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Introduction

After ahiatusof amost 24 years, Indiastartled theworld by resuming nuclear testing at
atimewhen theinternational community solemnly expressed adesire through the Comprehen-
siveTest Ban Treaty (CTBT) to refrain from thefiel d-testing of nuclear explosives.t On May
11, 1998, the Indian Prime Minister Atal Bihari Vajpayeetersaly announced that New Del hi
had conducted three nuclear tests, one of which involved the detonation of athermonuclear
device. Asastunned global community struggled to respond to this development, Indiaan-
nounced two dayslater that it had conducted two more detonations, which purportedly “ com-
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1 The CTBT, by calling upon every signatory state not to “carry out any nuclear weapon test explosion or
any other nuclear explosion,” isintended to be a“zero-yield” treaty. For avariety of reasons, however, the CTBT
does not define what a“ nuclear weapon test explosion or any other nuclear explosion” actually is—at least for the
purpose of specifying in technical termswhat is prohibited by the treaty. Thus, while the CTBT clearly prohibits
nuclear explosions, it does not prohibit all activities involving a release of nuclear energy: these may include
experiments using fast-burst or pulse reactors; experiments using pulse power facilities; inertial confinement
fusion and similar experiments; research of material properties, including high explosives and fissile materials; and
hydrodynamic experiments, including subcritical experimentsinvolving fissile material. Since none of these activi-
tiesnecessarily constitutes anuclear explosion, they are not prohibited by the CTBT. For auseful analysis of what
activities are regulated by the CTBT, see the Federation of American Scientists, “ Article-by-Article Analysis of
the Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty,” available at http://www.fas.org/nuke/control/ctbt/text/artbyart/.
Since the CTBT, asit currently stands, therefore, allows for a variety of activities that contribute to the mainte-
nance, and possibly the development, of nuclear weaponry (at least in theory), Indiaopposed thetreaty, inter alia,
on the groundsthat the “technol ogies rel ating to subcritical testing, advanced computer simulation using extensive
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pleted the planned seriesof underground tests.” 2 In the aftermath of thesetests, Indiadeclared
itself to bea“ nuclear weapon state” and formally announced itsintention to develop a“mini-
mum credible (nuclear) deterrent.”* In theface of strong internationa—and particularly U.S—
pressuresto clarify its objectives, the government affirmed that Indiawould behave asare-
sponsible nuclear power and promised to enunciate anuclear doctrinethat would corroborate
thisclam.

The process of enunciating this doctrine has not been a particularly orderly one. The
National Security Advisory Board, abody formally affiliated with India’'s National Security
Council, produced adraft doctrinal statement that appeared to justify not the minimum cred-
ible deterrent promised by India’snational leadership but alarge, complex, and potentially
open-ended nuclear arsenal . Thisdraft only served to unnerve many intheinternational audi-
ence, including India straditional adversaries, Pakistan and China; the principal overseer of
the global nonproliferation regime, the United States, and numerous nonproliferation advo-
cacy groupsin Europe, Asia, and the Americas.® On many occasionssincetherelease of this
report, the Indian government has attempted to clarify the country’s“official” doctrine but
these clarificationshave not yet resulted in any unified statement that either definesthe devel -
opment, acquisition, organization, and operation of New Delhi’semerging nuclear forcesor
supportsthe multifarious demands associated with its public diplomacy. The problems caused
by thislack of authoritative clarification have only been compounded by the cacophonous
character of India sdemocracy, which encourages numerous strategic commentators (some
of whomareretired civil servants, retired military officers, and retired politicians) to advocate
awide range of nuclear doctrines as appropriate for India’'s strategic circumstances. This
diversity of views often obscuresmorethanit clarifiesand |leaves even careful observers of

data relating to previous explosive testing and weapon related applications of laser ignition will lead to afourth
generation of nuclear weapons, even with a ban on explosive testing.” Cited in Dinshaw Mistry, India and the
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, ACDI S Research Reports, Urbana, IL: University of Illinoisat Urbana-Champaign,
September 1998, p. 19.

2“Suo Motu Statement by Prime Minister Atal Bihari Vajpayee in the Indian Parliament on May 27, 1998,”
India News, May 16-June 15, 1998, 1. Pakistan, responding to these events, conducted its own nuclear testsin
two iterations on May 28 and May 30, 1998.

3 Prime Minister Atal Behari Vajpayee, “XI1 Lok Sabha (L ower House of Parliament) Debates,” Session 1,
May 27, 1998.

4 This phrase has been repeatedly used by Indian leaders as a slogan to define their conception of the
country’s future nuclear capabilities. See Mahesh Uniyal, “No cap on fissile material, says Vajpayee,” India
Abroad, December 25, 1998.

5 For agood sampling of some of these responses, see “ Pakistan Reacts Strongly to India's assertion,” The
Times of India, August 19, 1999; Chen Yali, “Nuclear Arms Race Looms,” China Daily, August 24, 1999; “Pak to
Raise Nuclear Doctrine Issue at UN,” The Asian Age, August 28, 1999; Aziz Haniffa, “U.S. Steps Up Criticism of
India’s Nuclear Doctrine,” Indian Express, August 20, 1999.
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India’snuclear estate quite unsure about what New Delhi’s*“true” nuclear doctrine might be.®

This paper seeks to analyze India’s emerging nuclear doctrine on the premise that a
state'sdoctrine“iscritical to any consideration of how [its] nuclear ... weaponswill be used
and how the presence of these weapons might affect [its] international relationsgenerally.”’
Beyond these broad considerations, however, adetailed analysisof India snuclear doctrineis
interesting for threereasons.

First, Indiaisan emerging nuclear power that islocked into atriangular security compe-
tition with onefairly formidable nuclear rival, China, and another weaker but not insignificant
nuclear challenger, Pakistan. How thiscompetition evolveswill becritical to awidevariety of
issuesranging from the management of armsracesto the mitigation of the prospectsfor war.
The character of India snuclear doctrine could contribute to either dampening or exacerbating
the ongoing security competitionin South Asiaand, whiledoctrine by itself doesnot determine
the outcome of any power-palitical rivalries, it can* condition how statesor groupsrespond to
provocation or opportunities’®insofar asit shapestheir declaratory claims, procurement poli-
cies, deployment postures, and force employment plans.

Second, asagrowing power with considerabl e resources, Indiaremainsaninteresting
test case asto whether emerging proliferators, internalizing thelessons of the nuclear revolu-
tion, will remain satisfied with relatively modest nuclear capabilitiesor whether they will, emu-
lating the superpowers, attempt to “ conventionalize”® their nuclear prowess and seek the ex-
pansive capabilitiesthat both the United States and the Soviet Union pursued during the Cold
War. Unlike other emerging proliferatorswho may be condemned to small nuclear arsenals
because of economic, industrial, or scientific constraints, the Indian nuclear estate is both
significantin sizeand relatively sophisticated in capability.’® Consequently, adecision to de-
velop only amodest arsena—as I ndian decision-makersclaim astheir intent—will be at least

6 See, for example, Manoj Joshi, “The ABCs and Whys of India’s N-doctrine,” The Times of India, August
22,1999; Raja Menon, “The Nuclear Doctrine,” The Times of India, August 26, 1999; Pamela Constable, “India
Drafts Doctrine on Nuclear Arms,” The Washington Post, August 18, 1999; and Manoj Joshi, “From Technology
Demonstration to Assured Retaliation: The Making of an Indian Nuclear Doctrine,” Srategic Analysis, vol. 22, no.
10 (January 1999), pp. 1467-81.

7 James J. Wirtz, “Introduction,” in Peter R. Lavoy, Scott D. Sagan, and James J. Wirtz (eds.), Planning the
Unthinkable, Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2000, p. 8.

8 Ibid., p. 9.

% For more on the “ conventionalization” of nuclear strategy, see Hans Morgenthau, “ The Fallacy of Thinking
Conventionally about Nuclear Weapons,” in David Carlton and Carlo Schaerf (eds.), Arms Control and Techno-
logical Innovation, New York: Wiley, 1976, pp. 256-64.

10 For auseful overview of the Indian nuclear estate, see G. G. Mirchandani, Nuclear India: A Technological
Assessment, New Delhi: Vision Books, 1981; P. R. Chari, Pervaiz Igbal Cheema, and Iftekharuzzaman (eds.)
Nuclear-Non-Proliferation in India and Pakistan: South Asian Perspectives, New Delhi: Manohar, 1996; and
Dhirendra Sharma, India’s Nuclear Estate, New Delhi: Lancers Publishers, 1983.
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partly amatter of choicethat is, in turn, conditioned to some degree on India sunderstanding
of thelegacy of the* nuclear revolution.” * Many scholars have suggested that new nuclear
powersare unlikely “to deploy nuclear and conventional forcesthat exceed the simplere-
quirementsof dissuasion by deterrence,” among other things, because nuclear weapons mute
theincentivesfor armsracing and free up national resourcesfor more productive purposes.’?
To the degreethat doctrine definesthetel os of acountry’sstrategic assets, astudy of India's
nuclear doctrine should provide useful evidencethat hel pseither to corroborate or refutethis
expectation.

Third, many prominent Indian strategic theoristshave persistently claimed that Indiawill
craft anindigenous nuclear doctrine that seeksto avoid the pitfalls of the dominant strategic
solutionsincarnated during the Cold War.2 If, on deeper scrutiny, thisdoesturn out to bethe
case, then the nuclear doctrinesthat cameto dominate strategi ¢ thinking during the high tide of
superpower competition may not be as universal asis sometimes believed. In fact, many
emerging proliferators may be able to craft distinctive, perhaps unique, approachesto the
acquisition, management, and use of nuclear weaponry that reflect their own specific strategic
circumstances.* During the Cold War, the strategic nuclear program of the Peoples’ Republic
of Chinaclearly represented the “exceptionalism” to the then-dominant trends in nuclear
strategy.™ A focused study of India’s nuclear doctrine would help to establish whether it is
reasonabl e to suggest that Indiatoo could follow the Chinese examplein devel oping itsown
indigenous approach to nuclear strategy and, consequently, end up with aforce posture that
actualy exemplifiesits stated commitment to devel oping only aminimum credible nuclear
deterrent.

11 The best, and most systematic, elucidation of the phenomenology of the nuclear revolution can be found
in Robert Jervis, The Meaning of the Nuclear Revolution: Statecraft and the Prospect of Armageddon, Ithaca:
Cornell University Press, 1989, and in Michael Mandelbaum, The Nuclear Revolution: International Politics
Before and After Hiroshima, New York: Cambridge University Press, 1981.

2 Avery Goldstein, Deterrence and Security in the 21% Century, Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2000,
p. 289. See also, Jordan Seng, Srategy for Pandora’s Children: Sable Nuclear Proliferation among Minor Sates,
unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Department of Political Science, University of Chicago, June 1998.

13 See, for example, K. Subrahmanyam, “Talbott is Stuck in Pre—' 85 Nuclear Groove,” The Times of India,
November 17, 1998; K. Subrahmanyam, “A Credible Deterrent,” The Times of India, October 4, 1999; K.
Subrahmanyam, “Nuclear Defense Philosophy: Not a Numbers Game Anymore,” The Times of India, November
8, 1996; K. Sundarji, “Changing Military Equationsin Asia: The Role of Nuclear Weapons,” in Francine Frankel
(ed.), Bridging the Nonproliferation Divide, Lanham: University Press of America, 1995, pp. 119-49; and Jasjit
Singh (ed.), Nuclear India, New Delhi: Knowledge World, 1998, pp. 9-25, 286305, and 306—24.

14 For useful comments on the “universalism” of Cold War nuclear doctrines, strategy, and force postures,
seethe remarks of Regina Cowen Karp in Serge Sur (ed.), Nuclear Deterrence: Problems and Perspectivesin the
1990s, New York: UNIDIR, 1993, pp. 122-24.

15 An excellent survey of why the Chinese nuclear posture took the form it did can be found in Goldstein,
Deterrence and Security in the 21% Century, pp. 62—138.
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Inan effort toilluminate these threeissues, this paper will rationally reconstruct India’s
emerging nuclear doctrineat alevel of detail not attempted beforein the burgeoning literature
on the country’ s nuclear weapons program.*® Toward that end, it draws deeply on the best of
thevast number of Indianwritingson thissubject, including theauthoritative, dbeit partia, Sate-
mentsissued by some of the country’s most senior security managers. It aso incorporates
numerousing ghtsgained from extensiveinterviewswith important political figures(bothinthe
current government andin the opposition), high-ranking officia sinthe PrimeMinister’ s Office
andintheMinistriesof Externa Affairsand Defense (including the Defense Research and De-
velopment Organization), and severd senior military officers, both servingandretired, inIndia

In contrast to much of the extant analyses about Indian nuclear doctrine appearing in
both scholarly and popular publications, this paper will arguethat India’s emerging nuclear
doctrineisfundamentally conservativein orientation and exemplifiesasystematic internaiza-
tion of thelessons of the“nuclear revolution.” Thisdoctrine, premised asit ison thefearsome
power of nuclear weapons and the strengthening taboo against nuclear use, isjudged to be
appropriate, given India’'s specific strategic circumstancesin South Asia; the conventional
balance of power currently existing between Indiaand itsimmediaterivals; and, thegeneraly
statusquo orientation of theIndian state. All these variablesare viewed ascombining to create
an official consensusthat India s nuclear weapons are primarily pure deterrentsintended to
ward off political blackmail that might be mounted by local adversariesin someremotecir-
cumstances, whilesimultaneoudly providing strategic reassuranceto India spolitical leadersif
the country wereto facetruly direthreatsto its security. Thisview of the utility of nuclear
weaponshasresulted inadoctrinethat isquite sincere about itsclaimsto pursue ano-first-use
policy and, consequently, the actual use of nuclear weaponsby Indiaislikely to occur only in
retaliation against the prior use of nuclear weaponsby an adversary. Further, suchretaliationis

6 Among the numerous sources that review the program’s history and future prospects, see Praful Bidwai
and Achin Vanaik, New Nukes: India, Pakistan and Global Nuclear Disarmament, New York: Olive Branch Press,
2000; Itty Abraham, The Making of the Indian Atomic Bomb: Science, Secrecy and the Post-Colonial Sate, New
York: Zed, 1998; David Cortright and Amitabh Mattoo (eds.), India and the Bomb: Public Opinion and Nuclear
Options, Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1996; Amitabh Mattoo (ed.), India's Nuclear Deterrent:
Pokhran Il and Beyond, New Delhi: Har-Anand, 1999; Vijai K. Nair, Nuclear India, New Delhi: Lancer Interna-
tional, 1992; Singh (ed.), Nuclear India, New Delhi: Knowledge World, 1998; Chari, et al. (eds.), Nuclear Non-
proliferationin India and Pakistan: South Asian Per spectives, George Perkovich, India’s Nuclear Bomb, Berkeley:
University of CaliforniaPress, 1999; Raju G.C. Thomas and Amit Gupta (eds.), India’s Nuclear Security, Boulder:
L. Rienner Publishers, 2000; Raj Chengappa, Weapons of Peace: The Secret Sory of India’s Quest to Be a Nuclear
Power, New Delhi: Harper Collins Publishers, 2000; V. N. Khanna, India’s Nuclear Doctrine, New Delhi: Samskriti,
2000; Raja Menon, A Nuclear Strategy for India, New Delhi: Sage Publications, 2000; Neil Joeck, Maintaining
Nuclear Sability in South Asia, Adelphi PapersNo. 312, London: 1SS, 1997; and Hilary Synnott, The Causesand
Consequences of South Asia’s Nuclear Tests, Adelphi Papers No. 332, London: I1SS, 1999.
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likely to bedow but surein coming, with the absence of aacrity herebeing entirely afunction
of India sdesireto smultaneoudy: maintainitstraditionaly strict system of civilian control over
all strategic assets; minimizethe costsof maintaining anuclear deterrent at high levelsof opera-
tional readinessroutinely; and maximizethe survivability of itsrelatively modest nuclear assets
by an operational posture that emphasizes extensive, but opague, distribution of its many
constituent components. In analyzing how theseissuesareengaged in India’ semerging nuclear
doctrine, this paper aso identifiesavariety of as-yet unresolved doctrinal and operational
challenges; sketchesout potential solutionsthat arelikely to be adopted by Indiainthefuture;
and assessestheimplications of India semerging nuclear doctrinefor regiona stability.

Thispaper isdivided into three sections. Thefirst section describesthe methodol ogical
and substantive challengesinvolved in analyzing India’s nuclear doctrine. The second section
describesin some detail India’s emerging nuclear doctrine at both the declaratory and the
operational levelsof policy. The concluding section analyzes|ndia' s nuclear doctrinein com-
parative perspective and assessesitsimplicationsfor regiona stability.

The Methodological and Substantive Challenges of
Analyzing India’s Nuclear Doctrine

Any discussion of India semerging nuclear doctrineisfraught with uncertainty. To begin
with, thisuncertainty arisesbecause Indiaisstill at theinitial stagesof developing anuclear
deterrent. Sincethiswill bealong, drawn out process—probably requiring at least acouple of
decadesto mature—amultitude of imponderables could interveneto either modify the cur-
rently contempl ated doctrine or changethe pace and direction of India snuclear postureinthe
future. The experience of previous nuclear powers has demonstrated that doctrinal innova-
tionsusually occur intheaftermath of technological breakthroughs, which, by their very nature,
are often unanticipated.'’ A “late nuclearizer” like India, however, isunlikely to enjoy the
benefitsof asmilar “product cycle” because the extant international pressuresagainst nuclear
proliferation have already compelled it to engage the question of appropriate doctrine well
before all the technological prerequisites necessary to service such adoctrine are at hand.

17 Asone scholar phrased it, at least in the United States, most “new weapon[s] start[ed] with atechnological
idearather than as aresponseto a specific threat or asameansto fulfill along-standing mission.” And, whilein the
erstwhile Soviet Union, “external factors play[ed] an early role in stimulating weapons innovation and internal
forces act[ed] later to influence the way a directive to implement a certain innovation is carried out,” doctrinal
systems in both cases appeared to succeed technological innovation and not the other way around. See Matthew
Evangelista, Innovation and the Arms Race, Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1988, p. x.
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Consequently, future technological surprisesor failures—asthey occur—could resultinsig-
nificant modifications of any doctrine that may be currently contemplated or advanced by
elitesand security managersin New Delhi.

Further, itisnot certain whether the objectivesbeing pursued with respect to nucl earization
today represent anironclad national consensusthat will surviveimmutably over time. At present,
thereisgood reasonto believe that the desirefor aminimum deterrent, which takestheform of
“creeping weaponization” ¥ intheinitial stagesbut endsup asa“force-in-being”*® sometime
over the next severa years, represents adoctrinal vision that is shared by most of the key
security managersin the present government aswell asinfluential decision-makerswithinthe
main opposition parties outside of the extreme L eft.?° The decision to pursue such asolution,
however, can be understood only within the context of the strategic circumstancesfacing the
Indian state.

Indiahas aways had an ambiguous and uncomfortabl e rel ationship with nuclear weap-
ons.?! Thedecisionto resumenuclear testingin May 1998 brought thisdiscomfort to thefore-
ground, but instead of closing the national debate about nucleari zation irrevocably—as might
have happened in the case of other ambivalent powers—the 1998 tests only re-opened the
strategic debate within Indiaand once again focused attention on thefive choicesthat the country
had grappled with sinceitsindependencein 1947: (1) renouncethe nuclear option; (2) main-
tain aSouth Asian nuclear free zone; (3) persist with ssmply maintaining the nuclear option; (4)
acquirea“recessed deterrent”; and, finally, (5) develop arobust and ready arsenal immedi-
ately. Whilethefirst two dternativesin different formswerevigorously promoted by theinter-
national community in the aftermath of the May 1998 tests,? the national debatewithin India
focused mainly onthelast threeaternatives, thussignaling that alternativesinvolving denucle-

18 For more on the factors leading up to this posture, see Ashley J. Tellis, “* Creeping Weaponization:’ The
Future of the Indian Nuclear Program?’ Paper presented at the Center for the Advanced Study of India, University
of Pennsylvania, The Future of Nuclear Weapons: A U.S.-India Dialogue, held at the Wharton Sinkler Conference
Center, May 5-8, 1997, available at http://www.sas.upenn.edu/casi/reports/nuclear/TellisPaper050597.pdf.

9 The character of the evolving Indian nuclear deterrent asa“force-in-being” isdescribed at somelengthin
Ashley J. Tellis, India’'s Emerging Nuclear Posture: Between Recessed Deterrent and Ready Arsenal, Santa
Monica: RAND, 2001, pp. 366-475.

2 C. RajaMohan, “Vajpayee's Nuclear Legacy,” The Hindu, April 21, 1999.

2 The evolution of this complex relationship is best described in Perkovich, India’s Nuclear Bomb, and in
Abraham, The Making of the Indian Atomic Bomb: Science, Secrecy and the Post-Colonial State.

2 See, by way of example, the P-5 and the G-8 statements issued in the aftermath of the May 1998 nuclear
testsand, especially, Security Council Resolution 1172 (1998) on International Peace and Security, adopted by the
UN Security Council at its 3890th Meeting on June 6, 1998, available at http://www.un.org/Docs/scres/1998/
sres1172.htm. Thisresolution “urges Indiaand Pakistan, and all other States that have not yet done so, to become
Parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons and to the Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban
Treaty without delay and without conditions.”
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arization were simply not viable given the new security environment facing the country. While
the proponentsof alternative (3) argued that India, despite having tested, ought not to acquire
anuclear forcefor both moral and strategic reasons,? they appear to bemarginal inthelndian
strategic debate, which hasfor the most part been dominated by proponents of alternatives (4)
and (5). Proponents of aternative (4) arguethat a“recessed deterrent,” which would allow
Indiato constitute anuclear arsena within afew months, ought to sufficefor Indian security,
especialy if New Delhi can utilizethethreat to overtly deploy nuclear weaponsasleverageto
both accel erate the pace of global nuclear arms reductions and secure preferential economic
and political gainsfor India.®* Thelatter, in contrast, argue simply that Indiahasalready crossed
the Rubicon by resuming nuclear testing and, consequently, should not halt its nuclearization
until it acquiresalarge, diverse, and ready nuclear arsenal that will bequeath New Delhi both
security and statusvis-a-visthe most important entitiesin theinternational system.?

By all indications, the current Indian government has chosen to split the difference be-
tween dternatives(3) and (4). Thelndian nuclear forcewill be configured neither asarecessed
deterrent nor asaready arsenal but asaforce-in-being—that is, adeterrent consisting of avail-
able, but dispersed, componentsthat are constituted into a usable weapon system primarily
during asupreme emergency. Theforce-in-being will thusroutinely consist of unassembled
nuclear warheads, with their sub-components—the pitsand the weapons assemblies—stored
separately under civilian control, whilethe delivery systemswill be maintained without their
nuclear payloads by themilitary either onlow aert or in storage away from operational areas
(if they arededicated nuclear ddivery vehicleslikebdlisticand cruisemissiles), or at their sandard
levelsof readiness (inthe case of dual-capablevehicleslikestrikeaircraft, which areordinarily

2 Seg, for example, Kamal Mitra Chenoy, “India Should Beat the Nuclear Club, Not Join It,” The Asian Age,
July 23, 1998; Praful Bidwai, “Sign the Test Ban Treaty,” The Times of India, July 14, 1998; Praful Bidwali,
“Regaining Nuclear Sanity,” The Times of India, June 5, 1998; Achin Vanaik, “Drawing New Lines,” The Hindu,
May 23, 1998; Achin Vanaik, “Hotter Than a Thousand Suns,” The Telegraph, May 26, 1998; Kanti Bajpai, “The
Fallacy of an Indian Deterrent,” in Mattoo (ed.), India’s Nuclear Deterrent, pp. 150-88; and Bidwai and Vanaik,
New Nukes: India, Pakistan and Global Nuclear Disarmament.

2 This position has been affirmed most clearly in Jasjit Singh, “ A Nuclear strategy for India,” in Singh (ed.),
Nuclear India, 306-324. However, echoes of this position can also be found in the writings of other Indian
commentators. These are explored in the context of the wider Indian debate on nuclear weaponsin Kanti Bajpai,
“India’s Nuclear Posture After Pokhran 11,” International Sudies, vol. 37, no. 4 (October—December 2000), pp.
267-301.

