implementation regulations issued by Strategic Export Controls Division, Personnel Reliability 
Program and promotion of a security culture. 

•      Pakistan has also installed radiation detection portals at all entry and exit points including ground, 
air, and maritime transit points.

•     In the past two decades, Pakistan has made the greatest investments in financial and human 
resources in augmenting its nuclear security amongst the nuclear states. It has over this period also 
raised a dedicated and professional force for nuclear security comprising around 30,000 personnel 
including a Rapid Response component.

•      Both the U.S. and Russia are pursuing the modernization of their nuclear capabilities. Britain which 
had resolved to bring down its nuclear weapons from current around 200 to 180 warheads by the 
mid-2020s, has instead announced in its Integrated Defence Review its intention to increase the 
numbers to 280 warheads. While China also seems to be increasing the size of its nuclear arsenal. 

•    The Asia-Pacific region is becoming the arena for a new Cold War between major powers. New 
alignments and alliances have come up in the form of QUAD and AUKUS. The decision on part of the 
U.S. and the U.K. to transfer nuclear submarine technology to Australia will create new challenges 
to nuclear security in the wider region.
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Ambassador Ali Sarwar Naqvi, Executive Director CISS, welcomed the participants that included the 
distinguished members of the diplomatic corps in Islamabad as well the virtual participants from around 
the world. He underlined the imperatives of a ‘healthy debate’ on strategic issues despite the 
restrictions created by the pandemic. Ambassador Naqvi pointed out that the conference was originally 
scheduled to be held at London in partnership with the International Institute for Strategic Studies 
(IISS), London, but was re-organized at Islamabad. 

The Ambassador highlighted that nuclear weapons have gained salience in the prevailing uncertain 
global and regional strategic environment. Creation of the Quadrilateral Security Dialogue (QUAD) and 
the Australia-United Kingdom-United States (AUKUS) agreement, are consequential developments 
that will have a serious impact on the Asia-Pacific region. He also highlighted the negative consequences 
on strategic stability of the exceptional Nuclear Suppliers Group (NSG) waiver granted to India in 2008. 
Developments like the U.S. withdrawal from Afghanistan, the Sino-Indian military stand-off, a newly 
assertive Russia, and a rising China are the key drivers of the emerging multi-polar international order. 
The conference was convened in this backdrop to deliberate upon all these key issues from various 
vantage points. 

INAUGURAL 
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The keynote address was delivered by Lieutenant General (Retd) Khalid Ahmed Kidwai, former 
Director-General, Strategic Plans Division (SPD) and Advisor (Development), National Command 
Authority (NCA). He addressed four key interrelated issues, i.e.: strategic stability, nuclear security, and 
global and regional perspectives on these. 

Strategic Stability

General Kidwai picked up from his last keynote address at the IISS London two years ago and presented 
a brief survey of the important international and regional developments that took place between 2019-
20, particularly from the perspective of South Asian strategic stability. In this respect, he underlined 
three main points: First, Pakistan has assumed the responsibility to ensure that strategic stability in 
South Asia will not be disturbed to Pakistan’s disadvantage despite India’s consistent efforts to cause 
instability. In the past two years some of the more significant developments include the induction by 
India of Rafale nuclear-capable aircraft, the acquisition of the S-400 air-defence system, Predator 
drones, coupled with the unabated build-up of its nuclear triad, the nuclearization of the Indian Ocean, 
and raising the level of tensions in South Asia. Second, India’s botched air strike at Balakot in mainland 
Pakistan on 26th of February 2019, consequent to a false flag operation at Pulwama, was a reckless 
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strategy to gain domestic electoral advantage. Pakistan’s nuclear policy of Full Spectrum Deterrence 
had effectively prevented the conflict from escalating to the higher and more dangerous rungs of the 
escalation ladder. He made it clear that in case of any irresponsible military adventure by India in the 
future, Pakistan will respond with Quid Pro Quo Plus, as demonstrated successfully a day after the 
Balakot strike by India. Third, India’s transition from a vibrant secular democracy to a fascist autocracy 
led by an extremist religious ideology. As a result, the hardened extremist mindsets, and attitudes 
prevalent in India today, were impeding rational thinking and discouraging dialogue and diplomacy as 
instruments of peace and security. Instead, India had chosen to pursue ill-considered indirect military 
and intelligence-based strategies to deal with complex regional disputes.

Global Developments

General Kidwai lamented that while the world grappled with the Covid pandemic, there was no let-up in 
global and regional competitions and confrontations. In South Asia, strategic stability as well as national 
security of regional countries has remained under stress and the four key players in the region, namely 
the United States, China, India, and Pakistan have been striving to adapt their policies to safeguard their 
respective national interests. He asserted that although the November 2020 U.S. elections resulted in 
the change of guard in the White House, it did not bring any change in the American policy towards 
China. He characterized it as a C3 policy, which denotes, containment, competition and confrontation. 
In fact, a rising China had made this C3 policy of the U.S. and its allies even more vociferous generating 
far reaching global and strategic effects, including unfair pressure on countries to choose sides, in a 
manner somewhat reminiscent of the “you are either with us or against us” formulation of the George 
W. Bush Administration.

More recently, in the backdrop of this worrying global strategic environment, two significant 
developments have taken place. The first was a historic virtual meeting between Presidents Biden and 
Xi Jinping, which he hoped would help in reducing tensions resulting in a salutary effect on the global 
and regional stability and should therefore be welcomed. The second was the Chinese test of a 
hypersonic glide vehicle, (so called FORB—Fractional Orbital Bombardment System) mounted on a 
nuclear capable ballistic missile, which completed a partial orbit of the earth before re-entering the 
atmosphere and moving onto its target. This was an impressive display of China’s growing military 
technological prowess. However, it also produced abrupt reactions by some U.S. defence experts, 
terming it as a ‘Sputnik’ moment, which is indicative of the possibility of this hype leading to demands 
for greater budgetary allocations leading to a new arms race.

Regional Developments

While recounting the key developments at the regional level, General Kidwai referred to the lingering 
Kashmir dispute, the Sino-Indian military clashes in Ladakh in the summer of 2020 and the ensuing 
military standoff, and the Afghanistan situation in the aftermath of the hasty U.S. withdrawal. As far as 
the situation in Indian-Occupied Kashmir was concerned, the August 2019 revocation of Articles 370 and 
35-A of the Indian Constitution, accompanied by a harsh Indian military clamp down on the occupied 
population, had virtually turned the region into a massive prison. This is likely to have enduring politico-
military consequences. He stressed that China and Pakistan had condemned the unilateral Indian 
actions, which were unlikely to change the reality that the Kashmir dispute is the fundamental source of 
instability between Pakistan and India and is viewed internationally as a nuclear flashpoint. Consequent 
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to its declaration of Ladakh as a Union territory, India undertook ill-conceived steps of building roads 
and infrastructure in the disputed areas along the Line of Actual Control (LAC). The Chinese reaction was 
forceful and decisive and as a result India ended up losing 1000 square kilometers of territory without 
firing a bullet and subsequently demonstrated that it lacked resolve and was devoid of capability to 
restore the status quo ante.   

The relocation of Indian forces to its 3800-kilometer border with China along the LAC, over forbidding 
terrain and in testing weather conditions, would affect India’s capabilities on its Western borders with 
Pakistan, India’s rhetoric of its preparedness for a Two-Front War notwithstanding. However, India was 
likely to exploit the U.S. and its allies’ obsession with China to seek more military hardware from western 
suppliers. This would compel Pakistan to take necessary measures to maintain the strategic balance 
through a cost-effective and credible deterrent capability as it has done in the past. 

He stated that the recent developments in Afghanistan have eased the security threat on Pakistan’s 
Western borders by eliminating the presence of Indian intelligence personnel and bases which were 
being used to foment trouble in Pakistan over the past two decades. This has been a serious blow to 
India, which overnight lost both its presence as well as its investments in Afghanistan. However, in the 
wake of the chaotic U.S. withdrawal from Afghanistan, there has been a concerted effort to scapegoat 
Pakistan for the other’s failings. Also, in the aftermath of the rapid transition of power in Afghanistan 
and the failure of the international community to rise to the occasion to forestall a serious humanitarian 
crisis, Pakistan as a responsible state, and a neighbor, not only sent large quantities of food, medicines, 
and other relief goods, but has also allowed 50,000 metric tons of wheat and medicines from India to 
transit through Pakistan by road as a goodwill gesture.