% See, for example, N. C. Menon, “Subtleties of Sagarika,” The Hindustan Times, May 11, 1998; S.
Chandrashekar, “In Defense of Nukes,” The Economic Times, May 17, 1998; M. D. Nalapat, “India Needs to
Expand Scope of Nuclear Diplomacy,” The Times of India, December 18, 1998; Bharat Karnad, “ A Thermonucl ear
Deterrent,” in Mattoo (ed.), India’s Nuclear Deterrent, pp. 108-49; Nair, Nuclear India, pp. 152-72; Brahma
Chellaney, “Nuclear-Deterrent Posture,” in Brahma Chellaney (ed.), Securing India’s Future in the New Millen-
nium, New Delhi: Orient Longman, 1999, pp. 141-222; and Raja Menon, A Nuclear Strategy for India, pp. 177—
234.
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allocated to conventiona combat operations). The size, location, and status of thisforcewrit
largewill behighly opague aong multiple dimensions, and it will be masked by extensivede-
ception and denial operationsin order toincreaseitssurvivability against any threatsthat may
be mounted by India’sadversaries.

The command of thisforce (and the authority to use nuclear weapons more generally)
will liesoldly with civiliansinthe personsof the primeminister and the cabinet, whilecivilians
andthemilitary will jointly share custody of various strategic assetsthat make up the deterrent.
Inthe event deterrence breakdown occurs (and nuclear release ordersareissued by the prime
minister or hisdesignated successors), both civilian and military officialswould be called upon
tointegrate the hitherto separated componentsinto usable weapons systems. During thispro-
cessof reconstitution, the custody of India’snuclear weaponswould be gradually transferred
to the military in order that the execution of nuclear response options may be carried out
appropriately—afunction that |ogically remainstheresponsibility of themilitary alone. By its
very nature, therefore, theforce-in-beingisenvisaged asastrategically active, but operation-
ally dormant, entity, at least asfar astheroutine disposition of the deterrent isconcerned: itis
intended to affect the political caculations of adversariesbecause of itsability toinflict grave
damage oncereconsgtituted, but it isnot intended to be deployed, maintained, and managed at
highlevelsof operational readinessroutingly.

Thedecisionto acquire anuclear deterrent configured asaforce-in-being, rather than as
arobust and ready arsenal of the kind advocated by many Indian hawks, represents a com-
promise choice on the part of Indian policymakersthat seeksto service many external de-
mands and internal constraints simultaneoudly. It provides Indiawith strategic advantages
insofar asthe presence of nuclear weaponsin someform sufficesto prevent blatant blackmail
by Chinaand Pakistan. It bequeaths New Delhi with diplomatic benefitsinsofar asit exempli-
fies“restraint,” particularly in comparison with an overt arsenal, and—in so doing—holdsthe
promise of attenuating U.S. nonproliferation pressures on India. It offers psycho-political
reassuranceinsofar asit bolstersthe confidence of India’snational |leadership, enhancestheir
resolvein criseswith local adversaries, and smultaneoudly providesthe country with statusas
anuclear weapons power. It buttresses existing domestic political structuresby enabling India's
civilian security managerstoingtitutionally excludethe military from the day-to-day control and
custody over themost critical components of India sstrategic capability. And, finally, it por-
tendsbudgetary relief insofar astherelatively quiescent force posture represented by aforce-
in-being avoidsall the high costs usually associated with the procurement, deployment, and
operation of aready arsenal. While such anuclear postureislikely to be sustained for some
time—if Indian policymakershave their way—it could change, however, depending on the
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vicisstudesafflicting domestic palitics, the performance of the I ndian economy, and theinter-
national security environment in the decades ahead. The possibility that such change could
occur, thanksto either domestic or externa perturbations, then, makesthetask of describing
India’semerging nuclear doctrine even more challenging.

Finaly, India snuclear doctrine and itsdesired force posture have never been spelled out
inany detail by New Delhi. Although avariety of official statementsrelating to theseissues
have appeared more recently, they are by no means either complete or directed toward ad-
dressing those critical detail sthat are of most interest to analysts of nuclear deterrence.® This,
by itself, should not be surprising since most nationa |eadersoutside the United Statesusualy
describethe contours of their nuclear doctrine only in very general terms.?” Thisemphasison
generality, being even more pronounced in India, and representing aconsciousand deliberate
choiceonthepart of itssecurity managers, only makesit moredifficult to describethenation’s
nuclear weltanschauung in any comprehensive way.

Thisjudgment applieseven to that now well-publicized document, the Draft Report of
[the] National Security Advisory Board on Indian Nuclear Doctrine,” which was officially
released on August 17, 1999.28 Thisreport, which is perhapsthe single most coherent state-
ment on nuclear doctrine to have been produced in India, still suffers from some internal
tensionsand, most importantly, acontinuing ambiguity about itsfinal statusasapolicy docu-
ment. Thereport wasissued by what isformally an officia body, the National Security Advi-
sory Board, whichispart of the country’s newly established National Security Council. (See
Figurel1.) Thisboard, however, islocated along the outer tier of acomplex, hierarchic political
structureand isintended to be avehiclethrough which senior decision-makersin government
can draw upon the advice, judgment, and counsel of the nation’s more prominent academics,
retired civil servants, retired diplomats, and retired military officers.

% See, for example, “ Suo Motu Statement by Prime Minister Atal Bihari Vajpayee,” pp. 1-2; “Paper Laid on
the Table of the House on Evolution of India’'s Nuclear Policy,” India News, May 16-June 15, 1998, pp. 3-6;
“Press Statements on India’'s Nuclear Tests Issued on May 11 & 13, 1998,” India News, May 16—June 15, 1998,
p. 8; “Prime Minister’'s Reply to the Discussion in Lok Sabha on Nuclear Tests on May 29, 1998,” India News,
May 16-June 15, 1998, pp. 9-10; “India Not to Engage in a N-Arms Race: Jaswant,” The Hindu, November 29,
1999.

27 Thiswas certainly the case where the Soviet, British, French, and Chinese deterrents were concerned: the
reasons for reticence in each of these cases are explored at some length in the individual chapters collected in
Desmond Ball and Jeffrey Richelson (eds.), Srategic Nuclear Targeting, Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press,
1986; Banning N. Garrett and Bonnie S. Glaser, War and Peace: The Views from Moscow and Beijing, Institute of
International Studies, Policy Papersin International Affairs, no. 20, Berkeley: Institute of International Studies,
University of California, 1984; and John C. Hopkins and Weixing Hu (eds.), Srategic Views fromthe Second Tier:
The Nuclear Weapons Policies of France, Britain, and China, New Brunswick, N.J: Transaction Publishers, 1995.

% For the text of this document, see “Draft Report of [the] National Security Advisory Board on Indian
Nuclear Doctrine,” India News, October 1, 1999, pp. 2-3.
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Figurel: India’sNational Security Council
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The documentsissued by theAdvisory Board, therefore, do not constitute settled policy
but are, strictly speaking, consensua recommendationsformulated for the consideration of the
“principals’—namely, the prime minister, the home minister, the defense minister, thefinance
minister, and the external affairs minister—who constitute the core of the National Security
Council itself. Consequently, the Advisory Board'sreport on nuclear doctrine ought not to be
treated as representing India’s nuclear doctrine per se, but only a reasoned judgment—of-
fered by some of the nation’sleading experts—about what that doctrine should be.

This report, at any rate, turned out to be highly controversial when it was released.
Besides causing great panic in Pakistan® and exacerbating prevailing suspicions in

2 For agood example of Islamabad’s reaction, see“ Pakistan Reacts Strongly to India’ sassertion,” The Times
of India, August 19, 1999; “Pak to Raise Nuclear Doctrine Issue at UN,” The Asian Age, August 28, 1999; and
“Foreign Secretary’s Press Briefing on India’s Nuclear Doctrine, August 19, 1999,” http://www.fas.org/news/
pakistan/1999/990819-pak-pr2.htm.
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China* it riled many Indian security specialists and commentators who lambasted it for a
variety of reasons ranging from poor grammar and syntax, through internal inconsistency in
its strategic reasoning, to unredigtic, though nonetheless ambitious, posturing.® The principal
Indian opposition party, the Congress, too was incensed by its circulation: seeing the docu-
ment as merely an electoral ploy to garner public attention and possibly votesin the upcom-
ing national election, a senior Congress leader and former Indian foreign minister, Pranab
Mukerjee, indignantly remarked that “the caretaker government has no business, politically
and morally, to bring out [a] document of this nature which will affect the life of the entire
subcontinent. The basic question is how can agovernment which has lost its mandate bring
out such adocument.... They are not running a college union, but afederal government.”*
Moreto the point, however, the Indian government itself, somewhat taken aback by the
ferocity of both public and international criticism, moved deftly to distanceitself fromthe
report. What, at |east in themind of its creators, wasmeant to be adefinitive statement about
India s prospective nuclear posture now turned out to be—in the term appended by the Gov-
ernment of Indiaand not the Advisory Board itself—a“ draft.”** Prime Minister Vajpayee
proceeded to devalueits contentsfurther by arguing that “ thereisnothing new inthe policy
announced by us.... We have talked about command and control inthe new policy, butitisa
draft policy which can be changed.” ** Foreign Minister Jaswant Singh quickly followed suit,
announcing that hehad “ noinhibitionsin discussng dl [itg] aspects’ with hisU.S. interlocutors,
“as the document is meant for public discussion.”* Finaly, in an elaborate, but obviously
planted, interview acoupleof monthslater, Singh further attempted to “ dispel thewidespread
mi sconceptionson Indian nuclear doctring”* by providing acritical restatement that appeared

% Chen Yali, “Nuclear Arms Race Looms,” China Daily, August 24, 1999; and “India’s proposed nuclear
doctrine likely to figure in Sino-Russian talks,” The Hindustan Times, August 25, 1999.

81 Exampl e of such critiques can be found in, P. R. Chari, “The Nuclear Doctrine,” August 24, 1999, http://
www.ipcs.org/issued/articles/252-ndi-chari.htm; Kuldip Nayar, “Between welfare and weapons,” The Indian Ex-
press, August 31, 1999; Savita Pande, “It's a Bit of a Hogwash, This Doctrine,” The Indian Express, August 30,
1999; Raja Menon, “The Nuclear Doctrine,” The Times of India, August 26, 1999; Manoj Joshi, “The ABCs and
Whys of India’s N-doctrine,”; K.K. Katyal, “ A motivated exercise?’ The Hindu, August 23, 1999; W. P. S. Sidhu,
“This Doctrineis Full of Holes,” The Indian Express, September 8, 1999; Sat Pal Sharma, “A Faulty Doctrine,”
The Pioneer, September 16, 1999; G. Balachandran, “What isthe Relevance of aTriad?’ The Hindu, September 10,
1999; M. V. Ramana, “ A Recipefor Disaster,” The Hindu, September 9, 1999; Kanti Bajpai, “ A Flawed Doctrine,”
The Times of India, September 7, 1999; and Bharat Wariavwalla, “ Are They Really MAD?" The Indian Express,
September 7, 1999.

82 “Congress Flays Nuclear Doctrine,” The Asian Age, August 19, 1999.

% Mallika Joseph, “India’s Draft Nuclear Doctrine,” Report of the IPCS seminar held on 27 August 1999,
http://www.ipcs.org/issues/articles/255-ndi-mallika.htm.

3 “N-doctrine Adheres to Old Policy: Atal,” The Pioneer, August 21, 1999.

% “ Jaswant Rejects U.S. Concern,” The Hindu, August 20, 1999.

% “India Not to Engage in a N-Arms Race: Jaswant,” The Hindu, November 29, 1999.
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to divergesignificantly from the contentsof thedraft report. Thisinterview sought to softenthe
import of many of the report’s original recommendations and even offered anew glosson
someof itslinguistic formulations, but acareful reading of thisredaction suggeststhat despite
thegovernment’ sattemptsto publicly distanceitsalf from the document, there still remained at
least some remarkabl e points of convergencethat must be explicitly engaged by any analysis
of India snuclear doctrine.

Atonelevd, thisevidence of convergenceisnot surprising becausethedraft report has
aninexorableinterna logic which, though unpaatableto many in Indiaand inthe United States
(including the U.S. government, which has been critical of the document on many counts),
appears attractive to many decision-makersin critical loci of power likethe PrimeMinister’s
Officeaswell asthe Ministriesof External Affairsand Defense. Thispartial convergence of
ideas, however, makesthetask of analysismore difficult because whilethe openly available
draft report has not been formally endorsed by any Indian policymakers—except, perhaps,
the national security advisor, Brajesh Mishra, and that, too, only by insinuation®—their vari-
ous public and private comments do suggest an acceptance of at |east some of itskey ideas.
However, this acceptance has not yet translated (and perhaps will never trandate) into a
willingnessto enunciatethe structure of India’sreal nuclear doctrinein any clear, comprehen-
sive, and publicly accessibleway eventhough ageneral set of principles—and perhapsevena
document reflecting these—has already been formally devel oped by India s senior security
managers.

Since the details that make India' s nuclear doctrine coherent and understandable are
invariably not furnished intheir entirety by any officia statements—and areonly partialy fur-
nished by other nominally official but still not authoritative documentslike the draft report
(whoseinternal coherenceat least validatesits probativevaueevenif it doesnot offer conclu-
sive proof)—they haveto be supplied by scholarswho aretasked with interpreting the few
authentic declarations availablein the context of alarger understanding of Indian attitudes
toward nuclear deterrence, the country’sexisting military and technical capability, and the

57 See the “Opening Remarks by National Security Advisor Mr. Brajesh Mishra at the Release of Draft
Indian Nuclear Doctrine,” http://www.meadev.gov.in/govt/opstm-indnucld.htm. One of India’sleading journalists,
Kuldip Nayar, for example, responding to Mishra's actions and remarks, stated that “I would not have bothered
a bit about the draft ‘Nuclear Doctrine’ if it had not been released by the Prime Minister’'s secretary, Brajesh
Mishra. The National Security Advisory Board had issued it for debate and discussion [Nayar errs on this issue:
Theboard prepared the report as a mandated, confidential recommendation to the government.] and it should have
been treated that way. But Mishramadeit official. What it meansisthat the government had decided to weaponise
its nuclear capability, without even building a consensus on the important issue.... The government has used the
board only as a cover. It could easily do so because it appointed on the board such members as were on the same
level of hawkishness asthe BJP men.... " See Kuldip Nayar, “Between Welfare and Weapons.”
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challenges confronting itsdesired force posture over time. This paper isintended to provide
that understanding, though on the expresswarning that it representsan early view of India's
evolving preferences, which because of thevariousintervening circumstancesreferred to ear-
lier could eventually beincarnated in somewhat different form from that described here. De-
spite such cautionary notes, thisanalysiswill describe India sevolving nuclear doctrineina
much more systematic way than has ever been articul ated by its security managersand strate-
gic commentators. Infact, most of the argumentation that followswill be characterized by a
much greater order and coherencethan actually existsin reality.

Theconclusionsdrawn at severa pointsin thisanaysisare a so much more contingent
than the declarativetoneinwhich they are expressed might suggest. Thisisbecausetheofficial
Indian view on many of the detail s subsumed by thelocution “nuclear doctrine” issimply not
available; in someinstances, it has not even been formulated, since decision-makersin New
Delhi arejust beginning to appreci ate some of the more remoteimplications—political, techni-
cal, operational—of their preferences. Despite these problems, the analytical coherenceand
declamatory style adopted by this paper, though artificial and perhaps premature, isnonethe-
lessdesirableinsofar asit alowsIndia semerging nuclear doctrine, and thelogic that governs
its creation, maintenance, and utility, to be presented as clearly as possible. Thisclarity of
argument, designed to avoid equivocation, caveats, and ambiguity as much as possible even
though these may be empirically justified, isintended to contribute toward abetter intellectual
assessment of India’sevolving doctrinewhile s multaneoudy generating amore useful appre-
ciation of itsconsequencesfor U.S. interestsin the region and around the globe.

Threeother pertinent, but derivative, methodol ogical mattersare a so worthy of recogni-
tioninthiscontext. Thefirsissuepertainstotheleved of anaytica detall: thediscussonthroughout
this paper will remain schematic for the most part because the nature of the subject often does
not permit unclassified analysisat alevel that would satisfy the standards of operationsre-
search.® Evenif theissuesof classification did not intrude, itissimply too early to analyzeall
aspectsof India sevolving nuclear posture at thelevel of operationsanalysisbecause many of
theweaponsand delivery systems, training and deployment postures, and general operational
routines, have not yet been devel oped and institutionalized. Consequently, thefocus of the
discussion here, even of military-technical issues, will beoriented toward uncovering problems
related to successful deterrencerather than detailing amass of operational minutiaethat are
either classified or, more often than not, simply not yet devel oped.

3 A good discussion of the types of information required to support operations research and the limitations
of such research can be found in E. S. Quade and W. |. Boucher (eds.), Systems Analysis and Policy: Planning
Applicationsin Defense, New York: Elsevier, 1968.
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The second issue pertainsto themethod of analysis: the discussion about India snuclear
doctrineisconducted primarily onthebasisof static analysis. That is, it attemptsto explicate
New Delhi’srequirements based on an understanding of thosefactorsthat arecritical to India,
but it does not integrate the capabilities, doctrines, and force postures of India’ scompetitors,
Chinaand Pakistan. Integrating the latter variablesin their entirety would be essential for
dynamic analysis—especidly if anet assessment of deterrence stability isrequired—but such
an effort lies beyond the scope of this paper.* The issue of Chinese and Pakistani nuclear
doctrines (and capabilities), therefore, entersthe discussion only indirectly, whenit isneces-
sary to either illustrate points of comparison or describeif they impinge upon the adequacy of
theIndian deterrent in principle.

Thethirdissue pertainsto the subject of standards: whenever discussions about nuclear
deterrence, involving either technologies, operations, or doctrine, are conducted, the U.S.-
Soviet experience throughout the Cold War |ooms|largein the consciousness of most western
analysts. Thisisunderstandabl e because that experience not only served astheyardstick for
eval uating the adequacy, effectiveness, and stability of various deterrent architectures histori-
cally but also—and perhaps more perniciously—because it has survived as the dominant
framework for thinking about nuclear deterrencein generd . Thetemptation of viewing nuclear
deterrence doctrine in South Asiathrough the lens of U.S.-Soviet competition ought to be
resisted, however, because the objectives sought through nuclear capabilitiesin the Indian
case (or the Pakistani, for that matter) are very different from those pursued by the United
States (or the Soviet Union) historically. If the doctrine undergirding the Indian deterrent is
therefore assessed rel ativeto the doctrinal frameworks epitomized by U.S.-Soviet competi-
tion, it may befound wanting, but thisisprecisaly thewrong test of either itsadequacy, logic,
or effectiveness. The appropriate measurein thisinstanceisnot whether India' s deterrence
doctrine is good by the standards of the Cold War, but whether it is appropriate and good
enough for New Delhi, given thelatter’s objectives, resources, traditions, and constraints—
all these understood, of course, in the context of those“eternal” verities about nuclear weap-
ons so clearly illuminated as a result of the superpower competition in the postwar

% Strategic nuclear net assessment was obviously a staple of Cold War analysisand it was possible because,
among other things, both sides had nuclear arsenal s with more or less well-understood physical and organizational
characteristics. For a useful survey of such work, together with an example of a software program that allows
civiliansto dynamically model asimple nuclear exchange scenario in the U.S.-Soviet context, see Lynn Eden and
Steven E. Miller (eds.), Nuclear Arguments, Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1989.

40 For more on thisissue, see the remarks of Karp and Brown in Sur (ed.), Nuclear Deterrence, pp. 93-94,
122-24, 128-30.
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period.* Sincethiscriterionisfundamental to any worthwhile analysis of nuclear deterrence
doctrinein SouthAsa, it will permesated| subsequent discussion about India'semerging nuclear
doctrine.

India’s Nuclear Doctrine: Concerns, Contexts, and Constraints

Thereisno accepted definition of “ doctring” in modern strategic thought. In theWest, the
concept usually refersto those fundamental principlesby which military forcesor e ements
thereof guidetheir actionsin support of national objectives.”* Thisdefinitionimpliesthat doc-
trinepertains, first and foremogt, to the conduct of military forcesinthefield and, assuch, func-
tionsasaunifying agent that regulatesal | the collective actions oriented to securing specific op-
erationa objectiveswithinagiven battle space. Wayne Hughes succinctly summarized thisno-
tion when he concluded that “ doctrineisthe glue of tactics,” but this conception, being lim-
itedtotheoperationd andtactica levelsof war, isunduly restrictivefor the purposesof thisanay-
sis. Theold Soviet definition may in fact be more appropriate here, since the concept of doc-
trinewasunderstood expansively asahierarchic structure of principlesthat isanchored funda-
mentally inthegrand strategic objectivesand thematerial capabilitiesof the state. Beginning at
thenational level, theauthoritative Dictionary of Military Termsthus defined doctrine as:

A nation’s officially accepted ... views on the nature of modern wars and the use of
the armed forces in them, and aso on the requirements arising from these views
regarding the country and its armed forces being made ready for war.... Military
doctrine has two aspects, political and military-technical. The basic tenets of amili-
tary doctrine are determined by anation’s political and military leadership according
to the socio-political order, the country’slevel of economic, scientific and technologi-
cal development, and the armed forces' combat material, and with due regard to the
conclusions of military science and the views of the probable enemy.*

“ There is obviously great debate about what the verities distilled from the experience of the “first nuclear
age” actually are. For two very good studies that revisit this issue from the perspective of principle and practice
respectively, see Robert Jervis, “ Strategic Theory: What's New and What's True,” Journal of Srategic Sudies,
vol. 9, no. 4 (December 1986), pp. 135-62, and David A. Shlapak and David E. Thaler, Back to First Principles,
Santa Monica: RAND, 1993.

“2 Department of Defense, Dictionary of Military and Associated Ter ms, Washington, DC: USGPO, 1984, p.
113.

“Wayne P. Hughes, Jr., Fleet Tactics: Theory and Practice, Annapolis: U.S. Naval Institute Press, 1986, p.
28.

4 Soviet Faculty of the General Staff Academy, Dictionary of Basic Military Terms: A Soviet View, Washing-
ton, DC: USGPO, 1976, p. 37.
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Thisconception of doctrineisattractive becauseit reachesto thelevel of grand strategy
and, thereby, provides an opportunity to depict India’ sown evolving nuclear doctrineasthe
supremenational view of itsnuclear capabilities—aview that, despitebeing articulated in bits
and piecesby itsmany security managers, isdeeply rooted initsunderstanding of the nature
and limitsof nuclear war asan instrument of policy, therole of itsownmilitary forcesinthe
political life of the state, the country’s current and future level s of economic and technol ogical
modernization, and the demandsimposed by both military science, insofar asit pertainsto
nuclear weapons, and the attitudes and capabilities of its principal adversaries, Chinaand
Pakistan. Despite not having any formal creed that speaksto theseissuescomprehensively, a
doctrinethat isgrounded in exactly these considerations can beidentified from severa officia
pronouncements understood in the context of thelarger strategic debatestaking placeamong
the" rgjectionists,” “ pragmatists,” and “ maximaists’ withinthe country.®

Explicating thedoctrineinthesetermsallowsit to be seen not asanarrow set of tactical
rules governing nuclear operationsin practice—aswould be the case if western notions of
doctrine were adopted in thisanalysis—but rather asaweltbild that defines, first and fore-
most, the core question of what purposes are served by the acquisition of nuclear weapons
and, thereafter, addresses all the important but nonetheless subsidiary issues pertaining to
force posture, concepts of operations, and weapons employment. In so doing, India snuclear
doctrine can be seen asasystem of beliefsthat describesthe utility of nuclear weaponsto the
state as well as identifies the manner in which these weapons will be deployed and used
consistent with the purpose for which they have been acquired.

The Declaratory Level of Policy

Themost significant and distinguishing facet of India snuclear doctrineisits consi stent
claimthat nuclear wesponsare, first and foremogt, politica instrumentsrather than military tools.
Atfirg 9ght, thisclammight not appear to beether interesting or consequentia sncedl weapons
areultimately political inthat they exist to servetheinterestsof the state. Thelndian conception
of theutility of nuclear wegpons, however, hasamore specific and substantive meaning: nuclear
weapons are understood to be properly political instruments becausethey are emphatically
not usableweaponsin any military sense. Indian Prime Minister Vajpayee attempted to cap-
turethisunderstanding when he stated that “ nuclear weapons are weapons of mass destruc-

% One Indian scholar, Kanti Bajpai, has used these labels to describe the character of the Indian strategic
debate about nuclear weapons. See Kanti Bajpai, “ The Great Indian Nuclear Debate,” The Hindu, November 12,
1999. See also, Kanti Bajpai, “India’s Nuclear Posture After Pokhran Il,” International Sudies, vol. 37, no. 4
(October—December 2000), pp. 267-301.
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tion,”*6 implying thereby that they cannot be used, must not be used, and will never beused as
instruments of warfighting by New Delhi. The Indian president, K. R. Narayanan, inhisad-
dressto the nation on the occasion of the closing function of the golden jubileeof India sinde-
pendence, confirmed this position by solemnly stating that * nuclear weaponsare useful only
when they are not used. They can only beadeterrent in the hands of anation.”*” A prominent
Indian analyst, Jagit Singh, amplified thisargument further when he asserted that, despitethe
existence of many superpower doctrinesthat project “amilitary rolefor nuclear weapons,” it
has only become obvious over time“that [a] nuclear war cannot be won, and, therefore must
never befought.”“ Carrying thisthesistoitslogica end, Singh concludesthat “ nuclear weap-
ons[are] moreaninstrument of politics... thanamilitary instrument of warfighting.”* Affirm-
ing thissame conclusionin the context of acomparison with thedoctrinesof other nuclear powers,
K. Subrahmanyam asserted smply that “Indiadoes not subscribeto the outmoded war-fight-
ing doctrine[followed by the U.S. and the USSR] and [in contrast to the doctrines upheld by
these states] the Indian nuclear weapons are meant solely for deterrence.”*

Nuclear weapons, in Indian readings, are seen therefore ashaving functional utility more
as pure deterrents than as implements of war. Because these weapons embody enormous
destructive capability, acapability often greater than that required by most rational ends of
politics, they are perceived ashaving relatively low utility in those situationswhereal thean-
tagoni stspossesssimilar technol ogies. In such situations, any use, or attempted use, of nuclear
weapons by one state against another would be countermanded by the symmetrical use, or
threatened use, of these weaponsby their competitors. The net result, being either adevastat-
ing war arising from actual use or apolitical standoff arising from prevented use, impliesthat
theefficacy of nuclear weaponsper seisleast when al other states have comparable capabili-
ties. Under situationsof nuclear asymmetry however—that is, where one state possesses nuclear
weapons but its competitors do not—nucl ear weapons could have remarkabl e efficacy asin-
struments of coercion because non-nuclear stateswould be highly vulnerableto threatsthat
may beissued by their nuclear-armed adversaries, or soit isargued.> Most Indian analysts

4 “Prime Minister’s Reply to the Discussion in Lok Sabha on Nuclear Tests on May 29, 1998, p. 9.

47 “ Address to the Nation by Shri K. R. Narayanan, President of India, on the Occasion of the Closing
Function of the Golden Jubilee of India's Independence, Central Hall of Parliament, New Delhi—August 15,
1998,” India News, July 16—-August 15, 1998, p. 3.

4 Jagjit Singh, “Why Nuclear Weapons?' in Singh (ed), Nuclear India, p. 11.

4 1bid.

50 Subrahmanyam, “Talbott is Stuck in Pre—'85 Nuclear Groove.”

51 For agood, early Indian view of this issue, see Sisir Gupta, “The Indian Dilemma,” in Alastair Buchan
(ed.), AWorld of Nuclear Powers? Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, 1966. Richard Betts, in alater work, ably
demonstrated that blackmail is possible—based on differentials in capability, interests, and resolve—even when
all competitors have nuclear weapons. See Richard K. Betts, Nuclear Blackmail and Nuclear Balance, Washington,
DC: Brookings, 1987.
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appear to be greatly exercised by thisclassof contingenciesanditisnot surprising that Jagjit
Singh, for example, inasurvey of 47 incidentsinvolving thethreat of nuclear weaponssince
1946, concluded that “ nuclear weapons played animportant political rolerather thanamilitary
one,” aroleinwhich “thethreatened party could ignorethethreat only at itsperil.” > Drawing
amilar conclusions, K. Subrahmanyam hasa so asserted that “themain purpose of athird world
arsend isdeterrenceagainst blackmail,” %2 sincethis presumably constitutesthe principal prob-
lem affecting non-nuclear powersin situationsof nuclear asymmetry.

I rrespective of whether the historical analysisunderlying these conclusionsisaccurate,
thebelief that nuclear weaponshavetheir greatest utility asantidotesto blackmail isembedded
inthe Indian psyche. This obsession with neutering blackmail, threats, and compellanceis
deeply rooted inthelong historical memory of constant invasion and repeated subjugation by
foreign powers, and New Delhi’s strategic weaknessfor most of itsindependent life hasonly
reinforced such concerns.> While both the specific sources of threats and the intensity of
concern about them have varied considerably over time, the general preoccupation with ne-
gating coercion and blackmail hasremained moreor lessconstant in India sstrategic policy
and it derives sustenance, at least today, mainly from the potential for misusearising fromthe
nuclear capabilities possessed by its principal adversaries, Pakistan and China. M ost security
managersin New Delhi would, infact, arguethat their decisionto acquire nuclear wesponry—
that is, to move beyond simply maintai ning the nuclear option—isitsalf aconstrained choice:
they would prefer not to have any nuclear wesponsto beginwith, if theglobal environment and
their regional situation afforded them that alternative.® But, the absence of thisaternativeand

%2 Singh, “Why Nuclear Weapons?’ in Singh (ed), Nuclear India, p. 13.

8 K. Subrahmanyam, “Nuclear Policy, Arms Control and Military Cooperation,” paper presented at the
Carnegie Endowment for International Peace-Indialnternational Centre conference on India and the United States
after the Cold War, New Delhi, March 7-9, 1993, p. 7.

5 For more onthisissue, seeLeo E. Rose, “Indiaand Its Neighbors: Regional Foreign and Security Polities,”
in Lawrence Ziring (ed.), The Subcontinent in World Politics: India, Its Neighbors, and the Great Powers, rev. ed.,
New York: Praeger, 1982, pp. 35-66.

% Thisargument, in fact, formsthe preambleto the “ Draft Report of [the] National Security Advisory Board
on Indian Nuclear Doctrine,” which asserts that “ The use of nuclear weaponsin particular aswell as other weap-
ons of mass destruction constitutes the gravest threat to humanity and to peace and stability in the international
system. Unlike the other two categories of weapons of mass destruction, biological and chemical weapons which
have been outlawed by international treaties, nuclear weaponsremain instrumentsfor national and collective secu-
rity, the possession of which on a sel ective basis has been sought to be | egitimised through permanent extension of
the Nuclear Non-proliferation Treaty (NPT) in May 1995. Nuclear weapon states have asserted that they will
continueto rely on nuclear weapons with some of them adopting policies to use them even in a non-nuclear con-
text. These developments amount to virtual abandonment of nuclear disarmament. Thisis a serious setback to the
struggle of theinternational community to abolish weapons of mass destruction.... Autonomy of decision making
in the developmental processand in strategic mattersisan inalienable democratic right of the Indian people. India
will strenuously guard thisright in aworld where nuclear weaponsfor a select few are sought to be legitimised for
an indefinite future, and where there is growing complexity and frequency in the use of force for political pur-
poses.” See “Draft Report of [the] National Security Advisory Board on Indian Nuclear Doctrine,” p. 2.
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the consequent decision to pursue nucl eari zation, however, doesnot imply, as Subrahmanyam
put it, that Indiaought to mimic “the U.S. nuclear strategic theology, [even thoughit hasthus
far] dominated all thinking in matters nuclear.”>® Elaborating thisideain the context of an
explicit referenceto nuclear learning, Subrahmanyam hasemphatically asserted that “Indiahas
the benefit of thewisdom drawn from the highly risky and totally non-viable policiesof nuclear
deployment followed by the US and the USSR. It has, therefore, no intention of repeating
thoseblunders.”>’

Most Indian eliteswould assert that New Delhi can afford to deviate from thereceived
wisdom pertaining to the management of nuclear weaponry—even asit acquiresanuclear
arsenal—because the I ndian strategic problematicisquite uniquein many ways, at least rela
tiveto the United Statesvis-avisthe Soviet Union during the Cold War. Unlike the United
States, which devel oped itsnuclear arsenal during aperiod of intense superpower competition
and amidst clear and present dangers to its security, India has set out to develop anuclear
capability at atimewhentheglobal strategic environment ismuch lessintenseand whenthere
isamuch clearer recognition that any nuclear use would be highly escalatory and therefore
“should not beinitiated.”®

Further, unlikethe United States during the Cold War, Indiadoes not suffer any conven-
tiond inferiority vis-a-viseither Pakistan or China*® Sinceitisthereforeunlikely to beat the
receiving endinaconventional conflict with either of thesetwo states, itisspared theimpera:
tivesof thinking about nuclear weapons as usableinstruments of warfighting which may have
to beemployed in extremisto stave off potential defeat on the battlefield. Thisby no means
eliminatesthe problems of responding to thefirst-use of nuclear weaponsby India’sadversar-
ies, but at |east this obstacl e representsadifferent class of challengesthan that arising fromthe
need to use one'sown nuclear weaponsfirst because of serious conventional weaknessesin
theface of ahighly revisionist threat.

Finally, and again unlike the United States during the Cold War, Indiadoes not haveto
serviceany obligationsrelating to the extended deterrence of allieslocated far fromitsown

% K. Subrahmanyam, “Educate Indiain Nuclear Strategy,” The Times of India, May 22, 1998.

57 Subrahmanyam, “Talbott is Stuck in Pre—'85 Nuclear Groove.”

% Subrahmanyam, “Educate Indiain Nuclear Strategy.”

% Ashley J. Tellis, Sability in South Asia, DB-185-A, Santa Monica: RAND, 1997, pp. 7-33, and Ashley J.
Tellis, et al., “ Sourcesof ConflictinAsia,” in Zalmay Khalilzad and lan Lesser (eds.), Sources of Conflict inthe 21
Century: Regional Futures and U.S. Srategy, MR-897-AF, Santa Monica: RAND, 1998, pp. 148-64.

 Jasjit Singh, “Nuclear Diplomacy,” in Singh (ed.), Nuclear India, pp. 289-91.

81 In contrast, thiswas exactly the issue that drove U.S. theater and tactical nuclear planning during the Cold
War. For a good survey of the challenges here, see Uwe Nerlich, “Theater Nuclear Forces in Europe,” The
Washington Quarterly, vol. 3, no. 1, pp. 100-25.
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territories and facing aformidable military machine against which it has poor, or at worst no,
conventional antidotes. Theonly object of concern hereisindia’'sown security and givenits, at
least nominal, conventional military superiority vis-a-visboth Pakistan and China(inthethe-
ater), theonly contingency left for nuclear weaponsto serviceisthat of immunization to black-
mail arising from either an adversary’sthreat of nuclear useor thepolitical exploitation of their
own nuclear assetsin somerelatively abnormal political circumstances.®?

India ssmple, perhapseven simplistic, conception of the value of nuclear weaponsthus
derivesfundamentally from thefact that the country does not face any onerous security chal-
lengesthat require amore expansive view of the utility of nuclear weaponry. Oneof India’s
leading strategic commentators, C. RgjaM ohan, explicated thisjudgment clearly when, inthe
context of the ongoing I ndian debate about the nature and utility of nuclear weaponry, he noted
thet:

Indiahastaken too long to cometo termswith the nuclear revol ution and itsimpact on
world military affairs. But thetechnology underlying the atomic revolution is50 years
old and acontinuing obsession with it will prevent Indiafrom making crucial invest-
ments and policy decisions on the new revolution in military affairs (RMA). The
dramatic advancesin information and communication technol ogies and their applica-
tionto warfarewill increasingly determine the locus of military power in the coming
century. Worship of the old nuclear gods and the reluctance to pay attention to the
impact of IT [information technology] on the conduct of future wars will put India
back inthe position of global irrelevance with or without nuclear weapons.... Nuclear
weaponsare certainly important. And India’s decision to acquire them waslong over-
due. But in the flush of becoming an atomic power, India could easily overstate the
significance of nuclear weapons. They can only serve alimited purposefor India—of
preventing the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons by its adversaries against it.
Thereislittle else that nuclear weapons can do.... Even the most sophisticated and
expansive nuclear arsenal will not propel Indiainto the ranks of great powers. Mind-
less obsession with nuclear weapons will instead push India down the ruinous path
that the Soviet Union went. Having acquired an insurance policy through nuclear
weapons, India must now pursue the arduous domestic agenda of economic
modernisation, political reform and social advancement.... The productive economic
and political engagement of the world must remain the bedrock of nuclear India’s
diplomacy. A paranoid reading of external threatsto security and an over-determina-
tion of therole of nuclear weaponsin national strategy will drive Indiainto aneedless

8 Jagjit Singh, for example, has argued that the only reason India needs nuclear weapons “is to provide
insurance against nuclear threat (‘ blackmail’ or hegemony, as the Chinese describeit) and possible use. We do not
need them for power or prestige. India's statusin the final analysiswill be governed by how successfully we solve
our problems.” See Jagjit Singh, “Nukes Have No Prestige Value,” The Indian Express, June 4, 1998.
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confrontation with most nations and undermine New Delhi’s efforts to expand its
regional influence and global standing.®

Confirming smilar sentimentsabout thelimited utility of nuclear weaponsto India, Prime
Minister Vajpayee concluded too summarily that New Delhi “ do[es] not intend to usethese
weapons for aggression or for mounting threats against any country; these are weapons of
self-defense, to ensurethat Indiais not subjected to nuclear threatsor coercion.”

Theview that nuclear weaponsareexclusively political instruments (whose greatest effi-
cacy derives from their possession but not use) rather than military tools (whose efficacy
derivesprimarily from how they might be potentialy utilized in operational terms) placesIndian
nuclear doctrine squarely at the deterrence end of the“ deterrence-defense continuum” that
Glenn Snyder so clearly described forty years ago.® Being located at the deterrence end
impliesthat nuclear weaponsaretreated, in Bernard Brodi€’ slocution, as* absol ute” ¢ weap-
onsthat caninflict excruciating, perhapsevenfatal, pain onal antagonistsirrespectiveof their
relative nationa strength. They are also viewed asimpossibleto defend against in any mean-
ingful way and, consequently, their presenceis perceived asradically transforming thetradi-
tional endsto which force may be applied. AsBrodie summed up thisposition, “thusfar, the
chief purpose of amilitary establishment hasbeen towin wars. From now onitschief purpose
must beto avert them. It can have no other useful purpose.”®” Thisclaim about the “ absolute”
character of nuclear weaponry, which makesonly “deterrence” and not “ defense” viable, was
contested right from the very beginning of the nuclear age.®® These debates obviously have
implicationsevenin theIndian context today, and some of them will be explored later on. For
the moment, however, itissafeto say that Indian security managers appear to haverejected
entirely theU.S. solution that finally won out during the Cold War: Inrefusing to treat “ deter-
rence’ asan outcomethat isbest assured by devel oping various strategies of “ defense,” like
preemptive attacks, limited nuclear options, or robust strategic defenses, New Delhi adheres
to thetraditional opposition postulated to exist between “ deterrence” and “ defense” by theo-

8 C. RajaMohan, “Beyond the Nuclear Obsession,” The Hindu, November 25, 1999.

54 Suo Motu Statement by Prime Minister Atal Bihari Vajpayeein the Indian Parliament on May 27, 1998,”
p. 2.

% See Glenn H. Snyder, Deterrence and Defense, Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1961, pp. 3-51. A
more systematic and elaborate version of this continuum has been elaborated by William R. van Cleave, “The
Nuclear Weapons Debate,” U.S. Naval Institute Proceedings, vol. 92, no.5 (May 1966), pp. 26-38.

% Bernard Brodie (ed.), The Absolute Weapon: Atomic Power and World Order, New York: Harcourt, Brace,
1946.

5 Ibid., p. 76.

% See the discussion about William Liscum Borden and his arguments in particular in Jervis, “ Strategic
Theory: What's New and What's True,” pp. 135-137.
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ristslike Snyder, coming down strongly inthefavor of theformer and rejecting thel atter, at
least at thelevel of declaratory policy.®

One of India's foremost nuclear weapon scientists and aformer minister of state for
defense, Dr. RgjaRamanna, reaffirmed Brodi€ soriginal insight about the absol ute character
of nuclear weaponry and conveyed Indian judgments about theillogic of transforming the
challenge of deterrenceinto problemsof defensein amajor speech deliveredin 1992:

Since the end of the Second World War, the problem of security has become aggra-
vated because of two reasons. military power has become synonymous with techno-
logical and industrial power, and new devel opmentsin technology have brought the
situation to astate, where weapons of destruction have not merely beenimprovingin
potency in some linear manner, but a fundamental change in overall capability has
taken place. Besides being assisted by automation, never dreamt of before, some of
them have reached the status of what is known as “ultimate” weapons, i.e. their
individual destructive power is more than what the world can bear. The “ ultimate”
weapon has the power of destroying vast areas of the earth and making them unin-
habitable in a matter of a few seconds. In spite of this, the “ultimate” nature of
modern weapons does not by itself seem sufficient for countries to give up further
development of more efficient weapons. Greater effort is being put on defense re-
search and the testing of weapons continues as before. In some countries the burden
of deterrence has messed up not only their entire economic structure, but [also] their
very integrity as nations.”

EvenIndia’'shawksare usually agreed on thisissue: that nuclear deterrence ought not to
betreated asaproblem that lendsitself to solutions based on defense, asthe United Statesdid
during the Cold War.™ Whilethey may passionately arguefor alarger nuclear weapons stock-
pile and atechnically more diverse set of weapon types than even their country’s security
managers consi der necessary, these capabilitiesare however justified mainly on thegrounds of
enhancing thecredibility of deterrencerather thanin support of any sustained nuclear warfighting
strategy. Thus, for example, even Bharat Karnad, one of India’smost prominent hawkswho
arguesfor adiversenuclear arsena conssting of atomic demolition munitionsat oneend al the
way to high-yield thermonuclear weaponsat the other, ultimately comesdown onthesideof a

% See the discussion in “India Not to Engage in a N-Arms Race: Jaswant.”

® RajaRamanna, “ Security, Deterrence, and the Future,” Journal of the United Services I nstitution of India,
vol. 122, no. 509 (July—September 1992), p. 283.

" Bharat Karnad, “A Thermonuclear Deterrent,” in Mattoo (ed.), India’s Nuclear Deterrent, pp. 108-49,
and Brahma Chellaney, “India’s Nuclear Planning, Force Structure, Doctrine and Arms-Control Posture,” Austra-
lian Journal of International Affairs, vol. 53, no. 1 (1999).
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nuclear doctrine centered on deterrence by punishment, which requires, in hisview, astock-
pile of around 330 nuclear weaponsby theyear 2030—clearly aminisculeforceif therequire-
ments of nuclear warfighting asunderstood during the Cold War areanything to go by.”? Inany
event, Karnad remains more or lessthe exception among Indian elites: most Indiansare con-
tent to eschew any nuclear weaponry that might even hint of awillingnessto contemplatea
warfighting posture, and this sentiment is shared both by critical decision-makerswithin the
Indian government and even the top brass of the Indian armed forcestoday.” Consequently,
whileall thehawksinvariably assert that Indianeedsreadily available nuclear weaponsfor its
security, almost all of them—if Karnad istreated asthe exception—al so believe that these
capabilitiesought to be slaved, as one of the more prominent hawksphrasedit, to “adoctrine
that eschews both awar-fighting approach and the ... recessed or non-deployed deterrence
advocated by the United Statesand itsfriends.”

SinceIndiaspreferred outcomeisthusdefined solely interms of deterrence (understood
asarejection of defensein the context of the deterrence-defense continuum), the possession
of even afew survivablenuclear weapons capable of being delivered on target, together with
an adequate command system, is seen as sufficient to preserve the country’ s security. Preserv-
ing safety in theface of blackmail and coercion does not require any additional pronounce-
ments about the size of the nuclear stockpile, theories of deterrence, use doctrines, targeting
philosophy, or operationa posture. Asone highly-placed manager associated with India’s
nuclear program pointed out, “we don’t fall into the standard pattern of declared doctrines,
specific weapons, ddlivery capabilitiesor force postures,” sincethevery recognition that India
possesses nuclear weapons sufficesto ensurethat all “aggressive acts’ would be adequately
deterred even without the promul gation of any particular doctrine of deterrence.”

When viewed against thisbackground, theideas articulated in the Draft Report of [the]
National Security Advisory Board” no doubt constitute a genuine exception to the official
Indian preferencefor silenceon all detailsrelating to itsnuclear strategy. Eventhevolubility of
the Advisory Board in thisinstance, however, can be attributed to a concatenation of three

2 Karnad, “A Thermonuclear Deterrent,” in Mattoo (ed.), India’s Nuclear Deterrent, pp. 140-49. In con-
trast, U.S. and Soviet force sizesin 1988 peaked at some 65,000 nuclear weapons, clearly an incredible amount of
destructive power. For details, see Robert S. Norris and William M. Arkin, “Global Nuclear Stockpiles: 1945—
1997,” Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, vol. 53, no. 6 (November—December 1997).

8 For Indian military views on this issue, see Rgj Chengappa, “Pakistan Threatened India with Nuclear
Attack During Kargil War: Army Chief,” The Newspaper Today, January 12, 2001.

" Brahma Chellaney, “India’'s Trial by Atom,” The Hindustan Times, November 4, 1998.

s Seetheremarks of S. Rajagopal citedin DeepaM. Ollapally, “India’s Strategic Doctrine and Practice: The
Impact of Nuclear Testing,” in Raju G. C. Thomas and Amit Gupta (eds.), India’s Nuclear Security, Boulder, CO:
Lynne Rienner Publishers, 2000, p. 79.
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distinct factors: first, the understandabl e, but misguided, pressure emanating from Washington
for anIndian “nuclear doctrine” in the aftermath of the nuclear testsof May 1998; second, the
absence of any individualsontheAdvisory Board charged with actually carrying out therec-
ommended doctrine outlined in the draft report; and third, and perhaps most importantly, the
expectation on the part of the Advisory Board that the report would remain a confidential
recommendation to the Indian government instead of being rel eased asadraft paper for public
discussion and debate. Absent these three conditions, it isunlikely that any detailed public
articulation of India snuclear doctrinewould have been offered by the government sincethe
latter, by al evidencethusfar, appearsto believe that aglobal recognition of the country’s
nuclear capabilities sufficesfor effective deterrence. The former defense minister, George
Fernandes, affirmed thisjudgment when he noted that, “ being anuclear weapon statewasa
[sufficient] deterrent for [India s| enemiesand that wastheentireaim of [India] declaringitself
[to be] one.” ® Prime Minister Vaj payee echoed these exact sentimentswhen hetoo declared
in parliament that the " fact that we’ ve become anuclear weapons state should be adeterrent
itself.” "

Thisconservativeview of sufficiency requirements, at least at thelevel of declaratory policy,
isconditioned strongly by the belief that, as Thomas Schelling onceput it, “ what makesatomic
weaponsdifferent isapowerful tradition that they aredifferent.” ® Thisclaim, whichal Indian
security managersreadily understand, accept, and maketheir own, isperceived asreinforcing
the extant tradition of nonuse of nuclear weaponry, atradition that is centered on the“jointly
recogni zed expectation that [these weapons] may not be used in spite of declarationsof readi-
nessto usethem, evenin spite of tactical advantagesintheir use.” ® Anticipating that this* nuclear
taboo” & will continueto hold robustly asabackground condition, even amidst the unsettled
political conditionsinthe subcontinent and itsenvirons, Indian policymakersbelievethat ex-
tended discussions about India’s nuclear capabilities, doctrine, and force posture are both
unnecessary and counterproductive—unnecessary because Indiawould rarely find itself ina
position whereit would haveto actively exploit itsnuclear reservesfor defensive purposes,
and counterproductive because articul ating the character of nuclear capabilities, doctrine, and
posturein any detail could precipitate probing tests on the part of its adversarieswho may
seek to discern bothitslimitsand itsvulnerabilities. Former Defense Minister Fernandes pro-

6 “Kargil Shouldn’t Bias Western View of India’s N-Policy: George,” The Times of India, July 21, 1999.