Nuclear Security

Finally, he recalled the fundamental principle, that nuclear security is a national responsibility. He 
acknowledged the efforts of the international experts who planned and conducted the Nuclear Security 
Summits (2010-2016) and thanked them for making the world a safer place. He also reiterated that 
Pakistan follows the conclusions of these Summits in letter and spirit. He alluded to the growing threat 
of nuclear terrorism and even the fear of use of ‘dirty bombs’ post 9/11 that also acted as a catalyst for 
greater emphasis on enhancement of nuclear security the world over.

Pakistan, he stressed, takes its responsibilities and obligations related to nuclear security with the 
utmost seriousness, not only to address international concerns, but also in its own interest. Pakistan 
had established institutions such as the National Command Authority and its permanent secretariat – 
the Strategic Plans Division, prior to the commencement of the Nuclear Security Summit Process. The 
SPD acts as a one window institution for all matters nuclear in Pakistan including the security of men, 
material, and infrastructure. A comprehensive National Nuclear Security Plan was implemented across 
the country in quick time. Some key elements of this plan include robust physical security, raising of a 
variety of dedicated, well-trained, and well-equipped security and intelligence forces, Personnel 
Reliability Plan (PRP), Material Control and Accounting (MC&A), and the establishment of a state-of-
the-art training academy which has since been renamed as Pakistan Center of Excellence for Nuclear 
Security (PCENS). PCENS has been recognized by the IAEA as a regional training hub for nuclear security 
training. Pakistan also joined international nuclear security related regimes such as the amended 
protocol of the Convention on the Physical Protection of Nuclear Material (CPPNM). 
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Pakistan strongly believes that there is no upper limit to investment in nuclear security and that it is a 
continuing process and there must not be any complacency. He particularly mentioned that it was to 
Pakistan’s credit that despite the geographical spread of a numbers of nuclear facilities, not a single 
incident involving a nuclear security lapse had occurred in the country, especially during the most 
intense period of foreign sponsored terrorism in Pakistan between 2007 and 2014. This was a testament 
to Pakistan’s efforts in this regard and the fact that as a nuclear weapons power, it had secured its 
nuclear men, materials, and infrastructure according to the highest international standards. The overall 
security situation in the country had drastically improved, thanks to sustained successes in its own war 
on terror. Nuclear security, he stressed, is too serious a business to be used as a tool of political 
intimidation, point scoring or be subjected to ill-considered statements. In conclusion he advised those 
genuinely concerned about nuclear security, that they should look beyond Pakistan and into its 
immediate neighborhood, to curb future incidents of smuggling of nuclear materials.
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The discussion in this panel was centered on the following questions:
1-      In the dynamic security environment, what are the leading systemic level and regional challenges to 

strategic stability?
2-      What measures can nuclear powers take in building strategic stability and ameliorate nuclear risks?

The opening speaker expressed the view that it was unrealistic to always expect strategic stability 
everywhere. Balance of power among countries was in a constant state of flux, and while there was less 
strategic stability now than there had ever been, it did not mean that there was strategic instability at all 
levels. The U.S.-China competitive relationship was expected to have far-reaching consequences for 
global strategic stability. Despite deterioration in the China-U.S. relationship, their strategic intent and 
strategic capability favored stability, although they could already inflict unacceptable damage on each 
other. Therefore, neither country was likely to deliberately start a war against each other and surprise 
attack scenarios were also unlikely. But in the absence of bilateral crisis management mechanisms 
between the U.S. and China, the risk of inadvertent escalation was real. The U.S.-China strategic 
deterrent relationship was becoming less stable, primarily because of China’s development of 
advanced technologies in all domains to improve its relative position vis-a-vis the U.S.  Their growing 
strategic competition was making it difficult for several other countries to retain their strategic 
autonomy and to avoid joining either camp, and this was impeding cooperation among countries at the 
global and regional levels, as it was generating mutual insecurities. 

The second speaker explained four main processes which were interrelated, mutually dependent, and 
mutually influential, but at the same time, they were multidirectional, thus creating significant gaps in 
the global strategic stability architecture. First, the rapid development of military technologies was 
outpacing the development of doctrines and concepts. Sometimes, doctrines were unable to explain 
how these new technologies were likely to be used, creating ambiguities, and negatively impacting 
strategic stability at regional or global levels. While this was true for most technologies, most notably 
hypersonic systems, precision guided munitions, missile defenses, cyber warfare, and weaponization of 
space, would affect strategic stability in unpredictable ways. Second is the deterioration of traditional 
multilateral arms control. The bilateral arms control regime between Russia and the United States also 
has global implications. However, the future of agreements such as New START, that was extended 
earlier this year for another five years, as well as any other agreements, was unclear. These 
uncertainties have reduced chances of reaching any new multilateral arms control agreements that 
could somehow limit the growth of nuclear arsenals in other countries. This, in turn, would jeopardize 
the viability and functioning of the existing regimes such as the NPT. Third is the rising tensions in 
different regions of the world including between Russia and U.S, Russia and NATO, U.S. and China, India 
and China, and India and Pakistan.
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The growing interdependence between different regions was also impacting their strategic stability 
situations. The tendency of growing tensions was therefore unlikely to remain confined to particular 
regions and was likely to have broader international repercussions. These developments make it 
imperative for many countries to review their national approaches to strategic stability and resort 
mostly to unilateral actions and traditional power politics instead of discussions, cooperation, and 
mutual agreements, etc.

It is difficult to expect that one can achieve a breakthrough and curb those tendencies or to avoid them. 
First, the consultations on strategic stability between different countries should be continued and 
broadened. For example, Russia and the U.S. consultations on strategic stability. There is also an 
agreement on this kind of consultation between the U.S. and China. Such discussions can be very 
productive within the framework of organizations such as the Shanghai Cooperation Organization, 
which provides a good platform for interaction among politicians, diplomats, and experts at different 
levels.
 
The idea for a P5+2 dialogue has been recently proposed by some experts. However, it would be difficult 
to expect official level dialogue between the P5 countries and India and Pakistan, the two non-NPT 
nuclear armed states. Yet, expert level consultations and dialogue in this format was possible, which 
could commence with the discussion of the terms, definitions, and the development of a common 
language in the sphere of strategic stability, since there are different views on strategic stability and its 
meaning, what is transparency, what is crisis prevention, etc. Thus, experts can initiate dialogue at the 
lower level and later move to a kind of Track-II format, for which the ground needs to be prepared first 
through the development of a common language.

Second, a review of the existing mechanisms for crisis prevention can be carried out to determine how 
the existing mechanisms could be revived because some of them have been forgotten, while others are 
not universal. Perhaps, utilization of the experience and evaluating its possible application to a 
contemporary situation might be useful. Of course, this list can be extended further, but generally, this 
is the most realistic assessment of what nuclear weapon states and the expert community can and 
cannot do.

The third speaker argued that besides the challenges posed by emerging technologies, the growing 
geopolitical rivalry among the nuclear powers was placing new pressures on strategic stability, which 
mainly emanates from four aspects. First, the major powers such as China and Russia were developing 
more assured nuclear second-strike capabilities, which could lead to accelerated nuclear 
weaponization. Second, China feared that the U.S. could threaten nuclear escalation in a future 
conventional conflict. This was likely to force China to have some escalation management capabilities in 
addition to a simple and basic massive retaliation capability, which could also drive further advancement 
in other nuclear programs. 

Third, given their political rivalries, countries were relying less on cooperative measures to maintain 
strategic stability and more on unilateral measures. This implies that China and Russia would be less 
inclined to engage in diplomatic negotiations with the U.S. and would rather boost their own nuclear 
capabilities. Fourth, China’s reported drive for nuclear modernization is not aimed at becoming an equal 
peer of either U.S. or Russia but it is likely to become a near peer in the future. 

Moreover, China and Russia were engaged in ever increasing and close security cooperation and 
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conducting joint patrols and exercises. Any U.S. responses to the Sino-Russian security cooperation 
could pose new threats to global strategic stability. Therefore, the world was likely to see significant 
chain reactions among the nuclear weapon states. Obvious manifestations of these trends could be 
witnessed among the U.S.-Russia-China, U.S-North Korea-Russia and China-India-Pakistan equations. 

While the U.S. was developing low yield nuclear weapons to counter the perceived Russian escalate to 
de-escalate strategy, there was growing concern in China that the U.S. was deliberately developing 
warfighting capabilities and lowering the nuclear threshold, thereby triggering accelerated Chinese 
nuclear modernization. The second chain reaction was taking place in the Asia-Pacific, between the U.S., 
North Korea, and Russia. This was prompting nations like Japan to develop more capable missile 
defence systems to counter the perceived threat from North Korea. The third chain reaction was taking 
place in South Asia. For a long time, the China-India mutual deterrence relationship was decoupled in a 
sense that neither China nor India was very seriously concerned about the other’s nuclear threat. The 
situation is changing now due to the deterioration of political relations between China and India 
following the recent border clashes. 