7“PM Declares No-First Strike,” Indian Express, August 5, 1998.

 Thomas C. Schelling, The Strategy of Conflict, Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1960, p. 260.

7 1bid.

8 For more on this concept, see Nina Tannenwald, “The Nuclear Taboo,” International Organization, vol.
53, no. 3 (1999), pp. 433-68.
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vided aninkling of these sentimentswhen he argued that *“ when peopl e keep commenting that
the nation isdivided on the nuclear testsand that it has become a contentiousissue, then we
areonly providing our opponents an assurance that they don’t have much to worry [about];
that we are not even united on our own survival.... A nation can beat war onissueslikewhat
should beour priorities, onissuesrelating to socid justice, etc. But on our very surviva, never.” 8

Official exhortationsto silence, like those expressed by Fernandes, have been criticized
by India sfree and often fei sty media®>—and once even by the Parliamentary Standing Com-
mittee on Defense, which urged the government “to move away from [the] conservative con-
cept of keeping everything behind theveil of secrecy” sincelndid sadversariescould contem-
plate mounting nuclear attacksonly if they “ underestimated the robustness of our prepared-
ness.”® Thefact still remainsthat senior Indian security managershave deliberately maintained
anacutesilenceabout al the detail srelating to theseissues, preferring to leave most analysisto
theimagination of othersin an effort to exploit whatever deterrence benefits can beincurred
from uncertainty, opacity, and ambiguity. Even when they have spoken about nuclear matters,
they have sought to describe not what Indiamight do in the event of deterrence breakdown,
but rather only what needsto be doneto prevent such abreakdown from ever occurring. Even
these declamations—whenever offered in sparse and general terms—usually turn out to be
littleother than either reiterated jutificationsof why Indianeedsaminimal, but credible, nuclear
deterrent or pleasto theinternational community torestrain India sadversaries, particularly
Pakistan.®* Even the draft report’ssectiontitled “ Objectives,” despite being morethan usually
verbose on these matters, does not add much moreto that which might already be presumed
about I ndian thinking on thisquestion: after affirming that “ India s peacetime postureaimsat
convincing any potential aggressor that ... any threat of use of nuclear weaponsagainst India

81 Dinesh Kumar, “National Debate on N-tests Hurts Security Concerns: Fernandes,” The Times of India,
October 12, 1998.

8 A leading national daily, The Times of India, for example, in a pointed editorial aimed at Fernandes's
remarks noted that while Fernandes “may have reasons for taking such a position ... given the demands and
sensitivities of the portfolio that [he] is handling,... the position taken by Mr Fernandes is itself is highly
debatable.... While opinion is divided on the May 1998 nuclear tests and their diplomatic and economic fall-out,
there has been a heartening unanimity on the view that theissue should be discussed. In fact, this continuing debate
is a matter of singular pride for India.... In this regard, India has distinguished itself from most other nuclear
powerswhose deterrence needs and capabilities have, seldom, if ever, been publicly discussed with such passion-
ate and informed zeal.” See“ Silent Thunder,” The Times of India, October 13, 1998.

8 “Declare our nuclear capability to deter strike,” The Asian Age, December 26, 1998. For other exhortations
inasimilar vein, see also, Ashok K. Mehta, “ Preparing for anuclear future,” The Hindustan Times, June 19, 1998;
Ranjit B. Rai, “Nuclear Strategy,” The Pioneer, September 7, 1998.

8 See, for example, the tenor of the remarks offered by both Jaswant Singh and George Fernandes in their
interviews with Tim Sebastian of the BBC as reported in Surya Prakash, “We sleep well Mr. Sebastian, thank
you,” The Pioneer, July 28, 1999.
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shall invoke measuresto counter thethreat,” it ssimply declaresthat “ any nuclear attack on
Indiaanditsforcesshal result in punitiveretaliation with nuclear weaponstoinflict damage
unacceptabl e to the aggressor.” %

Understanding India’'s Assessment of “ What Deters?”

Thelaconic Indian approach toward deterrence, which when vocalized s mply repeats
what most Indiansimaginearethe essentia characteristicsof nuclear weaponry anyway (i.e.,
theability toinflict unacceptable damage eveninthe context of themost limited use), standsin
sharp contrast to the characteristic loquacity about nuclear doctrine exhibited in the United
Statesduring the Cold War. These differencesin attitude arerooted ultimately in diametrically
opposed intuitions about the question, “what deters?' & The United States, operating onthe
point of view that achieving successful nuclear deterrence was adifficult and complicated
matter requiring both extensive capabilitiesand crediblethrests, created agigantic and redun-
dant nuclear arsena coupled with relatively transparent nuclear use doctrines, al designed to
communicatethe character of itsnuclear capabilitiesand ensurethat itsotherwise quiteincred-
ible strategic threatswould actually be carried out in response to any attack.®” Operating on
theintuition that achieving successful nuclear deterrenceisarelatively easier matter, thanksto
both the absolute character of nuclear weaponry and therelatively robust “tradition of nonuse’
already in place, India, in contrast, appears content to settlefor asimpler set of nuclear capa-
bilities, while maintaining acomparative silence about many of the details pertainingtoits
ability toretaliate. Thisresponseisquitelogical sinceIndiaseemssatisfied by the belief that
even aragged nuclear response should deter itsadversaries, given that thisripostewould inflict
more damagethan isworth any of the political objectives sought by its competitors.®

8 “Draft Report of [the] National Security Advisory Board on Indian Nuclear Doctrine,” 2. The expanded
discussion of various dimensions of retaliation in the draft report occur only in the sectionson India’sdesired force
structure and they cannot be treated by any means as an exhaustive statement of how India might respond in the
context of anuclear attack. These issues will be discussed in more detail later on in this article in the subsection
describing the operational level of policy.

8 For a concise survey of the different approaches to answering this question in the United States, see John
F. Reichart and Steven R. Sturm (eds.), American Defense Policy, 5th ed., Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins Univer-
sity Press, 1982.

8 1n his classic work, The Strategy of Conflict, for example, Thomas Schelling would assess at some length
many of the techniques that a deterrer could use to communicate its commitment to carrying out what might
otherwise be dismissed as incredible threats because of their inherent painfulness. See Schelling, The Strategy of
Conflict, pp. 119-61. See also, Thomas C. Schelling, Arms and Influence, New Haven, CT: Yale University Press,
1966, pp. 1-125.

8 K. Subrahmanyam formulated this criterion succinctly when he noted that war, including nuclear war,
“does not make sense as an instrument of policy, if there is no worthwhile gain or if the costs of it will not be
commensurate to the results expected or achieved.” See K. Subrahmanyam, “In Dubious Battle: How War Became
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Understanding thiscriterioniscritical to comprehending India sevolving nuclear doctrine
and force posture becauseit suggeststhat, no matter how serioustheincreasein Pakistani and
Chinesenuclear capabilitiesmay be, New Delhi believesthat it facesareasonably permissive
geopolitical environment—at |east insofar asthisenvironment conditionsthe prospectsfor
nuclear use by India sadversaries.® Thisjudgment isnot unreasonabl e, given the character of
thetwo nuclear threatsfacing New Delhi. Themost likely use of nuclear wegponsagainst India
would emergefrom Pakistan, not China. Thelndo-Pakistani rivary involvesdynamic security
competition: it entailsahigh degree of routine violence; it ismanifested through the active
struggle over adisputed territory; and it involves aweak statethat is paranoid about Indian
threatsto its security. Given these considerations, any conflict between Indiaand Pakistan,
even oneoriginating inmiscalculation, islikely to produce nuclear brandishing by |slamabad
and, inthelimiting case, even somekinds of nuclear use.®

Despite the challenges posed by such a contingency, New Delhi, rightly or wrongly,
appearsto be sanguine about the problem of Pakistani nuclear usefor threereasons. Firdt, itis
unlikely that Indiawill ever pursueany military option that places Pakistan in asituation where
thelatter feelsit hasno alternative but to useits nuclear weaponsin anger.®* Second, even if
Pakistan usesits nuclear weapons extensively against India, the stark geographic vulnerabili-
tiesof theformer imply that even arelatively small Indian residual reserve would morethan

Obsolete,” The Timesof India, May 9, 1995. Since even limited nuclear—counterval ue—attacks can be extraordi-
narily costly in terms of the casualties suffered by the victim, the possibility of even aragged nuclear response
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not all, of the contingenciesthat precipitate Pakistan’s defensive nuclear useiswell within New Delhi’s control—
at least in theory.
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sufficeto destroy Pakistan asafunctioning state. Asone Indian anayst phrased thisjudgment,
“thelogic of Pakistan’snuclear [posture] restsin the assumption that the only way to counter
India ssizeand might restsinacquiring afirst-strike nuclear capability, forgetting that Pakistan
cannot survive even the second strike option that the Indian nuclear doctrine hasreserved for
itself.”92 Third, itisincreasingly believed that even in the context of alimited conventional war
with Idlamabad, anuclear-armed Pakistan will not be ableto actually useits nuclear weapons
with impunity against India. While these capabilities may be brandished, and the political ef-
fectsof their flaunting exploited for purposes of signaling, many Indian analysts argue that
Pakistanisunlikely to conclude such stratagems by really using its nuclear weaponry either
because the costs of such actionsfar exceed their benefitsin the context of alimited confron-
tation;* or because thethreat of uncontrolled escal ation, which would devastate Pakistan far
more than it would India, subsists as arestraint on any Pakistani propensity to cross the
nuclear threshol d;* or because the superpowers, especialy the United Sates, areunlikely, for
purely self-interested reasons connected with maintai ning the nuclear taboo, “to permit Paki-
stan to get away with [such] anuclear strike.”*

Irrespective of the veracity of each of these three reasons, the bottom lineisthat New
Delhi refusesto appear unnerved even by themorelikely contingency pertaining to nuclear use
in SouthAs a: threats emanating from Pakistan. Inlarge part, thisisbecauseall three consider-
ationsinteract to produce an expectation that whatever 1dlamabad may say, it will not actually
make good on any of itsthreatsto use nuclear weaponsfirst since any nuclear exchange, while
certainly painful for India, would s mply obliterate Pakistan. Consequently, the prospect of just
such an outcome should sufficeto prevent |lamabad from initiating any nuclear useto begin
with, or so many Indian analystsarewont to argue.*

Thiscalculusdoesnot carryover inanidentical way vis-&vis China, but even here New
Delhi can afford to bereasonably sanguineasfar asthefear of nuclear first-useagaingt Indiais
concerned. To beginwith, Sino-Indian competition, despiteal itsebbsand flowsover the past
five decades, has never involved theroutinely high levels of violencethat exist in the Indo-
Pakistani case. Chinadoeslay claim to about 90,000 square kilometersof Indianterritory in
the eastern sector and occupiespartsof theAksai Chinthat liewithin thenorthern Indian states
of Jammu and Kashmir. For all practical purposes, however, New Delhi isreconciled tothis

92 D. N. Moorthy, “Ambiguity IsIndia's New Nuclear Agenda,” Jane's Intelligence Review, vol. 11, no. 11
(November 1999), p. 49.
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occupation, sincethemorevaluablereal estate claimed by China—inthe eastern Indian state
of Arunachal Pradesh—isaready under effective Indian control.* In contrast, the dispute
over Aksai Chin, where Chinacontrolsamodest portion of territory claimed by India, repre-
sentsan area of greater valueto Beijing becausethe critical land line of communication be-
tween Xinjiang and Tibet happensto run through thisregion. The character of the respective
Chinese and Indian occupations, therefore, produce acertain equilibrium from the perspective
of stability: Chinahasdefined Aksai Chininthewestern sector—whichit already occupies—
asstrategically vital toitssecurity interests, althoughit claimsthat the eastern sector iscrucia
to the solution of the border issue; India has defined the eastern sector—which it already
occupies—asstrategically vital toitssecurity interests, althoughit claimsthat Aksai Chinis
crucial to the solution of the border issue.®® Asaresult, neither state hasany real incentives
either to give up the areas each currently occupiesor to usurp control over the areascurrently
held by the other.

Consequently, although Beijing'srefusal to abdicateits claims over the eastern sector
often ranklesNew Delhi, it isquite clear that these holdings are ssmply not considered to be
intrinsically valuableto Beijing, at |east inaway that they areto India. In Chinese eyes, these
territoriesdo not represent the political equivalent of Taiwan or Hong Kong and, therefore,
Beijing has not considered it worth their reintegration through the threat or use of force. Thus,
what isintringically vauablefor Indiaissmply marginal for Chinaand, given these contrasting
valuations, itisnot surprising to find that India has devel oped arobust conventional military
capability designed explicitly to frustrate any Chinese attemptsat atering the statusquointhe
Indian northeast through forcible means. To be sure, China could use its superior nuclear
capabilities—ranging from tactical nuclear weaponsall theway to its strategic systems—to
neutralize Indian conventional defensesin an effort to wrest control of these territories, as
some Indian observers often fear.® Thecritical question, however, is“why?’ These disputed
territories are so ephemeral to Beijing’s strategic calculationsthat itisnot likely to fight a
conventional war, let alonerisk nuclear use and subsequent nuclear retaliation by New Delhi,
inorder to changetheexisting equitiesin thisarea.'®

% For auseful overview of these issues, see Sumit Ganguly, “The Sino-Indian Border Talks, 1981-1989: A
View from New Delhi,” Asian Survey, vol. 29, no. 12 (December 1989), pp. 1123-35.

% This parallelism is borrowed from Xuecheng Liu, The Sino-Indian Border Dispute and Sino-Indian Rela-
tions, Lanham: University Press of America, 1994, p. 178.

% See, for example, Colonel Arun Sahgal and Colonel Tejinder Singh, “Nuclear Threat from China: An
Appraisal,” Trishul, vol. 6, no. 2 (1993), pp. 27-38.

10 The late General K. Sundarji, aformer chief of staff of the Indian Army, affirmed thisjudgment by quoting
Kenneth Waltz approvingly when he asked, “What issue between the latter [referring to India and China] could
justify Chineseleadershipinrisking acity or two?’ See Sundarji, “ Changing Military EquationsinAsia: The Role
of Nuclear Weapons,” in Frankel (ed.), Bridging the Nonproliferation Divide, p. 138.
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The Chineserefusal to formally retract itsclaimsover thisterritory does servethe pur-
pose of needling India, and more understandably, functions as abargaining chip useful to
secure New Delhi’s consent to Beijing's claims over Aksal Chin, but thereis clearly some
difference between asserting territorial claimsfor psycho-political advantage and threatening
an armed conflict, which involves nuclear use, for the purpose of recovering what are other-
wisesmply marginal territories. Not surprisingly, then, Beljing appears content to pursuethe
former course of action. And New Delhi, inturn, hasjudged correctly that the prospects of
Chinese nuclear first-usein support of aconventional offensive designed to recover these
territoriesare minima—despite Beljing'soverall nuclear superiority and the otherwise ongoing
Sino-Indian strategic competition—since the value of the disputed territoriesfor Chinadoes
not in any way warrant issuing nuclear thrests, let alone using nuclear weaponsfirst, against
India. Asthe doyen of Indian strategic analysts, K. Subrahmanyam, concluded as early as
1970, “even the most ardent advocate of an Indian [nuclear] weapon programme does not
visualise ... the Chinese threat in terms of Chinausing ballistic missilesto destroy Indian
cities.” 1 Morerecently, heexcluded even other subsidiary kindsof potentia Chinese nuclear
usewhen hereaffirmed hisearlier conclusion by arguing that “it isnot aquestion of Chinese
aggression or threat” that warrantsthe creation of an Indian nuclear force, but only “the need
for astable, Asian balance of power.” 1% Other Indian observers, like Jagit Singh, haverefined
thisrationale further by noting that the presence of Indian nuclear weaponsvis-avisChina
ought to beviewed primarily asahedge against the* strategic uncertainties’ in Beijing' sfuture
political direction.’®® Consequently, theseweaponsexist principaly to provide palitical “insur-
ance’ 1% because, in their absence, the* continuing asymmetry in nuclear weapons capability
[between Indiaand China] would make [the hopefor] equal security [merely] amirage.” 1%
Another Indian scholar reiterated thisargument in similar terms:. “ Thereisonemgjor strategic
rationalefor the construction of acredible and effective Indian nuclear weapon posture: to
provide ahedge—an insurance policy—against the possibility of abelligerent Chinainan
uncertain anarchicworld.” 1%

101 K, Subrahmanyam, “Optionsfor India,” Institute for Defense Sudies and Analyses Journal, vol. 3 (1970),
p. 102.

102 K. Subrahmanyam, “Nuclear India in Global Politics,” World Affairs, vol. 2, no. 3 (July—September
1998), pp. 22-23.

103 Singh, “Why Nuclear Weapons?” in Singh (ed.), Nuclear India, p. 16.

104 | bid., p. 19.

105 | bid., p. 20.

106 Amitabh Mattoo, “India’s Nuclear Policy in an Anarchic World,” in Mattoo (ed.), India’s Nuclear Deter-
rent, pp. 18-19.
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Both the Pakistani and the Chinese challenges, then, are seen asadding up to rel atively
modest strategic problemsfor New Delhi, at least asfar asnuclear weaponsuse against India
isconcerned. Both states certainly have nuclear weapons, and thus place Indiain asituation
where it is required to have comparable capabilities for purposes of deterrence and self-
assurance. Thelow likelihood of either adversary using itsweaponsin anger against India,
however, implies that New Delhi does not have to rely very heavily on its nuclear assets,
though for different reasonsin each case: inthe case of Pakistan, |9damabad’s structura weak-
ness makes any but the most token Pakistani nuclear useincredible asamatter of national
policy, whilethe problem of proportionality between meansand endsin the case of territorial
disputes between Chinaand Indiaproduce exactly the same outcome where Chinese nucl ear
useisconcerned—despite Beijing’ s otherwise overwhel ming nuclear superiority! Itis, there-
fore, possibleto argue, simply interms of these readings, that nuclear weaponsare, in fact,
quiteunnecessary for India,’%” but thevaidity of such aconclusion hingesultimately ontherisk
tolerance of security managersin New Delhi. Being risk averse, Indian policymakershave by
now madeit abundantly clear that they would prefer to acquire nuclear weaponsfor purposes
of both deterrence and self-assurance. As Subrahmanyam framed their reasoning, “while
[nuclear] deterrence may befragile, absence of [nuclear] deterrence will makethe situation
even morefragile.” % Neverthel ess, New Delhi’s decision-makers are not convinced, given
therelatively low prospectsfor nuclear use by an adversary, that the country requiresvery
much more than the possession of amodest, but secure, deterrent to ensure national safety.

Giventhisminimalist conviction about what it takesto deter successfully, Indiawill con-
tinue to distinguish itself from both Pakistan and China by avery specific attitude toward
nuclear weaponry. If thelocution, “nuclear weapons,” istreated astheframework of analysis,
New Delhi islikely to place most emphasis on the adjective nuclear,” asin “nuclear weap-
onry” understood asnational political assetsconstituting insurance against strategic blackmail
and potential nuclear use. Thisemphasis grows directly out of the belief that the absol ute,
rather than therelative, performance of these weapons, coupl ed with the horrendous conse-
guencesof even limited use, more than sufficesto make them potent deterrents against any of
India scompetitors—deterrentsthat do not even require explicit threats of usefor their politi-
cd efficacy, giventhehighly remote circumstances under which they might becomere evant.’®
Islamabad, in contrast, ismorelikely to lay greater emphasis on the noun “weaponry,” asin

107 Such an argument has in fact been advanced most cogently in Kanti Bajpai, “ The Fallacy of an Indian
Deterrent,” in Mattoo (ed.), India’s Nuclear Deterrent, pp. 150-88.

108 K. Subrahmanyam, “The Nuclear Bomb: Myths and Reality,” The Economic Times, June 22, 1998.

109 See the discussion in Singh, “Why Nuclear Weapons?” in Singh (ed.), Nuclear India, pp. 9-25.



TELLIS 33

“nuclear weaponry” understood as military instrumentsthat might have to beemployedin
extremisfor purposesof ensuring nationd safety. Thisemphasisgrowsdirectly out of Pakistan's
strategicinferiority vis-avisIndiaand itsever-present fears of being overwhelmed by Indian
military action, which together create greater incentivesfor systematically integrating nuclear
weaponsinto its operational military planning.t'® Beijing, in contrast to both Indiaand Paki-
stan, islikely to emphasi ze both adj ective and noun uniformly, asin nuclear weaponry under-
stood both as national assets congtituting insurance against strategic blackmail and asmilitary
instrumentswhich might haveto be employed operationally in extremisagainst more capable
powersthanitsalf. Thisuniform emphasison both the psycho-palitical and the military-opera
tional predicates of nuclear weaponry growsdirectly out of Chinabeing alegitimate nuclear
weapons state and an acknowledged, but relatively weak, great power smultaneoudy, both of
which interact to bequeath it with apolitically useful nuclear weapons status even as they
compel it to consider the potential usability of theseinstrumentsagainst other, more capable,
great powersintheinternational system.''

In sharp contrast to the differing emphases placed by itscompetitors, India sgreat stress
on*“nuclear weaponry” aspolitical instrumentsand pure deterrentsisobviousy grounded first
and foremost in structural constraints—that is, inthe specific objectivesthat theseweaponsare
calledto serviceinthe context of India’sgrand strategic needs. Thisfact, however, represents
only part of the story astheinordinate emphasison the political, as opposed to the military,
character of nuclear weaponsisalso linked to three distinct, but separate, strands of political
necessity that are uniquely rooted in India sstrategic traditions and its domestic circumstances.

The ldeational Discomfort with Nuclear \eaponry

Thefirgt reasonfor therefusal to treat nuclear weagponsasmilitary tools, which lend them-
selvesto usesother than puredeterrence, isrooted in thetightly interwoven strandsof idedlist and
liberal thought that defined the country’spolitical cultureinitsformativeyears.? Despitethe

10 See the discussion in Agha Shahi, Zulfigar Ali Khan, and Abdul Sattar, “ Securing Nuclear Peace,” The
News, October 5, 1999; Zafar Igbal Cheema, “ Pakistan’s Nuclear Use Doctrine and Command and Control,” in
Lavoy, Sagan, and Wirtz (eds.), Planning the Unthinkable, pp. 158-81; Rodney W. Jones, “Pakistan’s Nuclear
Posture: Quest for Assured Nuclear Deterrence—A Conjecture,” Regional Sudies, vol. 18, no. 2 (Spring 2000),
pp. 3-39; Rodney W. Jones, “Pakistan’s Nuclear Posture: Arms Race Instabilities in South Asia,” Asian Affairs,
vol. 25, no. 2 (Summer 1998), pp. 67-87; Rodney W. Jones, “Pakistan’s Nuclear Posture,” Dawn, September 14,
1999; and Rodney W. Jones, “Pakistan’s Nuclear Posture—I1: Arms Control Diplomacy,” Dawn, September 15,
1999.

1 Seethe discussionin Michael D. Swaine and Ashley J. Tellis, Interpreting China’s Grand Srategy, Santa
Monica: RAND, 2000, pp. 121-23.

12 For more on this issue, see Kanti Bajpai, “India: Modified Structuralism,” in Muthiah Alagappa (ed.)
Asian Security Practice, Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1998, pp. 157-97.
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many changesin New Delhi’snuclear policy snce 1947, theoneunderlying  ement of continuity
inIndian strategic attitudes conssts of itsconsistent refusal toinvest nuclear weaponswith any
axiological legitimacy. Holding that theseweaponsare” morally, legally and politically indefen-
sible,"**Indialed the chargefor “universal and non-discriminatory disarmament” inal interna-
tiond forasincethevery beginning of thenuclear age. Evenwhenit opposed disarmament tregties
liketheNonproliferation Treaty (NPT) and the CTBT, it did so on the groundsthat these solu-
tions created more problemsthan they remedied: theformer legitimized the entitative status of
nuclear weaponry, even asit enshrined apermanently discriminatory internationa regime, while
thelatter did not go far enoughinthedirection of disarmament, even asit crested new opportu-
nitiesfor the nuclear wegpons statesto maintain and improvetheir existing arsenas. Cons stent
with thisbelief, Indiaargued before the International Court of Justicethat “ any use of nuclear
weapons... to promotenational policy objectiveswould beunlawful” 4 and, therefore, the use,
or threat of use, of nuclear weaponsought to bedeclaredillegal under internationd law. India's
generd dtitudetoward nuclear deterrence asasystem of regulating interstate behavior has, there-
fore, alwaysbeen antagonistic sinceit held, even aslate asthe discussions|eading up to the
CTBT, that nuclear wegponswere* not essential to the security of any nation” and that thethreet
of inflicting mass destruction to control state behavior wasinvariably an* abhorrent” doctrine. ™

Giventhistradition, thedecisionto finally acquire nuclear weapons creates great dilem-
masfor New Delhi and numerous Indian commentators and strategic analysts have struggled
with the challenge of reconciling the decision to acquirethishorrendousweaponry with India's
longstanding commitment to disarmament. At thelevel of doctrine, however, policymakerssee
only one defensible way out of thisthorny predicament: to treat the acquisition of nuclear
weaponsasamaximin strategy, that is, asthe* best of theworst” choicesfacing India, while
smultaneoudly refusing to define theva ue of theseinstrumentsin militarily trandatableterms.
Only aworldview that treats nuclear weaponsaspolitical devicesin oppositiontotheir being
military tools can emphasizetheir radical inutility and, thereby, salvage something that re-
semblesfiddity to the country’slarger commitment to non-violence asan ordering principle of
political life. Thedifficulty of reconciling the demands of technology in general, and al the
rationalization, bureaucratization, and violencethat comesinitswake, with theidealsof politi-
ca mordlity hasposed aparticular challengeto Indiasinceitsindependence.*® Nuclear weapons,

113 Praful Bidwai, “BJP's Nuclear Stance Seen as Undermining Security,” India Abroad, April 10, 1998.

a4« Annexure I, Indian Memorial submitted to the International Court of Justice, Status of Nuclear Weap-
onsin International Law: Request for Advisory Opinion of the International Court of Justice,” Indian Journal of
International Law, vol. 37, no. 2 (April-June 1997), p. 244.

15 Bidwai, “BJP's Nuclear Stance Seen as Undermining Security.”

116 This theme has been treated at some length and with great sophistication in Ashis Nandy (ed.), Science,
Hegemony and Violence: A Requiem for Modernity, Delhi: Oxford University Press, 1988.



TELLIS 35

astheacme of technology par excellence, only accentuate thischallengefurther. Indian secu-
rity managerstoday believethat the solution to this conundrum cannot consist of rejecting the
technology itself, sinceidedals, however attractive, cannot survivewithout power. Power with-
out ideals, on the other hand, is draconian and dangerous, and to the degree that nuclear
weaponsmust be possessed, their power can betamed only by ideationally denaturing themin
away that isconsistent with India’slarger moral principles. Theexaggerated Indian emphasis
on nuclear weaponsaspolitical rather than military instruments must, therefore, be seenasa
solution that derivesfrom more than simply aspecific strategic problematic: itsviability ulti-
mately isensured by thefact that it tol erates the possession of such weaponsonly solong as
possessionitself isgrounded in therational e that nuclear weapons cannot betreated asweap-
onsper seand used as such.'” Not surprisingly then, even the draft report on Indian nuclear
doctrine, perhapsuniquely among all such documentsanywherein theworld, beginswith a
lengthy preamblethat Singsthe prai sesof universal nuclear disarmament and, even asit defines
the structure of what could become asignificant Indian nuclear force, endsby admonishing the
country’ssecurity managers*to continue [their] effortsto achievethe goal of anuclear weapon
freeworld at an early date” whileworking to secure, intheinterim, both “ aninternational treaty
banning [the] first use[of nuclear wegponry]” and “internationaly binding unconditional nega-
tive security assurances by nuclear weapon statesto non-nuclear weapon states.” 18

The Unique Demands of Indian Civil-Military Relations

Whilethe demands emanating from India’slarger philosophic and political traditions
function asthefirst reason for treating nuclear weapons as something other than operationally
usable military implements, the second reason isrooted in the more prosaic institutions of

17 This position riles some Indian hawks like Bharat Karnad who would prefer that Indiajettison its heritage
of commitment to non-violence and simply acquire nuclear weapons in order to enhance its security and buttress
its claims to great power status. As he phrased his larger critique, “this will require the will to power which the
politically correct, if impractical, ideology of world peace through disarmament married to an inert, self-deluding,
national security policy has so far made impossible.” See Bharat Karnad, “India’ s Weak Geopolitics and What to
DoAbout It,” in Bharat Karnad (ed.), Future Imperilled, Delhi: Viking, 1994, pp. 66-67. In another place, Karnad
reaffirms this position even more emphatically: “[India] relies on deterrence and seeks to obtain disarmament,
when these two are, in realistic military terms, at the two ends of the pole.... For a self-proclaimed “Nuclear
Weapons State,” disarmament is a manifestly counter-productive policy thrust.... Alas, Delhi hangs on to the
vestiges of the past by conjoining its imperative to weaponise with the sentimental craving to advance disarma-
ment. Thisisasomewhat quixotic and contrarian effort, especially in amilieu where military power isthefulcrum
of international diplomacy.” See Karnad, “A Thermonuclear Deterrent,” in Mattoo (ed.), India’s Nuclear Deter-
rent, p. 114.

18 “Draft Report of [the] National Security Advisory Board on Indian Nuclear Doctrine,” pp. 2-3. As one
Indian commentator caustically observed, “nuclear doctrines normally deal with the deployment of nuclear arse-
nals. They never advocate abolition. The draft Indian nuclear doctrine [managesto] deal with not only complete
nuclear disarmament but also nuclear warfighting [simultaneously].” See Sidhu, “ ThisDoctrineis Full of Holes.”
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domestic politics, especialy India’s peculiar organization of civil-military relations. Itisoften
insufficiently recognized that Indiahas one of the most rigid and ironclad systemsfor ensuring
absolutecivilian control over themilitary. Thisinstitutional structurewasdeveloped early in
the post-independence period when the country’ sfounding fathers, fearful of thethreat posed
by the* man on horseback,” created abureaucratic framework, first through the constitution
and later through aseriesof administrative orders, that completely subordinated the uniformed
servicesto avariety of civilian political and bureaucratic masters.**® The Indian congtitution
vestscontrol of thelndian military with the president, who exercisesthat control through the
prime minister and the cabinet. Within the cabinet itself, a sub-committee called the Cabinet
Committee on Security (CCYS), previoudy named the Cabinet Committee on Political Affairs,
and cong sting of the primeminister and thehome (interior), finance, external affairs(foreign),
and defense ministers, servesasthe principal decision-making body onall mattersof nationa
security. Thedeliberations of the CCSare assisted in practice by the two most important civil
servantsin the government, the principa secretary to the prime minister (who holdsthe posi-
tion of the national security advisor concurrently) and the cabinet secretary, both of whom are
supported by the Strategic Policy Group (which consistsof the Cabinet Secretariat by another
name; the three service chiefs; the heads of the Department of Atomic Energy (DAE), the
Defense Research and Devel opment Organization (DRDO), and theintel ligence services, and
the governor of the Reserve Bank of India) and the Joint Intelligence Committee (which has
now been reincarnated asthe National Security Council Secretariat), asrequired.

The decisions of the CCS, insofar as they involve the armed forces, are transmitted
through the Ministry of Defense, whichisheaded by civilian politicians at the apex. These
politicians, the defense minister and the minister of statefor defense, are assisted by four key
civilian bureaucrats, the defense secretary, the secretary of defense production, the defense
finance advisor (asecretary-level office), and the scientific advisor to the defense minister who
isalso smultaneousdly the secretary of defense research and devel opment. Under these princi-
pal secretaries, there are several additional and joint secretaries each in charge of special
functional portfolios. (SeeFigure?2.)

Themost interesting element of thisorganizational structureisthat thethreelndianarmed
forces, each with separate service headquarters, are not part of the Ministry of Defense. They
ultimately report to the defense minister only through achiefs of staff committee, which, in
practice, immediately reportsto the defense secretary. Thus, athough thethree servicechiefs

119 The seminal work on the unique character of Indian civil-military relations remains Stephen P. Cohen, The
Indian Army: Its Contribution to the Devel opment of a Nation, Berkeley: University of CaliforniaPress, 1971. See
also, VeenaKukreja, Civil-Military Relationsin South Asia, New Delhi: Sage Publications, 1991.
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Figure2: India’'sHigher Defense Organization
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have—in principle—policy-making accessto both the primeminister (through their represen-
tation on the Strategic Policy Group) and the defense minister (through their representation on
the defense minister’scommittee), their access—in practice—is severely constrained by the
invisiblemoresand theingtitutional traditionsthat are not reveal ed on any organizationd chart.
What complicates matters further isthat both bodies wherein the service chiefs are repre-
sented have problematic histories: the Strategic Policy Groupisafairly new institution and to
the degree that it isdominated by the cabinet secretariat, it isamost certain to cement the
marginalization of India’s senior most military leadership; thedefense minister’scommittee, in
contrast, isanoldinstitution but itisfor al practical purposesamoribund body which, despite
the defense minister’ srecent attemptsto resuscitateit, continuesto beless-than-fully effective
because of the great dependence of the elected politician (who holds the post of defense
minister) on thecivilian bureaucratswho man the Defense Ministry. Consequently, despitethe
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nominal representation of India s senior military leadersin such august bodies, thethorough
subordination of the military to the civil isensured ultimately by thefact that all strategic,
budgetary, acquisition, and personnel decisionsare controlled by the Indian Administrative
Service, thecivilian bureaucracy that consistsof theprincipal, additional, and joint secretaries
who“play adominant middleroleandinsulate professional meninuniformfrom [the] political
leadership.”1° The opinions, requests, and recommendations of the service chiefsare thus
vetted by civil servantswho, thanksto their ability to control theflow of paperwork, formulate
budgets, and influence senior service promotion decisions, remain ultimately responsiblefor
themilitary posture of the Indian state despite thefact that they may “ have neither the knowl-
edge nor the perspectiveto assume such responsibility.” 2 The weaknesses of this system of
control arewidely recognized in Indiabut, being content with the protection afforded by the
country’sgreat size and inherent strength relativeto its adversaries, Indian security manag-
ers—historically—have consciously avoided altering the structure of strict civilian control no
matter what benefitsinincreased military efficiency may accrue asaresult.? The experience
of Pakistan, where the armed forces have routinely captured the management of state, has
only strengthened their resolve to maintain thisironclad supremacy and it hasin fact consoli-
dated theexigting, “fairly effective, dliance between thecivil serviceand politicians, andliance
created for the purpose of reducing therole of themilitary in the decision-making process.” 12

Whilethe armed forces are thus separated from thelocus of national security decision-
making, they are even further removed from the nuclear weapons program. In fact, eventhe
civilian-controlled Ministry of Defense—asacorporate entity—has never beentraditionally
connected to the weapons program as such. All decisions pertaining to this program have been
made solely—often orally—by India’s primeministersrelying on the advice of afew close
advisors, none of whom can usually beidentified by their position on an organizational chart
aone* Theprimeministers, utilizing their secretariat asafunctional clearinghouse, have con-
trolled the nuclear weapons program through the DAE, which functions asthe bureaucratic
parent of theAtomic Energy Commission (AEC). TheAEC, whichisresponsiblefor oversee-

120 K otera Bhimayya, “Nuclear Deterrencein South Asia,” Asian Survey, vol. 34, no. 7 (July 1994), p. 649.

121 |pid.

122 |n the aftermath of the conflict at Kargil in 1999, the Indian state—after much hesitation—began a
process of investigating the possibilities of changein the organization of India’s higher defense decision-making
institutions. The prospective changes that have been recommended by the “Group of Ministers’ have been
detailed in Atul Aneja, “Towards a New Security Architecture,” The Hindu, February 28, 2001, and Atul Aneja,
“GoM for Revamp of Defense Management,” The Hindu, February 27, 2001.

128 Cohen, The Indian Army, p. 171.

124 See the most revealing description of this pattern in K. Subrahmanyam, “Indian Nuclear Policy—1964—
98,” in Singh (ed.), Nuclear India, pp. 26-53; and episodically throughout Perkovich, India’s Nuclear Bomb.
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ing the country’svast nuclear estate, including institutionslike the BhabhaAtomic Research
Center in Bombay (where India’s nuclear weapons are designed), is composed entirely of
civilian scientists and managerswho constitute the highest scientific-regulatory body inthe
nuclear realm. Assuch, theAEC aso functionsasthe brain trust that successive Indian prime
ministershaverelied upon for advicein connection with decisions pertaining to nuclear i ssues.
Tothedegreethat the Ministry of Defenseisinvolved corporately intheweapons program, it
has been mainly through the DRDO, which isheaded by acivilian scientific advisor to the
defense minister. Between the DAE, which ultimately producesthe nuclear components, and
the DRDO, whichisresponsiblefor both producing the non-nuclear componentsof thecountry’s
nuclear devicesand transforming these devicesinto usable weapons, the entire Indian nuclear
weapons program is controlled, manned, and operated by civilians.

Therecent Indian decisiontoformally acquire nuclear wegponsisnot in any way intended
todisturb thefundamental structureof civil-military relations, at |east to the degreethat suchis
possible. If anything, acquiring nuclear weapons has made the | ndian | eadership even more
sensitiveto the need for maintaining the strictest civilian control over thearmed forces. The
experience of Pakistan, onceagain, loomsheavily in Indian consciousnesssinceit isremem-
bered that Zulfikar Ali Bhutto’s nuclear weapons program, though originally intended to serve
asacivilian counterweight to the Pakistani military, ultimately was hijacked by thelatter and
transformed into atrump card that was used against both itscivilian mastersand, ultimately,
India.*?® Very consciousof thispoalitical history, Indian security managers appear determined
to regulatetherole of themilitary in nuclear mattersto the maximum extent possible. Thisde-
terminationisonly fortified by the public ruminationsof severd retired serviceofficerswho see
inIndia'sdecision to declareitsnuclear statusanew opportunity for the military to actively
participatein the country’ snationa security decision-making. Indian policymakers, at least thus
far, appear to have exactly the opposite idea: they seem ready to sacrifice the increasesin
operational coherence and efficiency that may arisefrom unobstructed military involvementin
nuclear command, control, and operationsab initio for the saf ety that comeswith restricted
military participation occurring primarily under conditions of supremeemergency.’?

125 The history of this development and the gradual integration of the DRDO into what was originally only
aDAE-managed program are well described in Perkovich, India’s Nuclear Bomb, pp. 261-317.

12 | bid., pp. 204-05.

127 Not recognizing that thisisin fact a conscious decision on the part of India’s civilian security-managers,
at |east one Indian hawk, Brahma Chellaney, has concluded that the country’s* minimum deterrent” has more bark
than bite as “the military continues to be shut out from nuclear-deterrent planning and operations.” Continuing
further, Chellaney argues, “There [is] no explanation as to what could be the security benefits of weapons the
military d[oes] not know about and ha[s] not trained to use.... The Vajpayee government, without giving the
military any role in nuclear deterrence, claims India can deter any threat. Will civilians by themselves prepare
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How exactly thisdivision of labor might be operationalized isnot entirely clear exceptin
its broadest form,'? but it suffices—for the moment—to conclude that precisely because
maintaining strict civilian control over the military isacontinuing national security requirement
inIndia, theincentivesto treat nuclear weapons asanything other than political instrumentsfor
pure deterrence are non-existent. If it wereimagined, even for amoment, that these weapons
could have operationa military use, therequirement to integrate the uniformed services asfulll
partnersinto the national nuclear command and control apparatuswould become obligatory.
Suchintegration, however, wouldinevitably destroy thetraditiona framework of civil-military
relationsthat India’s security managers have assiduously sought to entrench over thelast fifty
years, asit would distend themilitary’ sdominion over highly puissant weaponsthat affect the
nation’ssurvival inwaysthat conventional military capabilitiesnever could. Not surprisingly,
then, one of the Bharatiya JanataParty’ smost prominent national security specialists, Mohan
Guruswamy, concluded simply that “these are not weaponsto beissued to the existing armed
services.” 1 Given that New Delhi never risked integrated military participationin national
security decision-making even when all Indiahad were conventiona weapons, itisunlikely,
despitetheimperativesof the nuclear age, that Indiawill enthusiastically enlargetheroleof the
military inthissphere—at least until it hastried and exhausted dll other feasible dternatives.

If recent reports are to be believed, the new recommendations made by the Group of
Ministerswith respect to reforming India shigher defense organi zation continueto reflect the
ambivalence of Indian security managers about enlarging therole of thearmed forcesinthe
management of India snationd security affairs, including those aspectsrel ated to the control of
its nuclear weapons. On the face of it, these recommendations appear to be, asone Indian
commentator put it, “sweeping” in nature and suggest “an altogether new architecture for
managing national security.” ** Thisconclusionisderived from thefact that the Group of Min-
istershas apparently recommended, among other things, the appointment of achief of defense
staff (CDS), who “will serveasthe‘single point’ military adviser”** to the government; the

targeting strategies for war scenarios or do what the Prime Minister has identified as an essential minimum-
deterrence requirement—maintain deployed nuclear weapons? Will the DRDO, which has devised a nuclear
doctrine and command-and-control system, fire nuclear weaponswhen Indiasuffersafirst strike? The paradox of
a country proclaiming a nuclear deterrent without the necessary military underpinnings can only make it more
vulnerable in aregional situation where it confronts a well-armed, ambitious nuclear power and a state whose
nuclear-weapons programme has always been run by the military.” See Brahma Chellaney, “Woolly Diplomacy,”
The Hindustan Times, May 5, 1999.

128 For a good general description, see Amit Gupta, “ South Asian Nuclear Choices,” Armed Forces Journal
International, vol. 136, no. 2 (September 1998), pp. 24-30.

129 K enneth J. Cooper, “Nuclear Dilemmas—India,” The Washington Post, May 25, 1998.

130 Anegja, “Towards a New Security Architecture.”

181 Angja, “GoM for Revamp of Defense Management.”
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creation of anew unified command that, headed by the new CDS, will overseethe country’s
“nuclear forces, which [will] include delivery systemsbased on land, air and the sea” ;**2 the
creation of anew tri-service Defense I ntelligence Agency that will report to anew National

Intelligence Board to be headed by the national security advisor; and, theformalization of a
new joint command in thefar eastern theater headquartered in theAndaman Islands.**

Theimplicationsof these recommendationsfor changein India shigher military decison-
making cannot be analyzed herein any detail, but theinnovations noted above may not be as
dramatic asthey first appear—at | east asfar asthe management of India’snuclear assetsare
concerned.

First, thenew CDS, though intended to bethe single-point advisor to the government on
all matterspertaining to defense, replacesfor al practical purposesthe current chairman of the
Chiefsof Staff Committee. To be sure, the new CDSwill possess augmented powersrelative
to the erstwhile chairman, because, among other reasons, hewill “report directly tothe De-
fence Minister”*** and will have the power to adjudicate many kinds of inter-service disputes.
Thispower, however, may not be asdecisive asit appears because each of thethree service
chiefs, even under the new arrangements, will have independent access to India's highest
civilian authoritiesand can convey their claims, judgments, and opinions—including dissenting
opinions—autonomoudly to these authorities.

Second, the new CDSwill have no operational control over any conventiona military
forceswhatsoever. The operational command over al of India sconventional forceswill con-
tinueto residein thethree service chiefs, who will control the employment of these compo-
nentsin all warfighting operations. The primary role of the new CDSwill, therefore, bere-
stricted principally to overseeing the planning, organization, training, and equi page of these
forces(in coordination with thethree service chiefs), while assuming additiona responsibility
for theoverdl direction, coordination, and approva—but not execution—of thejoint warfighting
plansthat must be developed if the Indian military isto respond coherently in theface of the
new challenges specificto the nuclear age. Over aperiod of time—perhapsafter thefirst five-
year review—the CDS could acquire someformsof operational control over India’sconven-
tional forcesat the expense of the existing service chiefs, but thisdevelopment isexpressy not
mandated in the current date of recommendations.

Third, the only operational rolethat the new CDSis supposed to acquireissupervision
of India snuclear capabilities, and thisfunctionislikely to be expressed through the mecha-

132 | bid.
133 | bid.
134 “ Service Chiefs to Plan on Control of N-Forces,” The Times of India, March 5, 2001.
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nism of anew unified (actually tri-service) command that could be created for this purpose.
Thisiscertainly animportant innovation, but itssignificance ought not to be exaggerated. For
starters, itisunclear, asyet, whether the primeminister will finaly accept thisrecommendation
and, even if it isaccepted, what the exact predicates of the CDS's control would be. Further,
the creation of anew unified command overseeing India’ s nuclear assetsdoes not imply that
the country’scivilian authoritieswill actually transfer compl eted nuclear weaponsinto the cus-
tody of thisbody during peacetime. Rather, the new command will oversee only theddlivery
systemscurrently maintained by thevariouswarfighting armsand evenitsability to discharge
thisfunction adequately istill unclear. Thisisbecausethe CDS, lacking any operationa au-
thority over India s conventional forces, will nonethel ess be required to plan, procure, and
operate many kinds of military assetsthat have both conventional and nuclear uses. With the
exception of those missile systems dedicated solely to the nuclear role (and which will be
available only many yearsfrom now), various other warfighting systems—Iike combat and
transport aircraft, communications equipment, surveillance and bomb damage assessment as-
sets, and automated mission planning tools—are all dual-capablein nature. How the CDS,
who has no operational control over these assetsinsofar asthey are earmarked for conven-
tional operations, will acquirejurisdiction over them in connection with nuclear missionsre-
mainsaknotty organizational problem that will haveto beironed out.

Fourth, and finally, the relationship between the CDS (in both his advisory and opera-
tional roles) and the country’snational command authority, which hitherto hasbeen constituted
exclusively by civilians, remainsanissuethat isstill not yet authoritatively clarified. If thehis-
torical record isanything to go by, however, thisrelationship will bereaffirmed in favor of
enduring civilian supremacy, with the CDS continuing to remain responsibleto the primemin-
ister and to the cabinet.**

Evenif al thesebureaucratic challenges areresol ved satisfactorily, the creation of anew
unified command headed by the CDS and tasked with overseeing India’ snuclear assetswill
not beasdramatic aninnovation asit first appears: it will result mainly in centralized planning
for nuclear operationsand could, over time, pavetheway for the centralized procurement,
maintenance, and deployment of the delivery vehiclesthat are currently operated by thethree
Indian armed services separately. To be sure, both the centralized planning for nuclear opera-
tionsand the systematic all ocation of strategic assetsfor nuclear missionsthrough the mecha-

1% When commenting on the recommendation of the Group of Ministers, Indian Defense Minister George
Fernandes noted that the Prime Minister will continue to be the final authority on all matters referred to in their
report, including theissue of whether the recommendations themsel ves ought to be accepted. See“PM Will Decide
on GoM Report: Fernandes,” The Hindu, February 28, 2001.
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nism of aunified command (even if these assets are not “ possessed” by the command on a
day-to-day basis) would represent aconsequentia improvement in India scapacity for effec-
tiveretaliatory response. But thisinnovation only standardizeswhat has already been occur-
ring secretly within Indiaat different levelsand in different ways. Consequently, solong as
these devel opments do not extend to the military bureaucraciesdominating nuclear decision-
making institutionsin India, themilitary acquiring peacetime custody over completed Indian
nuclear weapons, and the armed services obtai ning autonomous authority over nuclear use
decisionsbothin peacetimeandin acrisis, the baseline conclusion explicated and defended
earlier—that India snuclear weaponsare primarily national political assetsintended to per-
form asinstrumentsof deterrence rather than warfighting—remainsentirely intact. In thiscon-
text, even the most relevant new innovations—the unified command headed by the CDS and
tasked with overseeing India s strategi c assets, joint planning, and nuclear operations—can be
appreciated asaskillful political strategy for eliminating all the potentia inter-servicerivalries
that arelikely to emerge over India’s devel oping nuclear capability. Simultaneously, they rep-
resent the minimally necessary adjustmentsthat Indiamust makein addressing theexigencies
of thenuclear age, but, precisely becausethey have materialized in such hesitant, incremental,
and evolutionary form, they effectively serveto attenuate any stronger military claimsover the
possession, control, oversight, and employment of India snuclear reservesasawhole.**

The Desire to Minimize Srategic Costs

Thethird reason for treating nuclear weaponsaspolitical instrumentsfocused solely on
deterrence as opposed to defense pertainsto issues of cost that, in turn, arelinked to some
dimensionsof civil-military relations. Theissue of cost here doesnot refer to the pricetag of
thenuclear deterrent writ large. Thiscost, whatever it may be, will beborneby India, givenits
determination to acquire anuclear arsenal of somesort inthefuture.™*” It isrecognized, how-

1% 1t should be noted that the “Draft Report of [the] National Security Advisory Board on Indian Nuclear
Doctrine,” for all its loquacity on other issues, is conspicuously silent on the question of how India’'s military
services ought to be integrated into the preparations for nuclear operations. While it clearly states that “nuclear
weapons shall be tightly controlled and released for use at the highest political level” and that “the authority to
release nuclear weaponsfor use residesin the person of the Prime Minister of India, or the designated successor(s),”
it does not speak to the questions of how the custody and release of India’s nuclear weapons are to be managed at
an ingtitutional level. See “Draft Report of [the] National Security Advisory Board on Indian Nuclear Doctrine,”
pp. 2-3.