Although all nuclear weapon states needed to make more explicit commitments to maintain strategic 
stability, China expects the U.S. to do it in the interest of the U.S.- China strategic relationship. Countries 
also need to recognize the linkage between strategic stability at the nuclear level and conventional level 
security concerns. The reason for the U.S. reluctance to explicitly commit to bilateral strategic stability 
and restraint with China was due to opposition from American allies like Japan, as they feared it could 
encourage Chinese conventional military aggressiveness in the Asia-Pacific region. 

The last speaker of this panel elaborated on the ensuing Sino-U.S. competition and contestation due to 
the mistrust between the two countries was impacting the entire world. South Asia, in particular, had to 
grapple with these ripple effects as the region sat at the center of China’s most important connectivity 
project—the Belt and Road Initiative. The renewed Russian desire for a greater role in the global and 
especially the European politics is not only challenging the U.S. pre-eminence in the world but is also 
serving as a catalyst for the great power rivalry. 

These dynamics, coupled with emerging regional alignments, are producing profound consequences. 
First, strategic rivalries between China and the U.S. on the one hand and Russia and the U.S. on the other 
have resulted in declining emphasis on arms control, increasing salience of nuclear weapons in national 
security policies and the induction of new technologies (hypersonic glide vehicles, ASAT, proliferation 
of sea-based platforms, MIRVs, AI enabled space and cyber space platforms). Apart from these global 
contestations, there is the rise of Hindutva forces in our Eastern neighborhood. These forces have 
turned India into an electoral autocracy which is inclined to use force recklessly for political and electoral 
purposes. 

The west is actively aiding India to bolster its conventional weapons capabilities which is resulting in 
destabilization of conventional balance as well as strategic stability in the region. Consequently, the 
misplaced sense of superiority has emboldened India to engage in riskier and reckless actions like the 
ones in February and August of 2019. Such misadventures and force posture developments are shaping 
the doctrines that rely on pre-emptive counterforce targeting. The west’s betting on India to counter 
China is a mistake. Despite the Doklam and Ladakh hiccups, China and India have considerable mutual 
dependence, which is evident from the fact that the trade volume between China and India this year 
stood at USD 102.29 billion which constitutes 15.8% of total Indian trade. 
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The security situation in Pakistan is much improved with virtually low to no threat to cities or any security 
or nuclear installations. Due to the conventional and nuclear modernization efforts by the U.S., Russia 
and China, global strategic arms race is discernible bringing global strategic stability architecture under 
stress. There is a concern that South Asia may not become a blind spot for the major powers. The non-
proliferation regime and multiple export control regimes have become political cartels of 
exceptionalism which is being employed as a policy. The case in point being the Indo-U.S. nuclear deal 
leading to an NSG waiver for India in 2008. 

Some of the suggested measures to maintain strategic stability include:
a.       A need for dialogue and understanding of each other’s perceptions.
b.    Need for global powers to recognize the risk of altering conventional and strategic balance in the 

South Asian region.
c.     Need to adopt a balanced approach towards the region so that it does not slip towards 

destabilization.
d.      The region must also not be viewed through either an Indian or an Afghanistan prism.
e.      A criteria-based approach should be adopted as far as global export control regimes are concerned 

to promote a fair competition instead of confrontation.
f.       Global players should also play a role in resolution of disputes rather than just managing them.

The threat assessments are based on capabilities not on intentions and therefore the strategic direction 
and focus of the adversary cannot be determined only on the basis of intentions, while there are 
feverish efforts to increase conventional, dual use, as well as strategic weapons capabilities in our 
neighborhood.

Questions and Answers

Question for speaker 1: At the end of June 2021, President Biden and President Putin agreed during their 
meeting in Geneva that nuclear war cannot be won and must not be fought. But recently, some 
disturbing statements surfaced, as reported by CNN, that the White House had been considering a 
nuclear option against Russia. While it is known that Russia has slightly more nuclear warheads than the 
U.S., this question is in the context of Russia-Ukraine tensions, these developments are taking place 
against the backdrop of a crumbling global arms control and disarmament architecture. The INF Treaty 
is no more, and the Open Skies Treaty has also collapsed. So, is the world moving towards Armageddon? 
Or are these worrying developments at the global level going to push the doomsday clock to midnight in 
the near future?

Answer: One of the sub themes of the first presentation, was the question of the salience of nuclear 
weapons in nuclear weapon states’ doctrines, and overall postures. Even as the stockpile of nuclear 
weapons is slowly rising, albeit from a lower level, compared to the later stages of the Cold War. 
However, the salience of nuclear weapons becoming greater in doctrines cannot be determined now. 
With respect to the U.S. posture, policy, and doctrine, the U.S. Nuclear Posture Review is due early next 
year, and only once it is published, any changes to it can be known. However, no responsible nuclear 
weapon state takes statements, or indeed statements about the use, or the hypothesis of use of nuclear 
weapons, lightly.
 
Question for the speaker 1: British nuclear deterrence was primarily developed against Moscow. Now 
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the U.K. is shifting its posture towards the Asia-Pacific and becoming part of AUKUS. Is the British 
deterrence credible against new responsibilities as part of alliances with the U.S.? And is there still 
confidence among the U.K. experts in the U.S. commitment towards the security of Western Europe 
now that the U.S. posture is shifting primarily towards the Asia Pacific?

Answer: The United Kingdom has laid a vision for its role in the world in the Integrated Review 
Document, which was made public last spring. This was accompanied by a secondary document on 
military intent and in both cases, a very clear plan was revealed to reposition the country in a manner 
which will give it influence on several important issues, over the next decades. This is something that 
depends on capability and the intent to balance out priorities has been stated in that document and 
policy does evolve beyond static documents and in that context, AUKUS is a major development, which 
is of a nature, which could really bolster the U.K. stance in the Indo-Pacific. The interpretation of what it 
may mean in terms of allocation of resources and prioritization more generally, remains to be seen. It is 
also very context dependent. As the SIS chief outlined at the IISS last week, Russia poses a particular 
challenge to the U.K, and that challenge is being addressed there is no contradiction between the focus 
on Russia and the closer focus now on China.

Question to the panel: Regarding the proliferation potential of nuclear latency in civilian nuclear 
programs, particularly in East Asia, given that it is regarded as one of the major proliferation challenges 
in the near future, why is India's civilian nuclear program outside safeguards, and the massive stockpiles 
of weapons-usable fissile materials that it is accumulating not the focus of non-proliferation debate and 
discussion, especially in academic studies in the West?

Answer: It is an important question. Of course, fissile material is one of the pillars upon which debates 
about nuclear weapons capability, threats, and perception rests. These are closely guarded secrets in 
many countries. There was an effort back in the 1990s between Russia and the U.S. to manage stocks in a 
way which would make them safer for everyone. The interest in global fissile material stocks is real in 
several governments, including Western ones. It is another thing for that interest to be described in any 
detail publicly.

Question for speaker 1: Emerging technologies are widely regarded as disruptive. What are some of the 
ways in which certain emerging technologies can help maintain or restore strategic stability?

Answer: This question also came up during discussions in the CISS-IISS dialogue in London in 2020. 
Technological change besides being unavoidable and something which strategic planners must 
contend with, can be a stabilizing factor for international relations i) If it bolsters deterrence. It should 
be remembered that and there is plenty of historical precedent for that, ii) But it can also bring about 
arms control. If not, the favor and flavor of the day certainly within the regional context could be more 
palatable to some than others. And then it can include limitations, reductions, akin to the pioneering 
talks conducted between the U.S. and Russia in the late 1970s, and 1980s and even beyond. So, there's 
plenty of evidence that emerging technology can, in the long term, lead to stability and to a reduction of 
arsenals. But, in the immediate instance, it does tend to fuel uncertainty and encourage arms racing, 
provided, countries have the means to follow suit, and there's usually a cap beyond which countries will 
agree not to go simply for economic expedient reasons. That argument is particularly valid in the case of 
South Asia, and India and Pakistan in particular.

Question for speaker 2: While the perspective of Russia is in conflict and very divergent from the West 
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and the United States of America, so how do you reconcile this statement you made that you generally 
agree with [the first speaker]?

Answer: The general conclusions concerning the processes which undermine strategic stability, mainly 
development of technologies and rise of tensions which affect not only the regional stability but have a 
broader effect, like Russia-U.S. relations, have international and global implications and that was a 
general assumption that was stated earlier.

Question for speaker 2: Assuming the U.S. accepts Russia as a compatible power and concedes space, 
will this result in harmonious relations and distance Russia from China? What the U.S. and Russia desire 
from one another?

Answer: The situation described in the question is extremely hypothetical. Even in the 1990s, when it 
seemed that the rivalry between Russia and the U.S. was almost over in the sphere of mutual nuclear 
deterrence, both countries regarded each other as partners, but at the same time, were creating their 
nuclear doctrines to deter each other anyway. That scenario will not change so dramatically that Russia 
and the U.S. will be real partners. Secondly, Russia and China are neighbors, and it is definitely important 
for Russia to keep good, stable and friendly relations with China under any circumstances. They have a 
long border, and a very complicated history of relations previously. The geographical position and 
geopolitical considerations would always determine Russia's wish to side with any country that would 
oppose China if Russian interests are not involved directly, and preserve positive and friendly relations 
with China.

Question for speaker 2: Is the United States' discriminatory and biased approach making Pakistan 
vulnerable to Indian hegemonic ambitions? How do you see the Russian approach towards Strategic 
Stability in South Asia?

Answer: Russia is trying hard to be impartial in this conflict and trying not to be involved in opposition to 
any side. When Russia stresses the significance of dialogue, negotiations, consultations, and so on, 
stressing the significance of the Shanghai Cooperation Organization, this way, Russia is trying to be 
really impartial and facilitate the process, not to be involved because the situation is very complicated in 
the context and Russia still has a number of problems to resolve and it is not in Russian interest to have 
some additional problems. Impartiality and conciliation are two principles that Russia tries to apply to 
this situation. Now, the main problem is how to make development of new technologies less 
destabilizing or to avoid destabilization of situations in different regions and globally. And this is 
possible, if there will be a greater transparency in the approaches to development of these technologies 
and in the concepts of how these technologies can be used, and maybe some dialogue concerning the 
use of these technologies to avoid misperceptions which is a serious threat today. Prevention of 
destabilization is important, but technological development, cannot be avoided, but a dialogue can be 
initiated on how to make it less destabilizing, which is absolutely necessary.

Question for speaker 3: How come Indian politicians say they would not rule out the possibility of first 
use and how come the world is quiet?

Answer: From Chinese perspective, China wants to develop some positive leverage in India’s strategic 
thinking. China wants to be able to persuade India towards more positive and responsible policymaking. 
China also wants to act as a mediator between India and Pakistan. In a serious conventional conflict 
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leading to nuclear threshold, China could step in and use its leverage to cool down the temperature.

Question for speaker 3 and 4: The ongoing low in Indo-Pak relations has not affected Strategic Stability 
of South Asia. Is this assumption misplaced?

Answer by speaker 3: In general, China grows increasingly anxious about the India-Pakistan rivalry and 
its implications on strategic stability in South Asia. China is more worried today than before. It could lead 
to dangerous arms conflict. But I haven’t seen any detailed discussion about what should be done or 
what China could do in this matter. 

Answer by speaker 4: This assumption is not misplaced. The operationalization of SSBNs and Indian 
leadership statements virtually threatening Pakistan has affected regional strategic stability. Indian 
brandishing of nuclear weapons must be condemned by the world. 
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This panel focused its discussion on the following questions:

•       What are some of the critical challenges impacting peace and stability in South Asia?
•       How shall the U.S. withdrawal from Afghanistan impact regional security in the long run?
•       What part Russia and China play in stabilizing the region?
•       What are the geo-political implications of U.S.-China engagement in South Asia?

Opening Remarks by the Chair

        In his opening remarks, the Chair made a number of important points, which are summarized as 
under: 

  
•     South Asia today is perhaps the most dangerous place on earth, as there are three nuclear powers 

that share borders and one of them (India) has territorial disputes and history of animosity and war 
with the other two (Pakistan and China). It is therefore a huge challenge to maintain peace and 
security in this very difficult region.

•    The impact of the current geopolitical dynamics at the global level has further intensified 
confrontation and competition between the main players in South Asia.

•    The most important challenge for Pakistan is the relationship with India, given the legacy of 
unresolved disputes over many decades. The relative stability at the strategic level achieved in 1998 
after the nuclear tests by both India and Pakistan has been undermined by India’s resort to the Cold 
Start Doctrine to fight a limited conventional war despite the existence of nuclear deterrence.

•     The stability has also been impacted by the Indo-U.S. strategic partnership starting with the nuclear 
cooperation agreement and Nuclear Suppliers Group waiver. Pakistan, therefore, was left with no 
option but to take, “responsive measures in order to ensure its security and this has been termed 
as Full-Spectrum Deterrence.”

•      Due to the intensification of rivalry between the U.S. and China in recent years, the U.S. has turned 
to India as a ‘Net Security Provider’, included it as a partner in the Quadrilateral alliance in the 
“Indo-Pacific” region and beyond and strengthened Indo-U.S. strategic cooperation with four 
foundational agreements for high-tech and military cooperation.

•       The enhancement of India’s strategic and conventional capabilities has correspondingly increased 
its belligerence towards Pakistan and China, especially under the current Hindu fascist regime of 
Prime Minister Modi. Indian aggression against Pakistan in February 2019 and attempts to change 
the status of Occupied Jammu and Kashmir as well as the confrontation between India and China 
are the recent examples of such belligerence.

•    Some Indian experts are advocating what is termed as a ‘splendid disarming first strike’ against 
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Pakistan, apparently unmindful of Pakistan’s second-strike capability. 
•     The differences between the U.S. on the one hand and China and Russia on the other have brought 

Beijing and Moscow closer, creating a geopolitical dilemma for India, because of India’s traditional 
relationship with Russia. Additionally, according to a well-known Indian journalist Pravin Sawhney, 
due to Russia’s strong opposition to the U.S. Indo-Pacific strategy, Russia is not inclined to help 
India in its disputes with China.
•      In a geopolitical sense, India is now confronted with a two-front situation, on the Line of 
Control with Pakistan and the Line of Actual Control with China. India’s establishment has talked 
about fighting a two-and-half front war against China, Pakistan, and the Kashmiris. But they have 
not been able to successfully fight even half a war against the Kashmiris. India, therefore, is in a very 
difficult strategic situation. 

•     Changing Pakistan-U.S. relations also have had an impact on this region. Washington turns towards 
Islamabad only when it has suited its strategic interests to do so. The U.S. policy of building up 
India’s military capabilities threatens Pakistan’s security and U.S. discrimination against Pakistan’s 
nuclear program adversely impacts the security situation in South Asia.

•     The U.S. also has an issue with the China-Pakistan Economic Corridor (CPEC) due to its competition 
with China. 

•    Taliban’s return to power in Kabul has added further complications to the relationship between 
Pakistan and the U.S, particularly because Washington has sought to blame Pakistan for its debacle 
in Afghanistan. We have common concerns about the situation in Afghanistan relating to the 
humanitarian crisis, threat of return of terrorism from IS-K, drug trafficking and the problem of 
refugees. 

•    In order to stabilize the region, all countries and all stakeholders have an opportunity to come 
together. A starting point could be Afghanistan, where we could avert a humanitarian crisis, 
overcome the threat of terrorism and eradicate drug trafficking. A stable Afghanistan can also 
open up avenues for regional cooperation, connectivity and integration. In this Pakistan, China, 
Iran, and the Central Asian States are already on the same page. There is no reason why the U.S. and 
India can also not become partners in such an endeavor.

The first speaker who participated virtually in the conference discussed the regional security dynamics 
by focusing on the humanitarian crisis in Afghanistan, COVID-19, climate change and cyber security. He 
also explained global power dynamics and shed light on the nuclear confrontation between Pakistan 
and India, and a possible extra-regional impact on the equation. He observed that the state security 
advisors and defence ministries tend to focus on threats posed by uniformed adversaries and the non-
state actors perpetrating acts of violence. It was essential to establish defence and deterrence, given 
the traditional security threats such as tank invasion, terrorist atrocities, attacks on significant targets in 
air and at sea, and ultimately the potential of nuclear war. In relation to Afghanistan’s security, a 
humanitarian crisis was unfolding and deepening because of famine and the worst drought in thirty-five 
years, which may cause deaths and migration, especially towards Iran. He called for the international 
community to be allowed to ease the suffering in Afghanistan. There were approximately eight to nine 
thousand non-Taliban terrorists in Afghanistan, which needed to be managed or suppressed. These 
terrorists may perpetrate varied threat scenarios for Afghanistan or for its close neighbors such as 
Pakistan, India, Central Asia, and China. He added that “the U.S. has threatened over-the-horizon 
intervention in the event of international terrorism emanating from Afghanistan.”
 