187 Finance Minister Yashwant Sinha affirmed this judgment in a recent briefing, noting that the nuclear
weapons program “had been going on for long and had been built into the regular budget.” Further, he noted that
although this would be a costly endeavor, these costs would be accepted because the long timeframes governing
such outlays and India’s high growth rates would interact to make these expenditures bearable. See Sridhar
Krishnaswami, “N-programme Not a Burden, Says Sinha,” The Hindu, October 1, 1999.
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ever, that the ultimate pricetag of the deterrent will be determined substantially by the specific
kind of forcearchitecturethat is created. It isinthiscontext that the di stinctive conception of
nuclear weapons adopted becomes critical becauseinsofar asthese weaponsaretreated as
having positive utility asimplements of war, Indiawill have no choice but to address and
resolvethe many complicationsthat arise when nuclear weaponsareviewed as* just another
ingredient” inthe strategic balance of power.* The resolution of thisprobleminthe United
Statesled not only to the creation of alarge and costly nuclear force posture but al so diluted
thestrict civilian control that wasinitially maintained over the country’s nuclear assets.™* In-
dian security mangerswould prefer to avoid being trapped by both these possibilitiesand to
the degree that treating nuclear weapons as political instruments enablesthemto avoid the
devel opment of agigantic nuclear inventory—of the sort demanded by highly competitive
bal ance-of -power model sof international politics—New Delhi will continually emphasizethe
political complexion rather thanthemilitary character of itsnuclear assets. AsJaswant Singh
phrasedit,

the Indian thinking is different, principally, because we have discarded the Cold War
reference frame of nuclear war fighting. In our view, the principal role of nuclear
weaponsisto deter their use by an adversary. For this, Indianeedsonly that strategic
minimum which iscredible.... Therefore, the question of an arsenal larger than that
of country X or Y becomes a non-question. For India, the question is only one of
adequacy that is credible and thus defines our “ minimum.” 4

Thisdisinclination to treat nuclear weapons as something other than political instruments
freesIndiafrom continuoudy contempil ating therel ative bal ance of nuclear capabilitiesexisting
around itsperiphery and preparing ex antefor the kind of nuclear warfighting operationsthat
would requireit to incur the burdens of devel oping an extremely sophisticated nuclear deter-
rent, devel op the requisite managerial competenciesto direct such acomplex force, and con-
template the prospect of intense military involvement in the day-to-day management of its
national deterrent.

The strong reluctance to view nuclear weapons as usable military instrumentsisalso
related to concernsabout cost in adifferent way. If New Delhi’s nuclear weapons, or those of

138 |n their classic 1971 work, Enthoven and Smith lamented the use of “comparison games” which “are
virtually meaningless’ but nonethel ess served to drive the U.S.-Soviet nuclear armsrace by their obsessive focus
on comparative “bean counts.” See Alain Enthoven and K. Wayne Smith, How Much is Enough? Shaping the
Defense Program, 196169, New York: Harper & Row, 1971, p. 179.

1% How this process evolved iswell described in Peter D. Feaver, Guarding the Guardians, Ithaca: Cornell
University Press, 1992.

140 “India Not to Engage in a N-arms Race: Jaswant,” The Hindu, November 29, 1999.



TELLIS 45

itsadversariesfor that matter, weretreated as offensive warfighting implements, India’ s con-
ventional military forceswould haveto beradicaly redesigned and reequi pped for the conduct
of military operationson anuclear battlefield. Thistask would require not only new organiza-
tional structuresand tactical doctrines but also enormous amounts of financia investmentin
new technologiesin order to enhancethe mobility, protection, and firepower of India smaneu-
ver formations.** Some Indian military analysts, succumbing to wild flights of fancy, have
already begun arguing the need for modifying the country’s conventional force posture to
accommodate the prospect of nuclear warfighting operationsin al three combat media(land,
sea, and air'*?) and elements within the three Indian armed services have a ready begun pri-
vately arguing the case—with the help of variousallieswithin the Indian nuclear and defense
research establishments—for avariety of nuclear weapons, some of which may only be ap-
propriatefor specific warfighting missions.** Such recommendations, which ariseinevitably
from the perception of nuclear weapons aswarfighting instruments, would saddlethe Indian
exchequer with even higher burdensthan those entail ed by the devel opment of apure deter-
rent. Recogni zing theimplicationsfor both India sfiscal health and itsnational security broadly
understood, New Delhi has refused to endorse such ideasin part becauseit wantsto avoid
making thekind of investmentsthat, by allowing India smilitary forcestointegrate offensive
nuclear and conventional capabilities, actually increasethe prospect of nuclear weaponsbeing
used in asubcontinenta war. Thedesireto avoid this* conventionalization” *# of nuclear weap-
onry and the giganti c costs associ ated with devel oping aforce posture capabl e of conducting
military operationson anuclear-shadowed battlefield, then, remainsthefinal reasonfor insst-
ing that nuclear weapons are nothing other than political instrumentsof statecraft.

141 One scholar, W. P. S. Sidhu, has argued that India’s land force modernization, which began in the mid-to-
late 1980s, was designed to prepare the Indian Army for military operations on the nuclear battlefield. See W. P.
S. Sidhu, The Development of an Indian Nuclear Doctrine Since 1980, unpublished Ph.D dissertation, Emmanuel
College, University of Cambridge, February 1997. Irrespective of the veracity of this claim, such nuclear-related
modernization still has not materialized in any meaningful sense at the empirical level, and to the degreethat it is
being pursued, the focus today appearsto be mainly on defensive nuclear, biological, and chemical (NBC) opera-
tions. For details, see Chengappa, “Pakistan Threatened India with Nuclear Attack During Kargil War: Army
Chief.”

142 See, for example, J. K. Dutt, “The Army in the Nuclear Age,” The Satesman, August 10, 1998; Sat Pal,
“Nuclear Onus on Navy,” The Pioneer, October 11, 1999; Sharad Dixit, “1AF, the Pivot of Nuclear Power,” The
Pioneer, October 25, 1999.

143 Rare public evidence of such exhortations was provided by one of India’s most well-known nuclear
scientists, P. K. lyengar, who argued that India ought to devel op and test a neutron bomb before formally acceding
to any obligations under the CTBT. See “India Must Test N-bomb Before Signing CTBT,” The Hindu, May 2,
2000. In a similar vein, individual components within the Indian Army, Navy, and Air Force have each begun
making private representations to the government for their preferred kinds of nuclear weapons on the assumption
that such devices ought to be produced to meet various operational needs specific to each service.

144 Morgenthau, “ The Fallacy of Thinking Conventionally About Nuclear Weapons,” in Carlton and Schaerf
(eds.), Arms Control and Technological Innovation, 256-64.
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Thestrong Indian effort to depict nuclear weaponry aspurely political instrumentsisthus
rooted inthe multiple objectivesand constraints characterizing India snational security policy.
New Delhi’ sreluctance—and perhapsinability—to pursue aconventional war that threatens
either Pakistani or Chinesenational surviva isseentoresult initsbeing spared the prospect of
either of itsadversaries actually using nuclear weaponsin anger against India. India’sown,
relatively benign, political objectivesdo not requireit to contemplate using nuclear weapons
againgt itsadversarieseither. The principal utility of an Indian nuclear arsend, then, consists of
providing New Delhi with the self-assurance that derivesfrom the possession of such “abso-
lute” or “ultimate” weapons—a self-assurance that woul d enable Indian decision-makersto
both stand up to attempted nuclear coercion by Pakistan and Chinaand deter possible nuclear
use by either antagonist within the context of someescalating “ crisisdides’ 24 that might occur
within the South Asian region (as opposed to being available for exploitative purposesin
support of some premeditated, predatory wars of unlimited or limited aims). Given these
narrow benefits sought from the possession of nuclear weaponry, Indian security managers, at
least at the declaratory level, can afford to treat their nuclear reservesaspolitical instruments
that deriveutility solely from nonuse, rather than asmilitary toolsthat acquireutility only inthe
context of operationa employment on the battlefield.

This predilection is only reinforced by the fact that while India seeksto preserve its
immunity to blackmail and destruction, it also endeavorsto secure other objectivesof national
policy smultaneoudy: to theextent it can, it still hopesto goad theinternational community into
progressively eiminating all nuclear wegponry; it till desiresto maintainthestigmaattached to
nuclear weapons as implements of war; it still seeks to preserve the existing standards of
civilian supremacy over themilitary which, inter alia, requiresminimizing therole of thelatter
with respect to the management of nuclear weaponry; and, findly, it still yearnsto minimizethe
costsassociated with anuclear deterrent by avoiding doctrinesthat justify large and redundant
nuclear capabilitiesaswell asrequire extensive modernization of itsconventional military as-
setsfor purposes of ensuring their effectivenessin anuclear-shadowed battle space.

Since none of these multiple obj ectives can be secured by treating nuclear weaponsas
military instruments, the strategic necessity of treating these devicesasintended for and useful
only asinstruments of deterrenceisreinforced even further at thelevel of declaratory policy.
Whilethispolicy can changeover time, such an alterationisunlikely to occur solong asthe
three domestic constrai nts examined above do not disappear and so long as the present of -
fense-dominant global nuclear regimeremainsmoreor lessintact.

145 C. Bell, The Conventions of Crisis: A Sudy in Diplomatic Management, Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1971, p. 17.
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The Operational Level of Policy

Whilethe analysisabove suggeststhat there are good reasonsfor treating nuclear weap-
onssolely aspolitical instrumentsat theleve of declaratory policy, itisobviousto many Indian
security managers—particularly thosein the higher bureaucracy—that such aposture may not
be sustainable at thelevel of operational policy. Thefirst reason for thisdisuncture derives
simply fromthefact that Indiasubsistsinaregiona environment popul ated by other nuclear
states, some of whom may possess different notions about the utility of nuclear weapons. Itis
likely that Pakistan, for example, and possibly China, would treat its nuclear weapons as
warfightinginstrumentsto beactively integrated into itsdefensive preparationsvis-a-visIndia
Whiletill oriented toward deterring war in general, such aposture would locate | slamabad
(and possibly Beijing) at the defense end of the deterrence-defense continuum described by
Snyder.1*¢ Thefact that at |east one of India’ sadversariestreatsits nuclear assetsin asome-
what different way, then, resurrects the old question of whether the existence of opposed
doctrina traditionsactually undermines stability between two smilarly-armed adversariesand
forceseven the sidethat prefersnot to think of nuclear weapons qua weaponsto take opera-
tions planning and weapons employment more seriously than it otherwisewould. AsColin
Gray framedthisissueinthe U.S.-Soviet context, “if one sideto the competition pursuesthe
assured destruction path, how great arisk isit taking should the other side, for whatever blend
of reasons, choose differently?’ 4/

This question was debated at great length throughout the Cold War when the second
generation of theoristsin the United States, like Richard Pipes, attacked the existing U.S.
declaratory policy asobsessed with conflict avoidance when Soviet military theory in contrast
wasdesigned “to fight and win anuclear war.” 8 The arguments of criticslike Richard Pipes,
Paul Nitze, Colin Gray, and othersessentially boiled down to the belief that the willingness of
one side to countenance the conventionalization of nuclear strategy essentially resulted not

146 A brief survey of Pakistani writings on nuclear strategy and its relationship with conventional warfighting
can befound in “Epilogue to the 1998 Edition,” in Stephen P. Cohen, The Pakistan Army, 1998 Edition, Karachi:
Oxford University Press, 1998, pp. 177—79. Chinese nuclear strategy is discussed in Robert A. Manning, Ronald
Montaperto, and Brad Roberts, China, Nuclear Weapons, and Arms Control, New York: Council on Foreign
Relations, 2000; Alastair lain Johnston, “China’s New ‘Old Thinking': The Concept of Limited Deterrence,”
International Security, vol. 20, no. 3 (Winter 1995/96), pp. 5-42; and Michael D. Swaine and Alastair lain
Johnston, “China and Arms Control Institutions,” in Elizabeth Economy and Michel Oksenberg (eds.), China
Joins the World, New York: Council on Foreign Relations Press, 1999, pp. 90-135.

147 Colin Gray, “Nuclear Strategy: The Case for a Theory of Victory,” International Security, vol. 4, no. 1
(Summer 1979), p. 59.

148 This phrase is taken from the title of Richard Pipes' celebrated essay, “Why the Soviet Union Thinks It
Could Fight and Win a Nuclear War,” Commentary, vol. 64, no. 1 (July 1977), pp. 21-34.
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only inthedestruction of strategic stability but a sointhelossof political competition, sincethe
statethat planned for the possibility of nuclear weaponsusewould seek and find extraordinary
waysto employ theseinstruments so asto confront itsopponentswith little other than achoice
between surrender and suicideinthe event of acrisis.'*® Whileeffortsat averting thisoutcome
preoccupied the United States throughout the latter half of the Cold War, itisstill not clear
whether the Soviet attempt at conventionalizing nuclear strategy could ever have succeeded.
Althoughthereisgresat evidencethat the Soviet |eadership planned to fight—in order towin—
nuclear wars,** the existence of large, diversified, and complex nuclear arsenalson both sides
also effectively guaranteed that any deliberate nuclear usein amajor war, especialy onthe
scale of employment contemplated by the Soviet Union, would eventually degenerateinto a
mutually assured genocidethat could not serveany useful endsof policy.*s! Thisinsight, how-
ever, embodies unsettling implicationsfor South Asiabecause evenif the presence of asym-
metric doctrines does not subvert deterrence—an issue that is by no means settled'>>—the
Indian subcontinent certainly lacksthelarge, diversified, and redundant nuclear killing capa-
bilitiesthat ultimately guaranteed stability inthe U.S.-Soviet context. Thelndian desiretotrest
nuclear weaponsas political instrumentsoriented purely toward deterrence, therefore, could
possibly beinsufficient if it isnot accompanied by extremely large numbers of nuclear weap-
ons, assuredly survivable delivery systems, and very high-yield warheadsthat together create
presumably self-equilibrating formsof “true” existentia deterrence.™>

The second reason why devising an operationa policy isnecessary derivesfromthefact
that, despite good intentions on the part of Indiaand its adversaries, deterrence can break

149 This notion underlays Paul Nitze's famous article, “Deterring our Deterrent,” Foreign Policy, vol. 25
(Winter 1976-77), pp. 195-210.

1%0 See, for example, Beatrice Heuser, “Warsaw Pact Military Doctrinesin the 1970’s and 1980’s: Findings
in the East German Archives,” Comparative Srategy, vol. 12, no. 4 (1993), pp. 437-57.

%1 See the discussion in Robert Jervis, “Why Nuclear Superiority Doesn’t Matter,” Political Science Quar-
terly, vol. 94 (Winter 1979-80), pp. 617-33.

152 The critical issue in the South Asian context is whether nuclear deterrence in the subcontinent can be
stable if India holds on to a doctrine that nuclear weapons are solely political instruments useful only for
deterrence but not defense, while Pakistan, in contrast, adheres to a doctrine that views nuclear weapons as
militarily useful with great utility for defense. Thisasymmetry in doctrinal beliefs, mirroring asimilar debateinthe
U.S.-Soviet context during the Cold War, cannot be resolved without reference to the political objectives and
military strategies pursued by both India and Pakistan. When these are analyzed in some detail—unfortunately a
task that cannot be undertaken here—it is possible that the problem of doctrinal asymmetry in South Asiawould
lose some of its edge and that its greatest potential for destabilization might be minimized if both sides were to
adopt non-provocative military strategies even as they continue to disagree about the territorial status quo. An
extended demonstration of this conclusion requires adynamic analysis of the conventional and nuclear balancesas
well as the extant military strategies in the subcontinent.

158 These characteristics are clearly inherent in McGeorge Bundy’s original conception of existential deter-
rence. See McGeorge Bundy, “Existential Deterrence and its Consequences,” in Douglas MacLean (ed.), The
Security Gamble: Deterrence Dilemmas in the Nuclear Age, Totowa: Rowman & Allanheld, 1984, pp. 3-13.
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down and, consequently, the relationship between deterrence breakdown and potential nuclear
useought to be given seriousconsideration. It isunlikely that deterrence breakdown in South
Asiawill occur because of any premeditated decision to launch unlimited-aimswarsin the
future. Other research has demonstrated that neither Indianor Pakistan currently haseither the
politica incentivesor themilitary capabilitiesto pursue many of therevisionist strategic goals
that are often attributed to them.™* Mutatis mutandis, thisa so holdstruein the Sino-Indian
case, at least in the near term.**® Deterrence breakdown, therefore, islesslikely to occur in
either instance asaresult of premeditated choice and morelikely through miscal culation, des-
peration, or catalytic causes, with the last precipitant probably appearing in theform of an
unexpected success enjoyed by domestic dissidentswho receive foreign support.*® |f deter-
rence breakdown occursasaresult of such causes, the conventional forces of any two sides
(or, evenall three, in someimplausible scenarios) could find themsel vesengaged in an armed
conflict. Depending on the political exigencies of the moment, these forces may betasked to
attain specific operational objectives, many of which may bein support of somelarger dam-
age-limiting strategies. I rrespective of what the actual aimsof such forceemployment are, they
could conceivably be perceived by the defenders asthreatening the viability of their statewrit
largeif these conventional operationswereto significantly dent, either deliberately or inadvert-
ently, their nuclear reservesdeployed in theregion.*’

It isin such circumstances that recourse to nuclear weapons, either for purposes of
brandishing or use, would become most relevant in South Asia. Coping with such acontin-
gency would requirean operationa policy that explicitly addressesthe question of nuclear use,
sincethe declaratory posture of nuclear weapons being political instruments, whose utility
derives solely from being adeterrent, would becomeinfructuouswith the actual outbreak of
conflict. Thisproblem was addressed widely during the Cold War, especialy by theoristslike
Colin Gray who argued that the disproportionate attention “ directed towards the effecting of
pre-war deterrence, at the cost of the neglect of operational strategy” had had “ extremely
deleterious effects upon the quality of Western strategic thinking and hence upon Western

1% Tellis, Sability in South Asia, pp. 13-33.

5 Tellis, et al., “ Sources of ConflictinAsia,” in Khalilzad and Lesser (eds.), Sources of Conflict in the 21%
Century, pp. 148-64.

1% Tellis, Sability in South Asia, pp. 55-62; Joeck, Maintaining Nuclear Stability in South Asia, pp. 16-34.

157 The prospect of such eventualities has already become a source of concern to Pakistani strategists who
view their country’s conventional weaknesses as increasing the vulnerability of their nuclear assets to Indian
attempts at conventional counterforce. See, for example, Lt. Gen. Talat Massod, “Evolving a Correct Nuclear
Posture,” Dawn, August 21, 1998. Thisissue also became a subject of some concern during the later years of the
Cold War. For a good discussion see Barry R. Posen, Inadvertent Escalation, Ithaca: Cornell University Press,
1991.
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security.” % Gray, infact, explicitly asserted that doctrines of the sort advanced by Bernard
Brodie, which stressed the “ utility in nonuse of nuclear weaponry,”>® were astrategic be-
causethey failed to addressthe question of what constituted an optimal responseif deterrence
broke down despitethe best intentionsof all the antagonistsinvolved. Thechallengeof devis-
ing arationa military responsein theface of deterrence breakdown involving thepossibleuse
of nuclear weaponsisanissuethat Indiacannot avoid either by clever rhetoric or by repeated
reiteration of itsknown declaratory posture.*® Thisisoneof those conundrumsthat inevitably
comesin thewake of possessing nuclear weapons and the obligations of addressing all the
dilemmasentailed cannot be escaped so long asthereiseven aminiscul e prospect that nuclear
weaponsmay actually be employed in anger. Thesedilemmas haveto be confronted expressly
attheleve of operationa policy. Asthefollowing discussonwill indicate, however, thispolicy—
at least in the Indian case unlike that of the United States—will be grounded more or less
cons stently inthe assumptionsof itsdeclaratory policy, which statesthat nuclear weaponsuse
cannot be contemplated for rationa political endsand, by implication, that there can never be
an appropriate operational posture and employment doctrine designed to support theintelli-
gent conduct of anuclear war.!

Giventhisoverarching belief—aview also held, incidentaly, by most devotees of mutual
assured destruction in the United States during the Cold War—India has approached theissue
of operational policy very reluctantly and almost asaconcession to the ruthlessimperatives
accompanying the possession of nuclear weaponry. Thisoperational policy, whichit may be
argued consists of four distinct and specific components, hasnot yet been articulated assuch
by any official spokesmeninitsentirety. What follows, therefore, isan analytic reconstruction
based on some authoritative Indian declarations combined with insights gleaned from other
non-officia Indian commentary and severa private conversationswith high-level Indian politi-
cians, bureaucrats, and military officers.

The premise beneath India soperationa policy, being strongly grounded in the country’s
declaratory posture, isthat the presence of nuclear weapons heraldsthe end of strategy asitis

%8 Gray, “Nuclear Strategy: The Case for a Theory of Victory,” p. 62.

1% This phrase is in fact the title of Chapter 9 in Bernard Brodie, War and Politics, New York: Macmillan,
1973.

160 On precisely this score, one Indian analyst—correctly—criticized the “Draft Report of [the] National
Security Advisory Board on Indian Nuclear Doctring” as being “atotally harmless document that is of little or no
use to anyone involved in translating a doctrine into a workable operational plan.” See Dr. G. Balachandran,
“India’ sNuclear Doctrine,” available at http://www.ipcs.org/issues/articles/254-ndi-bala.htm.

81 The Indian case thus differs from that of the United States. with respect to the relationship between
declaratory and operational policy. For a good analysis of why and how declaratory and operational policies
diverged in the case of the United States, see Desmond Ball, “U.S. Strategic Forces: How Would They Be Used?’
International Security, vol. 7, no. 3 (Winter 1982/1983), pp. 31-60.
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traditionally understood. All Indian security managerswould, thus, heartily endorseLeon Sigd’s
claimthat “the sheer destructiveness of nuclear war has[not only] invalidated any distinction
between winning and losing...[but]... it has[a so] rendered meaningless the very idea of
military strategy asthe efficient employment of forceto achieve astate’sobjectives.” %2 Con-
firming just these sentiments, awell-known Indian civilian operationsresearch analyst, G
Balachandran, prefaced hisown analysisof India snuclear requirementswith the admonition
that a nuclear weapon “is truly aweapon of mass destruction ... whose use can only be a
measure of last resort.” %3 Thisjudgment, which corroboratesthe public statements of many
Indian policymakers, impliesthat because nuclear weapons cannot be used in pursuit of any
offensive ends through war, and because nuclear war itself cannot be prosecuted for any
rational political objectives, the use of nuclear weaponsin extremiscan haveonly retributive
utility. Thissuggeststhat the sole circumstancesjustifying the threat of nuclear weaponsuse
would beto prevent an adversary from pursuing acourse of action that, if completed, would
radically abridgeIndia’s physical security and itsdecisional autonomy.

The Centrality of “ No First Use’

Under the aegisof thisfundamentally defensive outlook, thefirst component of India’s
nuclear doctrine at the level of operational policy is its insistence on the no-first-use of
nuclear weaponry. Thisemphasison no-first-useisremarkably pervasivein Indian strategic
thought. It was officially proposed to Pakistan firstin 1994 asaformal arms control measure
and it hasbeen affirmed since by leading Indian political leaderson several occasionsin Par-
liament. Theofficia paper onthe“Evolution of India’sNuclear Policy,” issuedin the aftermath
of the country’snuclear tests, once again repeated the Indian government’s“readinessto dis-
cussa‘nofirst use’ agreement with ...[Pakistan,] asa sowith other countriesbilaterally, orin
acollectiveforum.”1%* And, thiscommitment wasfinally reiterated in Parliament personally by
Prime Minister Vajpayee who spelled out itstwo components—the no-first-use of nuclear
weaponsagaingt nuclear states coupled with the non-use of nucl ear wesponsagainst non-nuclear
states—by avowing that India“will not bethefirst to use the nuclear weapons. Having stated
that, thereremainsno bas sfor their useagainst countrieswhich do not have nuclear wegpons.” 1%

62| eon V. Sigal, “ Rethinking the Unthinkable,” Foreign Poalicy, vol. 34 (Spring 1979), p. 39.