He also spoke on the non-conventional security challenges mainly COVID-19 pandemic and climate 
change. Rising sea levels and the changing pattern of monsoons were likely to have consequences for 
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agriculture in Bangladesh and melting of glaciers could trigger contentious issues between India and 
Pakistan, as both shared water under the Indus Water Treaty. Hence, cooperative solutions were 
required at the regional level, particularly on water scarcity and intense heatwaves existing at the global 
level. Moreover, the cyber security was critical for the “well-being of the state.” The primary concerns in 
the context of cyber security have been related to financial security, protection against criminal 
hacking, and the theft of intellectual property. He blamed Russia for sowing “dissensions and 
capitalizing on divisions within Western countries through social media, particularly in periods of 
election or when the international tensions are rising.”
The danger of nuclear confrontation between India and Pakistan was unacceptably high and could lead 
to regional and global catastrophe. However, the “benign” outcome of the Pulwama-Balakot incident 
of 2019 was a sign of maturity and effective crisis management machinery of the two neighbors. China’s 
Inter-Continental Ballistic Missile (ICBM) silos building program implied a significant increase in its 
nuclear warhead stockpiles. Its implications for India had not yet been fully digested, “nor indeed for 
China’s NFU (No First Use Policy) in particular.” In conclusion, he added that the “precarious regional 
stability that exists now could have been given an unhelpful knock by a ‘third party’,” while 
underscoring that “Regional dynamics are not reassuring for those who seek predictability and 
enduring stability.”

The second speaker also participated virtually. He focused on Afghanistan and the critical challenges 
that impact peace and stability in South Asia. He observed that regional and global powers look at the 
Taliban regime through the prism of its radical ideology and the world had concerns about the 
expansion of the ‘Jihadi’ threat in the region because of the imminent collapse of the Afghan economy 
due to international sanctions on the Taliban. Further, no state was ready to believe Taliban’s 
assurances of pursuing a new ‘moderate course.’ He highlighted the Taliban’s inability to form an 
inclusive government, the recent problems on the Afghanistan-Tajikistan border and the worsening 
humanitarian situation in Afghanistan.

While the involvement of Russia and China along with Pakistan in the peace restoration process through 
direct negotiations with the Taliban was notable, yet a dilemma resulted from contradictions between 
diplomatic steps to recognize the Taliban government globally. For instance, Russia continues to 
designate the Taliban as a terrorist group and many Taliban leaders remain listed by the United Nations 
on its terrorists list. The rapid U.S. withdrawal and the subsequent failure of the previous Afghan 
government evoked complex questions about the possible ways to address the current situation. It 
remained to be seen whether China and Russia could circumvent the United Nations’ sanctions to 
resume economic relations or even to send humanitarian support to Afghanistan. 

He added that the U.S. was concerned about China becoming the largest beneficiary of peace in 
Afghanistan. The CPEC could be finally implemented as the “flagship project of BRI,” if there was peace 
in Afghanistan. At the same time, China was also aware of the possible risks associated with increased 
investments in Afghanistan. However, to improve the situation in Afghanistan, technical support for 
reconstruction should be provided by China. Furthermore, as Washington would likely confront further 
Chinese geo-economic expansion in the region including negotiations in the UN Security Council about 
the status of the Taliban, the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO) remains an important forum for 
such negotiations. 

The speaker underscored that, India’s exclusion from the Troika Plus is because it was not ready to 
cooperate directly with the Taliban and that it ought to change its attitude towards the restoration of 
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peace in Afghanistan. India worries about the spillover of Afghan instability into the disputed territory 
of Kashmir which constitutes a long-standing dispute between India and Pakistan. He also pointed out 
that the recent skirmishes between China and India were also largely caused by the issue of control over 
Kashmir. 

The third speaker delivered her talk on ‘Regional Security Dynamics of South Asia: Opportunities and 
Challenges.’ She noted that progress in South Asia was hindered by the Indian refusal to engage in 
bilateral talks with Pakistan and participation in regional initiatives such as the Belt and Road Initiative. 
Countries such as Russia, China, and the United States, notwithstanding their mutual competition and 
differences, do cooperate on matters of common interest. However, the core challenge in South Asia 
was India’s rejection of a strategic dialogue with Pakistan. South Asia remained under the burden of 
great power rivalries and a revisionist state’s effort to alter the regional and global order. Examples 
included India’s unilateral actions in the Occupied Kashmir, seeking Washington’s support for being the 
‘Net Security Provider’ in the Indian Ocean region, hybrid warfare against Pakistan through subversion, 
fomenting terrorism and seeking concessions from the West, using the “China Card” to amass weapons 
and technology, all of which was adversely impacting the regional security environment.

She also highlighted India’s internal dynamics, mainly the ‘Modi-Doval-Amit Shah’ troika and its 
inclination towards nuclear saber-rattling, seemingly oblivious of the risks involved. The United States 
should, therefore, play a responsible role as a third-party actor and assist in dispute resolution, 
especially, since India had transformed from a liberal state into a repressive Hindutva autocracy under 
Modi. She cited the example of the February 2019, Balakot incident where India’s irresponsible behavior 
and warmongering pushed South Asia to the brink of a nuclear conflict. She also noted that it was 
Pakistan’s swift and strong Quid-Pro-Quo Plus response that de-escalated the situation and restored 
stability.

Finally, the speaker commented on the evolving situation in Afghanistan and how it had adversely 
impacted the U.S.-Pakistan relations. She pointed out that the U.S. media outlets have falsely held 
Pakistan responsible for the debacle in Afghanistan. She concluded that the U.S. and Pakistan should 
collaborate in dealing with the brewing humanitarian crisis in Afghanistan and manage refugee 
outflows from Afghanistan.

Questions and Answers

Question for speaker 1: You still call the Taliban as ‘Terrorists’. Now if that’s the approach that the West is 
going to keep, Taliban will, in your eyes, always look like bad guys and you will never think of 
rehabilitating them. I would like to draw your attention to Northern Ireland, where the terrorists of 
yesterday became patriotic Great Britain citizens. Why can’t you change your mindset? What they were 
doing was basically trying to overthrow the invading hordes yoked around their necks. Is there any 
chance that the west will start thinking of them as ‘freedom fighters’ who didn’t want Afghanistan to be 
occupied and ruled by invaders or you will keep calling them terrorists? 

Answer: I didn’t speak for Britain or indeed for the west, and what I said was that Afghanistan is ruled by 
a regime whose leaders may still be designated as terrorists and my Russian colleague said the same 
thing. They are on terrorist lists either national or the United Nations’ list. There will be some 
accommodation in due course. Will that mean recognition or not remains to be seen, but it’s not 
something that will happen overnight. Quoting my Russian colleague, it would depend upon how the 
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Taliban behave. They talked about an inclusive government, but inclusive government seems to involve 
having a Taliban member of the Hazara ethnicity. They didn’t assume power by consensus, they arrived 
by violence. Now, they are the regime in power, and there is recognition around the world that people 
need to talk to them, and indeed, there is considerable dialogue. It is remarkable that there have been so 
many envoys and representatives who have engaged with the Taliban mainly for humanitarian reasons. 

Question for speaker 1: I appreciate your deep concern for the humanitarian situation in Afghanistan 
and for adding the humanitarian aspect of security to the topic of regional security. I noticed that you 
pointed out an isolated incident that happened in Sialkot. But I will appreciate your valuable thoughts 
regarding the situation that Indian Illegally Occupied Jammu and Kashmir (IIOJK) is facing, and also 
what the minorities face in India. And secondly can you suggest the tangible and substantive measures 
which British government can consider in order to play its role in addressing the humanitarian situation 
in Afghanistan? 
Answer: The problem with humanitarian response is about two things. One is about access to various 
people who need humanitarian support the most and for that we need access to the country. It also 
requires the means to deliver it. The question is whether it will be routed through the central authority 
of the Taliban in Kabul, or can it be delivered directly, either by humanitarian organizations or the UN like 
World Food Program, United Nations Development Program (UNDP) or United Nations High 
Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR), which may be the best solution. But there are legal limitations on 
what is sensible to do directly with the Taliban regime. As for the wider humanitarian concerns whether 
they be in India or in Kashmir, I am not going to address these because these are the longest standing 
and the most intractable sort. 

Comment for speaker 1: You know, this is something that evokes a certain comment rather than a 
question that the West has to realize that they have to look at the Taliban differently from what they do 
at the moment and that is because the entire edifice built by the Bonn Conference of 2002 in regard to 
Afghanistan has come crashing down and nobody realizes the severity of this calamity that has hit the 
Afghan people. We will not discuss the Taliban ideology or thinking or mindset, but they are the people 
in power now and they entered all the major cities without a battle for Kabul or battle for Kandahar or 
battle for Herat. They were accepted and the people rose up in their support. They have come to power 
by the old regime was inefficient, governed badly, was corrupt and absolutely useless to the society in 
Afghanistan. The international community has to look at it. And yes, you are right that UN should step in. 
But the whole thing of dismissing the Taliban as a bunch of terrorists not to be dealt with, I think, is very 
short-sighted and will not result in anything good. 

Answer: The calamity is indeed severe. I do contest the notion that the people rose up to welcome the 
Taliban. I still remember scenes at Kabul Airport of tens of thousands of people fleeing the Taliban and I 
don’t think we should forget that. I know that Pakistan actually played a very helpful role in securing 
some of the exits and the gateways in particular. There is a recognition that the Taliban are now in 
charge. But there are still memories of how the Taliban behaved from 1996 to 2001. They may have 
adjusted some of their policies, but it doesn’t make them attractive partners. There are two processes 
that are going on in parallel; One is to try to alleviate the humanitarian calamity directly through the U.N. 
and N.G.Os, and the other is what kind of accommodation can be made with the regime and the latter is 
going to take longer and the former, humanitarian calamity, needs to be addressed very rapidly right 
now. 
   
Comment by the Session Chair: The kind of Taliban takeover of Afghanistan did not result in a civil war 
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that was being expected and that in most places the Taliban actually took over cities and areas which 
were surrendered by the government troops. As for people crowding at the Kabul Airport, I would think 
that if the West decided to open its doors for unconditional entry to anybody from any developing 
country, that would be the scene that you would see in most developing countries. So, I think that it is 
not just about Afghanistan.   

Question for speaker 3: How do you propose the U.S. or other such countries as the U.K., or China to play 
a role in the next possible Indo-Pakistan crisis, given the acts of omission you otherwise perceive?

Answer: Well, I think that they should not be waiting for another crisis to happen and well before that all 
disputes and particularly the Kashmir dispute needs their attention for its resolution. I think that they 
can play a useful role in that regard. So far, the empirical evidence tells us that it’s all about the strategic 
partnership of the United States with India and it appears to be more like hacking at the leaves and not 
taking care of the roots. The United States and the United Kingdom can play very active and effective 
role in this regard.
 
Question for speaker 2: Do you agree with the Chair’s comment that all stakeholders want stability in 
Afghanistan and how can the U.S. play a positive role in addressing the instability in the wake of its pull 
out from Afghanistan and can the recognition of Taliban government with whom the U.S. negotiated its 
withdrawal in the first place and release of frozen Afghan assets be of any help? 

Answer: The U.S. is seeking a way to resolve the crisis but on its own terms if it is possible. There will be a 
period of bargaining till the situation deteriorates badly and in general, I am not sure about much 
interest from Washington towards resolving the situation. I do not think that this role of a positive 
peacemaker could correspond to the actual interest of the United States because all the problems 
which exist in this particular region are being viewed as the problems of the regional states and not of 
the United States.

Question for speaker 1: During your presentation you had mentioned that U.S. may use its over-the-
horizon targeting capabilities to target terrorists in Afghanistan and other countries. I wanted the 
clarification by other countries what do you mean, does it include Pakistan as well?

Answer: I don’t think I said, “and other countries”. The U.S. has threatened over-the-horizon 
intervention for the case where an international terrorist attack is mounted from Afghan territory that 
seems to me to be what they have said publicly. There hasn’t been any explanation about how they 
would do that and there has been a lot of commentary to the effect that mounting an over-the-horizon 
riposte or response will be very difficult if you are not on the ground or even in the region. I think it is a big 
question for others also who may not have done any agreement with the Taliban in Doha but there is just 
as much interest in Russia and indeed in China for example, let alone Pakistan and India, to ensure that 
there are no terrorist attacks being planned and mounted out of Afghanistan. My concern is that if the 
Taliban regime can’t control the territory and suppress the other terrorist organizations, whether it is 
the IS-K or is TTP, or is ETIM, there is a danger of some kind of response. How organized, how accurate, 
how effective, I have no idea but it’s not a very attractive proposition in terms of stability and the 
prospect for a peaceful and stable Afghanistan.
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The third panel deliberated on Global Nuclear Security Architecture addressing the following questions:

•      How confident are you about the efficacy of existing international practices/ norms/ institutions 
etc. to ensure security of nuclear and other radiological materials? 

•       How do you analyse/ view the evolving challenges for nuclear security at global and regional levels? 
•    What measures/ national apparatus do states need to adopt to tackle the emerging challenges to 

nuclear security?

Remarks by the Session Chair

The chair in her remarks made the following points:

•     Over the last two decades, the progress achieved in enhancing the security of nuclear materials and 
facilities around the world was much more than other arms control related areas, particularly in the 
wake of the 9/11 events. This was coupled with the expansion in the scope of the CPPNM, the 
conclusion and entry into force of the Convention against nuclear terrorism and the adoption by 
the UN Security Council of Resolution 1540.

•     These achievements were supplemented by the Nuclear Security Summit (NSS) Process between 
2010 and 2016, in which Pakistan played an active and constructive role. These Summits brought 
forth the concept that nuclear security is a national responsibility, which needs to be universally 
upheld and implemented in letter and spirit. 

•     The IAEA with its almost universal membership was the most appropriate forum to promote the 
norms of nuclear security, and Pakistan was actively involved in the work done in collaboration 
with the Agency. Similarly, the UN today as the repository of International Convention on 
Suppression of Nuclear Terrorism (ICSANT) and custodian of UNSCR 1540, has an enhanced role in 
the domain of nuclear security. 

•   Taken together this mix of a normative and institutional framework provides confidence in the 
adequacy and efficiency of the present international nuclear security system. 

•   Pakistan has come a long way during the last two decades. A series of legislative, regulatory, 
administrative, and operational measures have been put in place to comprehensively cover the 
entire spectrum of nuclear security requirements. Pakistan’s continuous improvements in the 
nuclear security architecture in line with IAEA guidelines have been internationally appreciated. 
Pakistan remains committed to respond to the evolving nature of the challenges in this field. 

•      The recently reported lapses in the security of nuclear materials and radioactive sources in the 
region underscore the need for the world to keep track of such incidents. 

THE GLOBAL NUCLEAR SECURITY ARCHITECTURE 

REGIONAL TRENDS, CHALLENGES 

AND THE WAY FORWARD3
SESSION



•      The threats emanating from emerging technologies such as cyber etc. also require greater 
attention at the global level. Despite all the efforts recounted above, the risk has not entirely 
subsided and ensuring nuclear security is as crucial as ever.
The first speaker made a virtual presentation and opened his remarks quoting the IAEA Director 
General, Raphael Grossi, that: “the era of heroic nuclear security is now over” as the NSS process 
had ended; partly because the IAEA wanted its portfolio back and partly because there was a 
backlash from several countries insisting that nuclear security was a national responsibility. The 
nuclear landscape has changed since the end of the NSS process in the Spring of 2016. In this regard, 
four changes are worth noting:

•     First, the war on terror in the wake of the U.S. withdrawal from Afghanistan was now a routine focus 
than a high priority. This was also reflected in the 2020 presidential election debates, when nuclear 
terrorism received less importance than it did in previous presidential campaigns in 2012 and 2016. 

•     Secondly, the recharged qualitative and quantitative nuclear arms race among the U.S., Russia, and 
China had taken center-stage in great power competition amid a receding arms control regime, as 
China had replaced the Soviet Union as America’s top military concern. 

•       Thirdly, nuclear energy is again becoming popular in addressing climate change and; 
•     Fourthly, the growing geopolitical competition in the development and future international market 

share for small modular and advanced reactors. 

Though, nuclear security was a national obligation, the IAEA is re-emerging as the dominant 
international institution focused on nuclear security, but the CPPNM does not have high level presence 
as existed under the Nuclear Security Summits. Therefore, a more “business as usual” approach to 
nuclear security was expected at the international level, while at the national level each nation would 
have to remain vigilant. The current global focus on fissile materials and superpower nuclear 
competition was based on projections of China’s anticipated expansion of its nuclear arsenal, yet the 
chances of including China in a future FMCT were slim. In respect of the next generation reactors i.e., 
Small Modular Reactors (SMRs) and Fast Breeder Reactors, the associated uranium enrichment, 
plutonium reprocessing, and proliferation would present new safeguards and security challenges, thus 
requiring adaptations of the existing IAEA security and safeguards processes. The risks at the national 
and international levels, primarily fissile materials, advanced reactors, and safeguards were challenges 
for all nations to work together to ensure high standards of nuclear security for the future.