163 G, Balachandran, “Nuclear Weaponization in India,” Agni, vol. 5, no. 1 (January—April 2000), p. 37.

164 “Paper Laid on the Table of the House on Evolution of India’s Nuclear Policy, May 27, 1998,” India
News, May 16-June 15, 1998, pp. 4-5.

165 “India evolves nuclear doctrine,” The Times of India, August 5, 1998; “PM declares no-first strike.”
Vajpayee's statement, and Indian policy in general on this issue, therefore, directly contradicts the conclusion
drawn by one analyst who argued that “moreover, if the [Indian] ‘no first use’ offer is not taken up and no
agreement isreached, then clearly Indiareservesthe right of nuclear first use, particularly against those countries
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Thiswillingnessto formally adhereto apolicy of not using nuclear weaponsfirst under any
circumstances (and not using them at all where non-nuclear powersare concerned) hasa so been
endorsed by many Indian strategic analysts, like K. Subrahmanyam, who hasargued that In-
diaought to have* atotaly uncaveated policy, with no reservation whatsoever on nofirst use.” 1%
Asserting that “ Indiashould not bethefirst to use nucl ear weaponsunder any circumstances,”
Subrahmanyam has goneto gresat lengthsto remind both domestic and foreign audiencesthat
“the nuclear weaponsof Indiaaremeant for apunishing retaliationonly if Indiaishit [firstby a
nuclear attack].” %’ These sentiments, which arefairly widespread in Indiaand shared by most
of the country’ssenior security managers, however, have not prevented somelndian anaysts,
including Subrahmanyam himself, from succumbing every now and then to the temptation of
trumpeting these claimsmorevociferoudy than usual in order to embarrass Pekistan, which has
thusfar refused to countenance asimilar policy thanksto itsfears of India’s conventional
superiority. 1

Inany event, the biggest challengeto thisstrict no-first-use policy articulated by senior
Indian security managers, including the primeminister, emerged ironically from the National
Security Advisory Board headed by Subrahmanyam himsdlf. Inlanguagethat wasastelling of
thepolitical divisonswithintheBoard asit wasof the animusharbored toward thiscomponent
of India’soperational policy by asmall group of “maximalists’ within the Indian strategic
community, the“ Draft Report of [the] National Security Advisory Board on Indian Nuclear
Doctrine” subtly altered New Delhi’ straditional Indian position on thissubject by asserting
that “Indiawill not resort to the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons against Stateswhich
do not possess nuclear weapons, or are not aligned with nuclear weapon powers’ (ital-
icsadded). With the addition of thisqualifying clause, the draft report radically expandedin
onefell swoop the number of countriesthat would be potentially threatened by India semerg-
ing nuclear arsena. Under the strict no-first-use assurances provided by India s prime minister
inparliament, only the stateswith deployed or readily deployed weapons—the United States,
Russia, China, the United Kingdom, France, Pakistan, and Israel (and perhaps North Ko-
rea)—couldin principlefind themsel ves subjected to Indian nuclear threatsand, that too, only

that have not even entered into discussion on the subject.” SeeW. P. S. Sidhu, “Indiasees safety in nuclear triad and
second strike potential,” Jane’s Intelligence Review, vol. 10, no. 7 (July 1998), p. 25.

166 K. Subrahmanyam, “ Nuclear Tests: What Next?” 11C Quarterly, Summer/Monsoon 1998, p. 57.

167 | bid.

168 See K. Subrahmanyam, “Building Trust on the Bomb,” The Times of India, July 7, 1985; K. Subrahmanyam,
“Kashmir 1948-1998,” The Times of India, June 26, 1998; Subash Kapila, “India and Pakistan Nuclear Doctrine:
A Comparative Analysis,” available at http://www.ipcs.org/issues/articles/260-ndi-kapila.html. For a Pakistani
view, see Ejaz Haider, “No-First-Use Vs No-War-Pact, Or Both?’ The Friday Times, October 20—26, 2000.

169 “Draft Report of [the] National Security Advisory Board on Indian Nuclear Doctrine,” p. 2.
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if they wereto attack Indiafirst. Under the Board’snew formulation however, even allies of
these powersthat do not possess nuclear weapons—for example, the 16 non-nuclear alliesof
the United Statesin NATO, the 2 non-nuclear alies of the United Statesinthe ANZUStreaty
(themilitary agreement linking Australia, New Zealand, and the United States) and the 3 non-
nuclear aliesof the United Statesin the Five Power Defense Agreement, the (at | east) 6 non-
nuclear alliesand partnersof the United Statesin East Asig, and the 11 non-nuclear partners of
Russiainthevirtually defunct Commonwealth of Independent States—could now all be sub-
jected to Indian nuclear threatsin some extreme circumstances.

Thisdramatic enlargement of the pool of potential adversariesby the National Security
Advisory Board wasjustified privately on two grounds, oneformal and one substantive. The
formal argument centered on the claim that the recommended nuclear doctrine wasintended
to be a permanent document that would provide policy guidance for the widest variety of
contingenciesimaginable. Althoughit was not expected that any of these additionally included
stateswould ever find themsalvesvictim of an Indian nuclear threet, astrategic guidance of the
sort represented by the draft report ought to—in the board’ s reasoning—cover even remote
contingencies should they materialize at some distant point intime. The substantive argument,
which was more unsettling, centered on the belief that if amajor nuclear power wereever to
threaten India s security and autonomy, itsnon-nuclear alies ought to be prevented from con-
cluding that they could support such coercive actions against New Delhi with impunity since
their own non-nuclear status effectively bestowed on them animmunity to those nuclear threats
Indiamight levy initsown defense. Such reasoning, whether formal or substantive, only served
to demonstrate how insensitive the draft report wasto both the domestic political context and
theinternational political constraintsfacing Indian decision-making in therealm of nuclear
policy.1® Even worse, it opened the door to expanding I ndia stargeting requirements—if only
at aconceptual level—at about the sametimewhen some of the country’sbest analystswere
conclusively demonstrating that New Delhi’s current and prospective nuclear stockpilerisked
being unableto service even some variants of the minimal targeting requirements deemed
necessary to deter India simmediate adversaries, Chinaand Pakistan.'™*

Not surprisingly then, thisrecommendation of the draft report engendered great contro-
versy withinIndia, whereit wasviewed by many as needlessly pompous and overly provoca
tive, and abroad, whereit wasviewed in many western capitals, aswell asin Islamabad and

170 On the question of context and constraints, see the remarks of Frank G. Wisner, “India’s Nuclear Posture:
Taking aFresh Look,” Remarks delivered at the Cll Round Table on Indo-U.S. Relations: Challenges and Oppor-
tunities, New Delhi, October 20, 1999, unpublished manuscript.

11 On this issue, see Balachandran, “Nuclear Weaponization in India,” pp. 37-50, and Gurmeet Kanwal,
“India’s Nuclear Force Structure,” Srategic Analysis, vol. 24, no. 6 (September 2000), pp. 1039-75.



54 NBRANALYSIS

Beljing, asevidence of arecklesscommitment to the kind of irresponsible nuclearization that
was both unwarranted and destabilizing in the strategi c environment of South Asia. Recogniz-
ing these criticisms, the government, in the person of the minister for external affairs, Jaswant
Singh, moved quickly to stem the erosion of India straditional position on thisquestion by
declaring simply and unambiguously—in the redaction later published in The Hindu—that
“Indiahasdeclared ano-first-usedoctrine. Thishasimplicitinit the principlethat Indiashall
not use nuclear weapons agai nst non-nuclear weapon states,” period.2 Thisreaffirmation,
which confirmed the strict no-first-use assurance that wasformally presented in parliament by
Prime Minister Vajpayee after the nuclear tests in August 1998, continues to be attacked
episodically by somelndian hawkslike Bharat Karnad who has stated quite baldly that the
Indian“nofirst usedoctrine ... issomething of ahoax. It isone of those restrictionswhich
countriesarewilling to abide by except inwar!” 17

Thereislittledoubt that the no-first-use policy remainsan unverifiabletenet of New Delhi’s
operational policy. But, thispromise, pace Karnad and others, islikely to beveraciousinthe
Indian casefor several reasons. Firgt, it isconsistent with India’snuclear doctrine at the de-
claratory level, itstraditional attitudesto nuclear disarmament, and its established refusal to
legitimize nuclear wegponsasordinary instrumentsof war (all thesethree components, inturn,
being sensible precisely becausethey accord with India' s core security interests). Second, it
alowsNew Ddhi to underscoreits pacific intentionsvis-a-vis Pakistan and Chinaand thereby
procureall the political benefitsthat accruefrom being perceived asamoderate, responsible,
and peace-loving stateintheinternational system. Third, itiscons stent with theemerging In-
dian nuclear posturewhich, taking theform of de-alerted and de-mated componentsto create
aforce-in-being rather than aready arsenal, provides at |east some assurance (though not
conclusive proof) that Indiais not committed to the rapid—including first—use of nuclear
weaponsin the event of deterrence breakdown. Fourth, and most importantly, itisunlikely to
beviolated because India sstrategic circumstances are favorable enough so asto prevent New
Delhi from ever having to use nuclear weaponsfirst against any of itsadversaries. Thisisan
issuethat requiresfurther elaboration becauseit goesto the heart of why Indiacan makegood
onitsno-firg-use promise, whiles multaneoudy premonishing thetempora circumstancesunder
which New Delhi would resort to the actual employment of nuclear weaponsin anger.

Asearlier discussionsindicated, thereare only two broad contingenciesthat could acti-

172*India Not to Engage in a N-Arms Race: Jaswant.”

13 Karnad, “ A Thermonuclear Deterrent,” in Mattoo (ed.), India’s Nuclear Deterrent, p. 120. The challenges
imposed by the no-first-use policy for India are usefully explored in Gurmeet Kanwal, “*No First Use’ Doctrine:
India’s Strategic Dilemma,” The Tribune, July 15, 2000.
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vate New Delhi’sreliance onitsnuclear weaponry: nuclear coercion or nuclear use by itsad-
versaries. Thefirst contingency relatesto nuclear coercion carried out either through the sup-
port of domestic dissidencein Indiaon the expectation that | ndiacannot retaliate militarily or
through direct—manifest or subtle—nuclear brandishing intended to force New Delhi into
making somesort of political concessions. Thefirst category of coercion smply requiresindia
to be ableto cope with its domesti ¢ dissidence through a combination of political and eco-
nomic co-optation and military repression, asit hastraditionally done.” This“ reactive’ solu-
tion alowsNew Delhi to ignore the nuclear capabilitiesof itsforeign adversariesaltogether.

Evenif a" proactive’ solution, conssting of shallow cross-border operations, isrequired, India's
nominal military superiority over Pakistan and itslocal military superiority over Chinaallow
such operationsto be conducted by conventional means alone.r”® To be sure, any moves of
thissort might requireIndiatorely onitsnuclear assets, if only to prevent Pakistan and China
from employing their nuclear capabilitiesin responseto India’ sconventional actions; this, in
turn, might requirendiato signd itswillingnessto pursue strategies of “escal ation dominance,”

that is, awillingnessto match, if not overpower, every nuclear use decision made by itsadver-
saries, but it doesnot require New Delhi to contemplate any first use of itsown nuclear weap-
onry. It could beargued, of course, that the prospect of Indian first-use clearly becomes plau-
sibleinthis context because successful preemptive strikes may turn out to be the only means
by which New Delhi could securethe escal ation dominance necessary to resolvetheissueon
itsown terms. Whilethisargument isplausiblein theory, it isunlikely to hold in practice be-

causeitisinconceivablethat Indiawill ever engagein any proactive solutionsto domesticin-
surgenciesthat require accompanying nuclear first-use. Evenif it wereto contemplate such
strategies, Indialackstoday (and will continueto lack well into theindefinitefuture) thekind of
nuclear wegponry that would alow it to execute the effective damage-limiting preemptive strikes
that are necessary for successful escalation dominance.*® Thenet result, therefore, isthat there
isno feasible contingency that would require Indiato engagein nuclear first-use where com-

17 Shekhar Gupta, India Redefinesits Role, Oxford; New York: Oxford University Pressfor the International
Institute for Strategic Studies, 1995, pp. 23-33.

175 The character and difference between “reactive” and “proactive’ strategiesin the Indo-Pakistani context
arediscussed in Tellis, Sability in South Asia, pp. 47-54.

176 This will certainly continue to be the case where nuclear operations against an alerted adversary are
concerned. The only forms of Indian nuclear preemption that stand some chance of operational success from a
damage-limiting perspective are those undertaken as pure bolts-out-of-the-blue and, even here, successisanything
but assured, given the pervasive opacity that envel opes both the Pakistani and the Chinese nuclear arsenals. In all
other circumstances—including crisis situations wherein proactive operations might be conducted—opacity, de-
ception, and mobility all combineto make most Pakistani and Chinese nuclear systemsrelatively immuneto Indian
attempts at damage-limiting preemption and, for thisreason among many others, such strategies are unlikely to be
pursued by New Delhi in the first place.
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bating nuclear coercion, carried out through the abetting of domestic dissidence, isconcerned.

Thisconclusion, it must be admitted, would betested severely if Indiawerefaced with
the prospect of imminent state breakdown caused by successful domestic dissidence sup-
ported by foreign powers. If Indiawereto confront asituation similar to that confronted by
Pakistan in 1971, where a constituent state of the union was on the verge of successfully
seceding, the question of whether apossible Indian proactive solution to this contingency
would requirethefirst-use of itsnuclear weaponry, purely for damage-limiting purposes, cer-
tainly becomesrelevant. Thefew Indian theoristswho have thought about this problem, like
General K. Sundarji, essentially dismissit by arguing that the presence of nuclear weapons
essentially ensuresthat no foreign power would support adomesti ¢ secess onist movement to
the point of success precisely because the shadow of possible nuclear weapons use would
curb all such adventurism.r”” Unfortunately, the historical record in South Asiaofferslittle
support for such optimism. Pakistan, for example, has not only continued to support various
secessionist movementswithin India, but a so actudly initiated alimited amswar at Kargil in
May 1999, at least partly because it was convinced of the immunity that nuclear weapons
provided it against theworst imaginable formsof Indian retaliation.”® Despitethisfact, itis
possibleto suggest that the prospect of Indiafacing asituation similar to that faced by Pakistan
in1971ishighly unlikely becauseitslarge size, itssignificant economic and military capabili-
ties, itsdemocratic political order, itsnumerous mediating ingtitutions, itsvibrant civil society,
anditsgreat ingtitutional enduranceal combineto prevent the* million mutinies’ " that dways
appear to be breaking out within Indiafrom ever reaching the point where state breakdown
becomesareaistic possibility.*® Consequently, it isunlikely that Indiawill faceasituation
analogousto the 1971 crisisfaced by Pakistan—and, by implication, itisalso unlikely to be
tested by the challenge of averting nuclear use as part of acomprehensive proactive response
amed at remedying the threat of imminent national disintegration.

The second category of nuclear coercion refersto either manifest or subtle nuclear bran-
dishing that may be carried out by India'sadversariesin their effortstointimidate New Delhi.
Should such eventualitiesmaterialize, Indiaislikely torely heavily onitsnuclear assetsfor
strategic reassurance. Thiscomfort will derive, however, simply from thefact that Indiaal-
ready possesses nuclear weaponry, and possessi on of these devices more than any manipula-

17 Sundarji, “ Changing Military Equationsin Asia: The Role of Nuclear Weapons,” in Frankel (ed.), Bridg-
ing the Nonproliferation Divide, pp. 127ff.

178 Afzal Mahmood, “From the Pakistani Press: The Nuclear Option,” The Times of India, July 18, 1999.

1 This phraseis borrowed from V. S. Naipaul, India: A Million Mutinies Now, London: Heinemann, 1990.

18 For avery good analysis that speaks to thisissue, see James Manor, “‘Ethnicity’ and Politicsin India,”
International Affairs, vol. 72, no. 3 (1996), pp. 459-75, and James Manor, “ Collective Conflict in India,” Conflict
Sudies, no. 212, London, England: Centre for Security and Conflict Studies, 1988.
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tion of them should suffice to bolster Indian resolve, given the kinds of issues that remain
unsettled between | lamabad and Beijing on one hand and New Delhi on the other.'8! Evenin
theworst circumstancesimaginable, nuclear brandishing by Pakistan and Chinawouldinvoke
counter-brandishing by India: such asituation islikely to have both tense and unsettling mo-
ments, sinceit involvesan elaborate pas de deux aimed at manipul ating threats and risks, but
itisunlikely to requireany Indian first-use of itsnuclear weapons. Thisconclusionisreinforced
by thefact that all theincentivesfor nuclear first-useimaginablein this context—the temptation
to unleash damage-limiting preemptive strikes or the pressuresbuilding up to a“use or lose”

employment decision—smply would not exist intheIndian casefor avariety of technica and
operational reasons. These include the fact that no South Asian state currently: possesses
nuclear weaponry capable of counterforce attacks; iscapable of satisfactorily piercingtheveil

of opacity maintained over the nuclear capabilitiesof itscompetitors, wantsto operationdizea
deployment posture that exacerbates “use or lose” conundrums; or iswilling to accept the
kinds of uncertainties and losses that would arise from even modest nuclear use given the
nature of thepolitical competition within theregion.#

If neither manifestations of nuclear coercion, therefore, requiresindiato respond with
first-use of itsnuclear weaponry, it becomes obviousthat New Delhi can provide credible no-
first-use assurances—in fact making it part of its operational policy—becausethereare no
other contingenciesthat would requireit to violate this policy. Thisjudgment holdseven when
the second contingency which requiresNew Delhi torely onitsnuclear reserves (potential
nuclear use by its adversaries) isinvestigated. The discussion earlier noted that India pos-
sesses an effective superiority over both Pakistan and Chinawhere defense of itsterritoriesis
concerned. Indiadoesnot possessasmilar superiority inthe offense, meaning that it would be
likely tofail if it sought to acquire significant chunksof Pakistani and Chineseterritory (within
the context of ashort war) and hold on to them by force. Recognizing thisoperational factin
the context of larger political considerations, New Delhi haslong eschewed the pursuit of
policiesdesigned to secure additional territory.'®® To the degreethat it seekslocal hegemony in
SouthAsig, it hasemphasized itsgeopolitical weight and its symbols of power but has, by and
large, refrained from enforcing itswrit through the constant use of force.® Thisimpliesthat

181 This point is made so emphatically by one Indian scholar, Kanti Bajpai, that he in fact concludes that
India may not need a nuclear deterrent at all. See Bajpai, “The Fallacy of an Indian Deterrent,” in Mattoo (ed.),
India’s Nuclear Deterrent, pp. 150-188.

182 For a discussion that speaks to some of these issues, see the treatment in Hagerty, The Consequences of
Nuclear Proliferation: Lessons from South Asia, pp. 56-59.

18 Tellis, Sability in South Asia, pp. 30-33.

18 For more on this issue, see Sandy Gordon, India’s Rise to Power, New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1995.
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Indiaisunlikely to apply itsmilitary power, including itsnuclear weapons, either to enlargeits
territoria holdingsor to cement itshierarchic status, though it would certainly prefer to secure
thelatter smply by dint of itsrecognized size, inherent potentialities, and past achievements.
Evenif Indiawereto violatethisexpectationin thefuture, it would most likely be confronted
by itsadversaries, particularly Pakistan, using their nuclear weaponsfirst, rather than by any
contingency that compelled it to resort to theinitial employment of nuclear weaponry. This
judgment, once again, is grounded in the reality that New Delhi does not possess nuclear
weapons, delivery vehicles, and acommand system capabl e of conducting “ splendid” ** first
strikes, the only condition under which afirst-use of nuclear weapons might be attractiveto
India.*®

Itisinthiscontext that some observersarguethat evenif Indiacannot execute“ splendid”
first strikes satisfactorily, it may still be compelled in some circumstancesto useits nuclear
weaponsfirst, for example, if it were confronted by reasonable evidencethat itsadversaries
werereadying themselvesfor aprospective nuclear attack on India.’¥” These arguments, de-
rived straightforwardly from the classical problem of the* reciprocal fear of surpriseattack,” %
usually concludethat New Delhi may beforced to violateits otherwise well intentioned no-
first-use pledgein some exceptiona scenarios, if initiating preemptive, not preventive, nuclear
attacksappear better than absorbing imminent first strikes. These contingencieshavereceived
seriousattentionin New Delhi, and Indian strategic plannersrespond to such concernsin three
ways. ¥ First, they arguethat any information about imminent nuclear attack, if suchisavail-
able, islikely to be more ambiguousand incompl ete than transparent and conclusive, giventhe
nature of the strategic capabilities, force architectures, and deployment postures maintained
onall sides. Thanksto thisfact, incomplete information ought to warrant reticent responses
rather than hasty overreaction, especialy given the high costs of mistaken action in the nuclear
realm. Second, they note that even if credible information about an imminent attack were
available, it would still be prudent for Indianot to respond preemptively because preemption
would only ensurethat an attack, which was only probable until that point, actually became
inescapable. Becausethe difference between probable and inescapabl e attack embodiesenor-

18 This term, popul arized by Herman Kahn, refers to a situation in which one side can dramatically reduce
damageto itself, if and only if, it strikes first. See Shlapak and Thaler, Back to First Principles, p. 30.

18 For details about theseissues, see Tellis, India’s Emerging Nuclear Posture: Between Recessed Deterrent
and Ready Arsenal, pp. 477-671.

187 Gregory S. Jones, From Testing to Deploying Nuclear Forces, Issue Paper, IP-192, Santa Monica:
RAND, 2000, pp. 5-6.

18 Schelling, The Srategy of Conflict, pp. 207-29.

18 | am deeply grateful to K. Subrahmanyam for discussing thisissue with mein somedetail. See also, Manoj
Joshi, “India Must have survivable N-arsenal,” The Times of India, April 30, 2000.
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mous consequencesfor Indian, not to mention regional, security, policymakersin New Delhi
arguethat both prudence and moral sensibility demand responsesthat decel erate the pace of
escalation, not speed it up—as preparationsfor preemptive responsesineluctably do. Third,
andfinally, Indid sstrategic plannersassert that the very challenge enjoined by such contingen-
ciesimposes specia obligationson Indiaanditsno-first-use pledge: it requiresNew Delhi to
ensurethat its strategi c assetsare survivable enough so that evenif itsadversariesare tempted
by the prospect of unleashing first strikes, Indiawill never feel compelled to useits nuclear
weaponsfirst merely because the vulnerability of its strategic reserves produces enormous
differences between the expected costsof striking first and striking last.** Indian policymakers,
thus, appear to be cognizant of the challenges associated with the temptations of preemption,
but they remain convinced—correctly—that solong astheir own nuclear assetsare properly
saf eguarded through acombination of conceal ment, deception, and mobility, they could es-
capethe burdens of acting precipitousy even though the temptationsthemselvesare unlikely
to disappear so long as nuclear weaponsexistin SouthAsia.