He elaborated that the companies behind these advanced technologies in the West, not necessarily in 
Russia or China but in the OECD countries, clearly do not want to be part of the proliferation problem. In 
fact, the Terra Power, which is a nuclear reactor company, has made clear that they do not intend to use 
plutonium fuel and they do not intend to reprocess the fuel, but this may not be the case if the export is 
from Russia or China. There are also safeguards issues associated with Fast Breeder Reactors. Related 
to this is the competition over market share and export of these technologies. Moreover, traditionally 
the country that controls the international commercial nuclear market has the most influence over the 
governance structure. The next generation of advanced reactors will likely be exported to developing 
economy nations and almost all of those are newcomers to nuclear energy. These nations are impatient 
for energy as their economies and populations grow and their urbanization increases, so there is real 
upward swelling of need for nuclear energy which is a clean energy. Some of these countries have 
indicated that they are not willing to wait for ten to twenty years to prepare themselves in sync with the 
IAEA Milestones process. So how will those nations be prepared for the secure operation of these 
technologies and to what standards, will be an issue of national control.
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The second speaker also virtually participated in the discussion. He remarked that, all nuclear nations, 
starting with the United States, took at least two decades in their nuclear acquisition process, before 
taking nuclear security and command and control seriously. This was true for the U.S. as much as for 
Pakistan and the Strategic Plans Division and the Inter-Services Intelligence were best equipped to deal 
with internal and external threats to nuclear security in Pakistan. He flagged the critical importance of 
Personnel Reliability Programs in nuclear weapon states in dealing with insider threats and recounted 
some examples of security lapses in the U.S. While there was talk of nuclear security lapses in the United 
States, in India some retired Lieutenant Colonels and others had been involved in Hindu extremist 
organizations and found to be engaged in violent activities. He added that, addressing nuclear security 
challenges in an effective and timely manner was a continuous process and one could never afford to 
become complacent. This was the price of safe stewardship of nuclear weapons complexes. 

As Kenneth Waltz has said: “we should be more fearful of old nuclear countries and less fearful of recent 
ones” due to the fact that the old nuclear states have far more extensive arsenals to protect compared 
with new nuclear states’ much smaller nuclear inventory. He contended that, the older nuclear states 
have struggled repeatedly with major political crises since they have had nuclear weapons i.e., several 
instances can be quoted from the United States, the former USSR, China, France, South Africa, North 
Korea, India, and Pakistan. While appreciating the Nuclear Security Summit process, it was necessary to 
debate and prepare for worst case scenarios in the light of lessons learnt in the past in nuclear weapon 
states. The United States was partly to blame for triggering a nuclear arms race with China by openly 
talking of pre-emptively taking out the latter’s arsenal in a counterforce strike. “That was a mistake to 
say publicly, it was a mistake to say privately, and it is certainly not the case that the United States will be 
able to disarm and prevent a Chinese nuclear attack – from a country that is on course to have an 
economy as large as the United States. That was the height of hubris, and we are dealing with the 
consequences now.” China’s nuclear build-up was going to be very challenging for the U.S. that could 
possibly trigger cascading proliferation in East Asia. 

Prospects for strategic arms control for the foreseeable future were dim, as there were pressures from 
within the Republican Party in the U.S. to win an arms race with China, which was not winnable and is a 
folly and a dangerous one. The political environment in the United States was entirely toxic to arms 
control and nuclear reductions and the international community and the U.S. were to be blamed for not 
making progress on the FMCT. The new challenges for arms control which interact with arms races in 
this new era of counterforce are the democratization of Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance 
(ISR) and space-based capabilities, which were detrimental to strategic stability. It created temptations 
in India to consider counterforce strikes against Pakistan which was obviously counterproductive for 
arms race stability. 
A possible Iranian nuclearization would put pressure on Saudi Arabia, and Turkey to follow suit and raise 
the prospect of nuclear security and command and control challenges in Iran, while South Korea and 
Japan were also nuclear threshold states. Growing counterforce capabilities would also increase 
nuclear security risks by prompting greater dispersion and readiness of nuclear forces and exacerbating 
command and control challenges.

The third speaker began his presentation on the Global Nuclear Security architecture which was built 
around the following:

•     Legally binding Conventions like the Convention on Physical Protection of Nuclear Materials and its 
2005 Amendment, the Nuclear Safety Convention, UNSCR-1540 that makes it mandatory for all 
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member states to bring their export control laws and implementation and enforcement 
mechanisms at par with international standards to prevent the non-state actors from gaining 
access to dangerous materials and technologies, 

•      International norms, 
•      Informal multilateral arrangements such as GICNT,
•      Best practices and codes of conduct such as IAEA code of conduct for radiological materials and; 
•      Respective national nuclear security regimes. 

The fact that nuclear security is a sovereign responsibility of each state has been accepted as a 
universal principle, however, this does not allow any state to be complacent or show any laxity in 
maintaining the highest standards of nuclear security. This is because Global Nuclear Security can 
be likened to a link chain whose strength depends on the strength of each individual link and any 
weak link in the chain can cause damage to the whole nuclear security structure. Pakistan, as a 
responsible nuclear state had established a comprehensive Nuclear Security Regime that has been 
disseminated to IAEA member states through IAEA INFCIRC-932. This Regime is built on three main 
pillars as under:

•     First, Legislative and Regulatory Frameworks, including the National Command Authority Law of 
2010, the Strategic Export Control Law promulgated in 2004, the Pakistan Nuclear Regulatory 
Authority Ordinance of 2001 and the PAEC Act of 1965 to name a few.

•    Second, the National Command Authority and its permanent Secretariat—the Strategic Plans 
Division, Strategic Export Controls Division, Pakistan Center of Excellence for Nuclear Security 
(PCENS) and its associated institutions such as the National Institute of Safety and Security (NISAS) 
that have been recognized by the IAEA as world class institutions. They have since become a hub for 
training of regional, international and national personnel in radiation protection, nuclear 
emergency management, Material Protection Control and Accounting (MCP&A), protection of 
sensitive materials during transit and protection of static facilities against malicious acts;

•   Third; requisite procedures and codes of conduct such as PNRA Regulations, Export Licensing 
procedures and implementation regulations issued by Strategic Export Controls Division, 
Personnel Reliability Program and promotion of a security culture. 

Pakistan, beginning in 2005, also implemented a National Nuclear Security Action Plan (NSAP). It has 
also installed radiation detection portals at all entry and exit points including ground, air, and maritime 
transit points. In fact, in the past two decades, Pakistan has made the greatest investment in financial 
and human resources in augmenting its nuclear security amongst the nuclear states. It has over this 
period also raised a dedicated and professional force for nuclear security comprising around 30,000 
personnel including a Rapid Response component. 

At the international level, former U.S. President Obama initiated the Nuclear Security Summit Process in 
2010 which culminated in 2016 after the 4th such summit, attended by highest political leadership of key 
countries as well as international organizations. This brought the nuclear security at the global center-
stage by sensitizing political leaders to the significance of the issue. As a result, a lot of new ideas 
emerged, including the conception of Centers of Excellence for Nuclear Security. Since the end of this 
process the IAEA has been overseeing the follow up actions. 

To understand the Nuclear Security Trends and Challenges at the regional level one must contextualize 
the issue in the broader framework of the overall Global Security Architecture because nuclear security 
cannot be isolated from changes, either positive or negative, in the global security environment. In the 
recent times, the global security environment has been in a flux and has been witnessing an upheaval 
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not experienced since the end of the Cold War. This is mainly due to the intensifying rivalry and 
competing geo-strategic interests of the major powers. The world is witnessing the beginnings of a new 
arms race between global powers especially in advanced dual use technologies, such as hypersonic 
weapons, Artificial Intelligence (AI), robotics, cyber and space capabilities. 

Moreover, contrary to the trends witnessed over the past two decades where the major nuclear powers 
were drawing down their nuclear arsenals there is a renewed competition in the acquisition of more 
sophisticated and advanced nuclear weapon systems. Though the ‘New START’ treaty between the U.S. 
and the Russian Federation was extended in the nick of time, both the U.S. and Russia are continuing the 
modernization of their nuclear capabilities. Britain which had resolved to bring down its nuclear 
weapons from current around 200 to 180 warheads by the mid-2020s, has instead announced in its 
Integrated Defence Review its intention to increase the numbers to 280 warheads. While China also 
seems to be increasing the size of its nuclear arsenal, though there has neither been an official 
confirmation nor denial, and the increase may not be as substantive as some American Defence officials 
have projected. 

The Asia-Pacific region is becoming the arena for a new Cold War between major powers. New 
alignments and alliances have come up in the form of QUAD and AUKUS. The decision on part of the U.S. 
and the U.K. to transfer nuclear submarine technology to Australia will create new challenges to nuclear 
security in the wider region. Britain, which had withdrawn from East of Suez in the 1960s, is returning to 
the Asia-Pacific region. The growing strategic collaboration between the U.S. and India has exacerbated 
the existing tensions in the region, thus triggering new competitive developments in military 
capabilities including the nuclear capabilities. Nuclearization of the Indian Ocean has already taken 
place and the introduction of maritime nuclear capabilities is bound to enhance nuclear security risks in 
the region.
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Comments by Speakers 

Both referred to new qualitative challenges that we are going to face i.e., hypersonic, AI, cyber and 
space and surveillance/intelligence. All those issues have changed the nuclear game which is why the 
arms control regime is stalled. It is not a counting game anymore, and it is a qualitative game and we 
haven’t prepared for how to deal with that question.

All of these developments – hyper-sonics, AI, cyber, missile defences, precision and space-based and 
drone-based Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance (ISR) will not fundamentally change the 
advantage that the nuclear possessing states have, however, they will generate stresses for 
survivability of nuclear arsenals. That, in turn, will lead to both greater numbers in terms of larger 
stockpiles as well as a heightened state of readiness and earlier dispersal to ensure survivability. It will 
also be quite difficult for diplomats and political leaderships and militaries to agree to arms control 
during a period of really astounding technological change. It is quite clear that the battlefield in twenty 
years from now is going to be very different from the battlefield we have witnessed since the 1980s.

Question for speaker 1: Interestingly the era of nuclear security has ended, are we also going to see the 
end of the era of nuclear deterrence – a Cold War idea, in the presence of other latest technologies, 
information and psychological warfare, empowerment of non-state actors, bio-threats of pandemics 
and fading inter-state conventional wars.

Answer: Just to clarify what I quoted from the head of the IAEA saying is that, “ the era of heroic nuclear 
security was over,” and not that the era of nuclear security was over. Nuclear security remains very 
relevant. On the question of nuclear deterrence, I think the assured answer is No; I don’t say it’s going 
away; in fact, I see it becoming even more important for all of the reasons that speakers 2 and 3 pointed 
out. My assessment is that certainly for the next five or ten years we are going to be in a period of action-
reaction and technology development at a very rapid pace. 

Question for the panel: What are some of the emerging challenges to nuclear security keeping in mind 
advances in disruptive technologies, would states have to come together at a global level to tackle them 
or will it be more of a state level challenge?

Answer by speaker 2: I think what is so challenging about this contemporary era is technological 
developments have really been democratized with the exception of missile defences and hyper-sonics, 
which are going to be the games for the great powers only. If you look at drones and increases in missile 
precision, we are entering the great era of conventional ballistic missiles. These things are going to be 
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used in the battlefield all the time and are going to change the battle of warning and false alarms. The 
space-based ISR revolution is available to anybody with a credit card, and due to the open-source 
intelligence techniques, we know about other countries more than we ever had in the past. The U.S. and 
the former Soviet Union collectively decided to have about 70,000 nuclear warheads during the era of 
nuclear arms races; that was insane. My message to South Asian audiences is: Don’t make the same 
mistakes that America and the Soviet Union made, in this new era of nuclear weapons.

Answer by speaker 3: The new emerging challenges are the advanced conventional technologies – 
which are both high in speed and accuracy – and can be used for counterforce strikes against nuclear 
weapons. Some experts have termed it as the “phenomenon of entanglement,” which means that 
these dual-use technologies can be used to deliver both conventional as well as the nuclear warheads 
and they reach the targets in a very short span of time and by being extremely accurate they can do the 
same job which nuclear pre-emptive strike could have done in the past. Added to this are the cyber 
capabilities, which are still emerging and can cause a lot of damage and confusion by disrupting the 
command, control, and communication channels. There should be thoughts for some international 
arrangements to introduce some kind of code of conduct, control or discipline over these technologies. 
However, this is not very promising at least in the near future until more countries have these 
technologies, and until then the countries having these technologies will have no interest in bargaining 
away their advantage. That’s why I don’t see much possibility of people giving up lethal autonomous 
weapons or capabilities like cyber or the hypersonic weapons until they start feeling the challenge from 
the haves not. 

Question for speaker 2: Nuclear security is an area which has drawn a lot of interest in the last twenty 
years in the Western think-tanks and academia particularly and it seems that there has been an 
exceptional focus on Pakistan, but I would appreciate your brief comments on the recent reports 
regarding several incidents of nuclear theft in India. How do you attribute what sort of cause could be 
behind it, was it an insider threat in your assessment, and why do you think it does not receive as much 
attention in the international debate particularly in the Western think-tanks?

Answer: There is enormous amount of natural uranium in the world, and I personally do not worry when 
uranium ore is found somewhere but the danger that keeps me up is highly enriched uranium (HEU). A 
lot of people ask me if this thing happens in Pakistan, will you be up in arms. If natural uranium is found in 
some shop in Pakistan, I don’t care about that either, I am worried about enriched uranium, natural 
uranium doesn’t concern me. That’s why I don’t focus on it.

Comments by the Session Chair

On your point about insider outsider threats, you said that huge mistakes were made in the United 
States and that newer states can learn from the older states’ mistakes. I would say that on the basis of 
these mistakes we tried to set in place certain mechanisms, rules and regulations and procedures that 
would help us to avoid those mistakes in Pakistan. 

Question by speaker 1 of the first session: What is Pakistan’s current thinking about extending nuclear 
weapons to the maritime domain?  Can Pakistan afford this?  Is Pakistan at all interested in seeking 
greater transfers of technology from China after the Australia-United Kingdom-United States (AUKUS) 
agreement may have opened an era of conditional proliferation according to some analysts? Does 
Pakistan see also specific nuclear security angle to the nuclearization of the Indian Ocean?
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Answer by speaker 3: Pakistan is not left with much choice as was also mentioned in the keynote address 
that Pakistan has been bearing the burden of restoring strategic stability starting from the 1998 nuclear 
tests onwards. It was India which introduced nuclear powered submarines and SLBMs in the Indian 
Ocean; what Pakistan is doing is just a stop gap arrangement because we just cannot let India have a free 
run in the Indian ocean, we have to do something to counter India’s capability to at least impose some 
kind of restraint on them and that is why we are concerned.

The session chair added: I was in a meeting and the president of IFAD (International Fund for 
Agricultural Development) said that 600 million people live under the poverty line in India. So, if you take 
that into account, can India afford all those glitzy toys that it likes to display. Evidently, it is not possible, 
but Pakistan cannot ignore its security and cannot let the Hindu fanaticism, which is now prevailing in 
India, to make all the decisions within the region.

Closing Remarks

The conference ended with the brief concluding remarks by the host, the Executive Director CISS, in 
which he thanked the speakers and other participants; those who attended in-person as well as those 
who participated virtually from around the world.
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Amb. Ali Sarwar Naqvi in a long diplomatic career of thirty-six years, served 

in various diplomatic and Ambassadorship assignments including the United 
Nations, both in New York and Vienna, and in various capitals including Washington 
D.C., 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, where he functioned as Adviser to the 
Chairman PAEC on International Affairs. Ambassador Naqvi is the founding Executive Director of Center 
for International Strategic Studies (CISS), which was established in 2010.  

Lt. General Khalid Ahmed Kidwai served in Pakistan Army for 47 years in 

various command, staff and instructional appointments. After the May 1998 nuclear 
tests, he pioneered the establishment of Pakistan’s National Command Authority 
(NCA) and was appointed as the founding Director General of Strategic Plans 
Division (SPD) in April 1999. He served as DG SPD for 15 years, and is presently 
Advisor Development NCA. Lt General Kidwai has been awarded Pakistan’s highest 
civil award the Nishan-i-Imtiaz, in addition to Hilal-i-Imtiaz, (Military). He is currently, 
Advisor to National Command Authority (NCA) - Pakistan.

Dr. Zafar Iqbal Cheema is founding President & Executive Director of the 

Strategic Vision Institute established since January 2013. He is former Dean, Faculty 
of Social Sciences, Quaid-i-Azam University, Islamabad, Pakistan and Head of 
Department of Strategic & Nuclear Studies, National Defence University, Islamabad. 
He was also Meritorious Professor and Founding Faculty member of the 
Department of Defence & Strategic Studies, Quaid-i-Azam University, Islamabad - 
Pakistan. (1980-2008). He has published a book: Indian Nuclear Deterrence: Its Evolution, Development 
and Implications for South Asian Security (Karachi, Oxford University Press, 2010).

Mr. Antoine Levesques has worked at the IISS on South Asian issues since 

2008. In 2009, he was a visiting international fellow at the Institute for Defence 
Studies and Analyses, New Delhi. Since 2010, he has coordinated and participated in 
the IISS annual ‘Track 1.5’ series of meetings in Oman, Bahrain, Pakistan and India. 
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