The Optimality of Nuclear Weapons for Punishment

The above analysis suggests, therefore, that since India’s nuclear weapons cannot be
used to resolve the problem of nuclear coercion and will not be used to underwrite either
territoria or political expansionism, they can only serveeither asantidotesto thethreatsof use
by its adversaries or as punishmentsif these weapons are in fact employed against India.
Under the aegisof thisessentially retributive conception, designed primarily to prevent deter-
rence breakdown from occurring but failing to prevent the country from becoming ahelpless
victim to nuclear attack by others, the second component of India’s nuclear doctrine at the
level of operational policy is its insistence that nuclear weapons, when used, will be
oriented to punishment alone. The adherents of the assured destruction school advanced
this conception of nuclear weapons asinstruments of punishment during the Cold War be-
causethey believed that the horrendous character of nuclear weaponsonly allowed themto be
used for purposes of deterring conflict through the threat of inflicting catastrophic damage
should deterrencefail. Inthe event of deterrencefailure, each antagonist might inflict ageno-

1% For more on thisissue, see Glenn A. Kent and David E. Thaler, First-Srike Sability: A Methodol ogy For
Evaluating Srategic Forces, SantaMonica: RAND, 1989. The “Draft Report of [the] National Security Advisory
Board on Indian Nuclear Doctrine” explicitly reflects this concern when it notes “India shall pursue a doctrine of
credible minimum nuclear deterrence. In thispolicy of ‘retaliation only,’ the survivability of our arsenal iscritical.
Thisisadynamic concept rel ated to the strategic environment, technol ogical imperatives and the needs of national
security. The actual size components, deployment and employment of nuclear forceswill be decided in thelight of
these factors.” See “Draft Report of [the] National Security Advisory Board on Indian Nuclear Doctrine,” p. 2.
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cidal level of damage on the other, but it was precisely thisfear of annihilation that was ex-
pected to shore up the structure of deterrent threats and prevent the outbreak of hostilities.**!
It wasrealized, of course, that the act of retaliationintheface of aprior nuclear attack might be
absurd, irrational, and possibly evenimmoral, sincetheretaliatory response could not undo
the catastrophic damage already suffered by the defendant nor could it procure any positive
gainsof itsown. All retaliation could do wasintensify the catastrophe through an act of ven-
geance, pure and simple. While an attacker could hope that the defendant, seeing the sheer
irrationality of striking back, would refrain from responding in kind, he could not count on the
defendant being restrained by any concerns about rationality—and fears of compounding the
catastrophe that would be unleashed by such retaliation were supposed to prevent theinitial
shot from being discharged in thefirst place.®2

Figure 3: Indian ChoicesAmidst the Spectrum of Nuclear Srategies
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191 The most articul ate expositions of thisview inthe U.S.-Soviet context can be found in, among many other
writings, Brodie, The Absolute Weapon: Atomic Power and World Order; Bernard Brodie, “ The Development of
Nuclear Strategy,” International Security, vol. 2, no. 4 (Spring 1978); Bernard Brodie, Escalation and the Nuclear
Option, Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1966; Robert Jervis, The lllogic of American Nuclear Srategy,
Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1984; Robert Jervis, The Meaning of the Nuclear Revolution: Statecraft and the
Prospect of Armageddon, Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1989; and McGeorge Bundy, Danger and Survival:
Choices About the Bomb in the First Fifty Years, New York: Random House, 1988.

192 Snyder, Deterrence and Defense, p. 6.
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Thislogic has been adopted by Indiain toto at the operational level of policy. Asadoc-
trine, it hasadistinguished pedigree and the spectrumillustrated in Figure 3indicatesthat it is
but one of three different orientationsthat India coul d have adopted with respect to thetel os
of itsnuclear use.*** At one end, nuclear weapons can be used in an offensive mode wherethe
principal intention consists of disarming the adversary. Nuclear use strategies predicated by
thisorientation treat nuclear weapons aswarfighting instruments par excellenceand they in-
clude surprise attacks, where “bolt out of the blue” strikes (or “BOOB attacks’ asthey are
knowninthetrade) areutilized to interdict an adversary’s nuclear forces and command, con-
trol, communications, and intelligence (C*l) systemswith theintent of eiminatingitsability to
retaliate effectively. These attacks could occur without any strategic warning or without afor-
mal declaration of war. Preemptive strikes al so constitute an example of offensive use, except
that in this casethefirst-use of nuclear weapons, though aimed at the same set of targetsasin
asurprise attack, would occur under conditions of tactical warning and, perhaps, even after
the conventional forcesof both antagonistsare aready engaged on the battlefield. I rrespective
of how precisaly nuclear weaponsare employed in such instances, the offensive use of nuclear
weaponsis premised on the belief that these devices are the most effective instruments of
warfighting imaginableand, assuch, can beused to“ paralyze and intimidate any resistance” %
through the preplanned, purposeful, and comprehensive use of such weaponsinwar.1%

In contrast to such expansive applications of force, nuclear weapons can also beused in
adefensive mode—a category located in the middle of the spectrum—where the principal
intention consistsof denying the assailant either itsoperational objectiveson the battlefield or
itsstrategic interestsin seeing the defendant’ snucl ear reserveseffectively eliminated. Nuclear
weaponsinthisconception aretrested aswarfighting instrumentsaswell but they areintended
lessfor exploitation and moreto reinforce deterrence and avert military defeat, with all the
disastrous political consequencesthat flow from thelast outcome. Thereare many nuclear use
strategiespredicated by thisposture, including symbolicfirst-use, designed mainly towarnthe
assailant to terminateitsaggressive actionswhile signaling the defendant’ sresolve to escal ate

1% For a somewhat different characterization of these schools with further elaboration, see Charles L.
Glazer, “Disputes over the U.S. Military Requirements of Nuclear Deterrence,” in Charles L. Glazer, Analyzing
Srategic Nuclear Policy, Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1990, pp. 19-60.

1% This phrase is borrowed from Rostow’ s description of Soviet strategic objectives appearing in Eugene V.
Rostow, “Of Summitry and Grand Strategy,” Srategic Review, vol. 14 (Fall 1986), p. 14.

1% The best examples of such a conception of the utility of nuclear weapons can be found in Soviet military
writings during the Cold War: A. A. Sidorenko, The Offensive: A Soviet View, Washington, DC: USGPO, 1973;
Marxism-Leninism on War and Army: A Soviet View, Washington, DC: USGPO, 1974; A. S. Milovidov (ed.), The
Philosophical heritage of V. I. Lenin and Problems of Contemporary War: A Soviet View, Washington, DC: USGPO,
1974; V. E. Savkin, The Basic Principles of Operational Art and Tactics: A Soviet View, Washington, DC: USGPO,
1974; S. P. lvanov, TheInitial Period of War: A Soviet View, Washington, DC: USGPO, 1986.
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to higher levelsof violenceif aggressionisnot vacated; limited or massivefirst-use designed
either to actually stop an operational offensiveinthe absence of arobust conventional defense
or to communicate, through selectivetheater or strategic counterforce attacks, awillingnessto
ratchet up thelevel of resistancein order to credibly forcewar termination short of either all-
out genocide or political defeat; and launch-on-warning or launch-under-attack, wherethe
defendant releasesits nuclear weaponsin theface of attacksthat are either imminent or under-
way.1%

Even more strongly in contrast to these middling uses, nuclear weaponscanfinaly be
used inadeterrent modewherethe principa intention consistsof smply punishing theassailant
if deterrencefailureresultsin any nuclear attack on the defendant. Nuclear weapons, inthis
conception, are not treated aswarfighting instrumentsintended to either disarm the adversary
or deny ititspolitical or military objectivesbut merely aspunitiveinstrumentsto beappliedin
retaliation for itsfirst-use of nuclear weapons. Nuclear use strategies predicated by this pos-
tureincludeal manner of pure second-strike doctrineswherethe emphasison retdiating after
the defendant absorbsafirst strikeismodulated primarily by the extent and the density of the
attack. Thedegree of retaliation chosen, beit symbolic or massive, would thusbe determined
by the extent of damage suffered by the defendant in tandem with other considerationslikethe
pressuresfor war termination, the size and composition of the surviving fraction of theretalia-
tory force, and the extent of assistance or assurance that may be availablefrom other nuclear
powers.%

From amidst the three choices offered by this spectrum, Indiaappearsto have chosen
thethird aternativewith itsnuclear use oriented solely to punishing an adversary that employs
itsnuclear weaponsto attack India. Asthe” Draft Report of [the] National Security Advisory
Board on Indian Nuclear Doctring” phrasedit, “ any nuclear attack on Indiaand itsforces shall
result in punitiveretaliation with nuclear weaponsto inflict damage unacceptableto the aggres-
sor.” ¥ Thisimpliesthat | ndian retaliation would occur only after the country has absorbed—
suffered—anuclear first strike at the hands of itsadversaries. Sincethelanguage of “first-" and

1% During the Cold War, this approach to strategy was most closely reflected in official U.S. nuclear doctrine
sincethe early 1970s and it received its most systematic justification in policy statements of Secretary of Defense
Harold Brown in the various Annual Reports of the Department of Defenseissued during Brown’syearsin office.
See also United States Congress, Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, “ Nuclear War Strategy,” Hearing before
the Committee on Foreign Relations, Ninety-sixth Congress, Second Session, on Presidential Directive 59, Sep-
tember 16, 1980, Washington, DC: USGPO, 1981.

17 The clearest historical example of such a strategy has been that followed by China. See, among others,
Harry Gelber, Nuclear Weapons and Chinese Policy, Adelphi Paper No. 99, London: International Institute for
Strategic Studies, 1973; Garrett and Glaser, War and Peace: The Views from Moscow and Beijing; and Hopkins and
Hu (eds.), Srategic Views from the Second Tier: The Nuclear Weapons Policies of France, Britain, and China.

198 “Draft Report of [the] National Security Advisory Board on Indian Nuclear Doctrine,” p. 2.
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“second-strikes,” however, hasacertain antiseptic quality that obscuresthe vast amounts of
damagethat al antagonistswould suffer in the course of such operations, Indian policymakers
tend to deliberately stay away—even in private conversations—from such language. They
believeitistainted by the offensive and defensive conceptions of nuclear useinherited fromthe
Cold War. Being conscious of thefact that they aretrying to steer anew course with respect
to nuclear doctrine, given India’sunique strategic needsand itslimited resources, Indian stra-
tegic managersing stently emphasi ze the concept of “ retaliation only.”** Understood as pun-
ishment for anuclear attack, it sufficesto describethetelosof India’snuclear use eventhough
itiswell understood that such apolicy in effect refersto asecond-strike posture of one sort or
another.

Thereislittlereasonto disbelieve I ndian official swhen they argue that the most appropri-
ate nuclear use policy for New Delhi isonethat treats nuclear weapons as deterrents suitable
only for punishment. Thisisbecause Indiasmply doesnot possessthe capabilitiesto utilizeits
nuclear weaponsin either an offensive or defensive mode. An offensive use of nuclear weap-
onswould requirealarge nuclear arsena and incredibly accurate delivery systems maintained
at high levelsof readiness, area -timeintelligence gathering capability, ahighly automated
mission planning system, and robust strategic defenses capable of coping with the ragged
retaliation that will inevitably follow in the aftermath of any disarming attack. It would also
requiregreat proficiency in planning complex offensive military operations. Developingsucha
drategicinfrastructurewould beextraordinarily costly and would involve highlevelsof military
participation in both national security planning aswell asday-to-day control over thenuclear
arsenal.®® These are exactly the outcomes | ndian policymakers seemintent on avoiding and
consequently, will neither encourage the military to walk down thispath nor provideit withthe
resourcesthat would enabl e the pursuit of any such strategies.

1% Both the “ Draft Report of [the] National Security Advisory Board on Indian Nuclear Doctrine,” p. 2, and
Singh’sinterview in The Hindu, “India Not to Engage in a N-Arms Race: Jaswant,” repeat this expression.

201t has sometimes been asserted that thisisin fact the strategy the United States intended to follow in the
event of nuclear war. Irrespective of the veracity of this claim, there is little doubt that the United States did
develop an enormous variety of nuclear capabilities that made such a strategic alternative an option for policy.
These detailsare described in Robert C. Aldridge, First Srike!: The Pentagon’s Srategy for Nuclear War, Boston:
South End Press, 1983. On amore scholarly note, these capabilities are also described in Bruce G Blair, Strategic
Command and Control: Redefining the Nuclear Threat, Washington, DC: Brookings, 1985, and in Bruce G. Blair,
The Logic of Accidental Nuclear War, Washington, DC: Brookings, 1993. The sheer scale and complexity of these
capabilities, however, ought to suggest that even though the “Draft Report of [the] National Security Advisory
Board on Indian Nuclear Doctrine,” pp. 2-3, somewhat grandiosely argues for “effective command, control,
communications, computing, intelligence and information (C*1?) systems”’ aswell as*“ space based and other assets
... [for] ... early warning, communications, damage/detonation assessment,” it does not argue similarly for any
counterforce weaponry, thusleading ineluctably to the conclusion that even the supporting capabilities deemed to
be necessary by the draft report are not intended to support any offensive nuclear strategies by India.
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A defensive use of nuclear weaponsaimed at denying the adversary itsobjectivesisonly
mildly lessdemanding. Denial operationsat thetactical or operational level requirelargenum-
bersof variable-yield weapons, permanent military custody of the devices, area-timesurveil-
lance system, pre-delegated authority for the use of nuclear weaponsto field commanders,
and an operational infrastructure designed for command and control over anuclear battle-
field.? Denid operationsat the strategic level require robust early warning and attack charac-
terization systems, nuclear forces maintained at hair trigger levelsof alert, acomplex set of
standard operating procedures, and compl ete civil-military integration at the levelsof com-
mand, custody, and execution.?®> Again, these are capabilitiesthat Indiacurrently lacksand
many of thesewill deliberately not be acquired becausethey run counter to thefinancial and
domestic-political imperativesof thelndian state.

Nuclear weapons acquired solely as adeterrent for purposes of punishment embody
much less onerous demands. The burdens associated with this posture are no doubt substan-
tia but they arerelatively small in comparison with the offensive and defensive uses of nuclear
weapons. A nuclear use posture that focuses on punishment can make do with small numbers
and primitive types of nuclear weapons, simpler standard operating procedures, relatively
higher levelsof civilian custody and control, and, finally, fewer financia resourcesallocated to
purposes of strategic deterrence.?®

Theemphasison punitiveretaliation asthefocus of India s operational policy appears
reasonablewhen it isunderstood that the I ndian |eadership seeksto devel op amodest nuclear
deterrent that sufficesto protect the country against what arerelatively remote threatswithout
bankrupting the exchequer or radically transforming the I ndian domestic structures of gover-
nancein the process. Consequently, it isobviousthat Indian strategic planning focusesfunda-
mentally on shaping itsnuclear threatsto deter any nuclear use by itsadversaries: thisobjec-
tiveretains priority because averting nuclear use remainsthe most advantageous outcomefor
Indiagiventhat itsrelative military superiority and itsrestrained political goasvis-a&visboth

21 For a useful survey that speaks to some of these issues in the U.S. context, See Challenges for U.S.
National Security: Nuclear Srategy Issues of the 1980s: Srategic Vulnerabilities, Command, Control, Communi-
cations, and Intelligence, Theater Nuclear Forces: A Third Report, prepared by the staff of the Carnegie Panel on
U.S. Security and the Future of Arms Control, Washington, DC: Carnegie Endowment for International Peace,
1982; William R. Van Cleaveand S. T. Cohen, Tactical Nuclear Weapons: An Examination of the | ssues, New York:
Crane, Russak, 1978; and Stephen D. Biddle and Peter D. Feaver (eds.), Battlefield Nuclear Weapons: 1ssues and
Options, CSIA Occasional Paper, no. 5, Boston: Center for Science and International Affairs, Harvard University,
1989.

22 These dimensions are detailed in Blair, Strategic Command and Control.

28 The clearest exposition of this argument in the Indian context can be found in Sundarji, “Changing
Military Equationsin Asia: The Role of Nuclear Weapons,” in Frankel (ed.), Bridging the Nonproliferation Divide,
pp. 11949 and Nair, Nuclear India, pp. 78-193.
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China(in thetheater) and Pakistan do not requireit to contempl ateinitiating either exploitative
or defensive operations with nuclear weaponry. If this objective cannot be attained, theem-
ployment of nuclear weaponsfor punishment remainsthe only alternative availableto astate
that seeksto both eschew nuclear warfighting and avoid offering its adversariesthe hopethat
they could pursuetheir strategic goa sby means of somelimited formsof nuclear use.

Giventhe challenges associated with these two objectives, Indian strategic thinking has
deliberately refused to specify publicly and in advance what the dimensions of its punitive
retaliation would bein the event of anuclear attack. Thus, it hasnot addressed any questions
pertaining to the character, extent, and weight of Indian retaliatory actionif an adversary’s
nuclear use, for example, wereto be restricted to the detonation of nuclear weaponson its
own territory, either aspart of asymbolic demonstration or in order to secure specific opera-
tional objectives; or if the*use” of nuclear weaponsarose asaresult of an accidental detona-
tioninvolvingitsadversaries nuclear forcesin the course of an ongoing conventiona war; or if
the detonation of nuclear weaponsresulted from the actions of foreign terrorists or non-state
actors; or if theemployment of nuclear weapons arose asaresult of the dissolutive processes
of statefailureor institutional collapsein either Pakistan or China. Referring to such lacunae,
onelndian analyst in hiscritique of Indian pronouncementson thissubject, especialy the draft
report, asked rhetorically, “How will Indiarespond to anuclear attack by anon-state entity?
Wherewill India sretaliatory strike betargeted?What happensif arogue entity isspread over
anumber of states?’ 204

Clearly, theanswersto dl these questionsare not publicly availabletoday. In part, thisis
because India’ s operational policy hasnot yet been fully developed, at |east with respect to
those problemsthat Indian policymakers currently deem to be excessively abstract, more or
lessremote, or smply implausible. On other more pressing contingencieshowever, they have
devel oped embryonic solutions, though whether these planswill hold amidst the actual pres-
suresof conflictisanyone’ sguess. Theseplans, however, areunlikely to be openly articulated
mainly because India’ s security managers do not want to provide any opportunitiesfor other
statesto test India’ sresolveto useits nuclear weaponsin the case of strategic attack. Hence,
ontherare occasionsthat they do chooseto amplify their thinking, they arelikely to simply
reiteratein oneform or another the bland formulation that “India.can and will retaliate with
sufficient nuclear weaponsto inflict destruction and punishment that the aggressor will find
unacceptableif nuclear weaponsare used against Indiaand itsforces,” 2* without attempting
to further specify the extent, mode, and limitsof any Indian effortsat punishment. Onthisissue,

204 Balachandran, “India’s Nuclear Doctrine.”
25 “Draft Report of [the] National Security Advisory Board on Indian Nuclear Doctrine,” p. 3.
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the Indian approach to the problem of punitiveretaiation only mirrorsthat of the French during
the Cold War, when Raymond Barre, for example, argued that “it is not possible nor desir-
able” to define punitiveretaliation exhaustively since“ employment policy isnot fixed and re-
mainssufficiently suppleto respondin arational fashionto al requirementsof our security and
tothediversity of marginal situations,” 2 or when Giscard d' Estaing, for example, decriedthe
exhortationsto specify the nature and magnitude of punishment in advance on the groundsthat
an adversary “must not be ableto cal culate what would be thereactionto thisor that initiative
that he might take.” °” Since these sentiments are fully shared by Indian security managers,
New Delhi’spronouncementsabout itsoperationa policy of “retaiation only” will continueto
be deliberately ambiguous, but given the principal Indian objective of shoring up deterrence,
without endorsing nuclear warfighting inany form, impliesthat itsstrategic orientation will re-
main focused—and for good reason—sol ey on nuclear trategiesthat emphas ze punishment.2%

The Emphasis on “ Delayed—But Assured—Retaliation”

Since Indian nuclear usewill remain directed to punitive operationsfor all thereasons
adumbrated above, the third component of India’s nuclear doctrine at the level of opera-
tional policy isits belief that “ delayed—but assured—retaliation” suffices as a response
to the question of when punishment ought to be meted out. This notion of delayed—but
assured—retaliation suggeststhat I ndian security managersbelievethat the ability toretaiate
ismoreimportant for purposes of deterrencethan the actual retaliation.>® The extent of the
permissible delay in carrying out the retaliatory response has not been specified by Indian
policymakersthusfar, in part becausethey probably do not know the answer themselves. This
issueisconditioned first by several technical realitiesrelating to the state of India’sfuture
nuclear deterrent. Theseincludethe number of weaponsand delivery systemsthat the deter-
rent forcewill eventually be composed of; the differencesin thetypesof delivery systemsand
thetimeto full readiness associated with each type of system; the precise command, control,
and custody arrangementsthat will beinstitutionalized over time; and the kind of peacetime
posture that Indian policymakers will define for each specific component of the deterrent
force. Since this deterrent writ largeis still in the process of being developed and itsfinal
dispositionisasyet unclear, it should not be surprising if Indian security managers cannot

26 Cited in David S. Yost, “French Nuclear Targeting,” in Ball and Richelson (eds.), Srategic Nuclear
Targeting, p. 148.

27 | bid.

208 For more on thisissue, see Gurmeet Kanwal, “ Nuclear Targeting Philosophy for India,” Srategic Analy-
Sis, vol. 24, no. 3 (June 2000), pp. 459-73, and Kanwal, “India’s Nuclear Force Structure,” pp. 1039-75.

29 “India Not to Engage in a N-Arms Race: Jaswant.”
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assessa priori how long it would taketo mount acredibleretaliatory response.?®

The second point that bears on thisissueisthe extent of damagethat Indiawill suffer
when absorbing an adversary’sfirst strike. Depending on the adversary’sgoasinawar, its
attacks could affect India’s nuclear production facilities, known or suspected weapons stor-
agedsites, military facilitiesand bases, key nodesin the command and control network, and
major transportation links, al of whichwouldimpact not only India sability to retaliate but also
the timeframe within which any retaliation could be unleashed. Thelesseffective, or more
limited, thefirst strike, the greater the country’sreconstitution capability and, by implication,
the shorter thetimeframefor executing the retaliatory response. Variables such asthese, how-
ever, can be predicted only imperfectly and whilethe planning cellsin various service head-
guartersand intheIndian Ministry of Defensewill no doubt identify varioustimelines—de-
pending on the state of the strategic infrastructurethat survivestheinitia attack—the*rea”
answer to the question of how quickly Indiacould retaliate will only be available amidst the
carnage of war. Theremay, infact, be many real answersdepending onthekind of nuclear use
employed by the adversary: discrete, symbolic use, for example, could allow for relatively
quick tit-for-tat responses, since India s strategic capabilitieswould survive moreor lessin-
tact, whilemore substantial first strikes could result in greater delays asthe country would
need additional timeto reconstituteitssurviving capabilitiesbeforeit could unleashitsweap-
onsof vengeance.

Thethird factor that bears on the question of when Indiamight retaliateissmply political.
The character of the circumstances surrounding the conflict and theinitia use of nuclear weap-
ons, the perceived war aims of the adversary and India’s own strategic intentions, and the
quality of support availablefromimportant statesintheinternational system, all taken together
would affect the urgency with which New Delhi feels compelled to issueitsretaliatory re-
sponse. Thisisanother variablethat isimpossibleto estimatein advance. Consequently, even
if Indian decision-makershad perfect, rea-timeinformation about the state of their arsenal and
could model their post-attack strategic capabilities accurately, the uncertainty that always
attends political eventswould prevent them from being ableto provide any unique answersto
the question of how quickly aretaliatory response could be mounted in the aftermath of ab-
sorbing anuclear first strike.

20 Thisissue is related substantially to the problem of readiness, which varies both by the technological
peculiarity of different types of weapon systems and by the organization structure of the deterrent asawhole. For
agood description of how the readiness of various U.S. strategic forces were expected to change in responseto the
five-tier DEFCON alerting system developed during the Cold War, see Bruce G. Blair, “Alerting in Crisis and
Conventional War,” in Ashton B. Carter, John D. Steinbruner, and Charles A. Zraket (eds.), Managing Nuclear
Operations, Washington, DC: Brookings, 1987, pp. 75-120.
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Even if—despite all the foregoing considerations—this answer were known to New
Delhi, however, it isunlikely that Indian policymakers would chooseto reveal it publicly.
Again, thisisbecausethey would not want to provide their adversarieswith any information
that would enable thelatter to minimize the retributive consequences of an Indian counterat-
tack. All they would wish to convey isthat retaliation is certain and sureto come and that it
would be devastating, irrespective of when and how it was actually inflicted. Asone Indian
analyst phrased thisrequirement, the“intent for immediate and instantaneous reaction must be
replaced by amechanism which automatically becomes operative in response to anuclear
attack against the state. [India’seventua nuclear] doctrine should guaranteethat such argoin-
der cannot be repealed.”?'! In other words, it is more important for Indiato develop are-
sponse system that guarantees successful retaliation once nuclear attacks have occurred than
itistofocuson devel oping the capability for meting out “immediate and instantaneous’ repris-
als. Itisironicthat thisfacet of Indian operational doctrineisin fact smilar to Chinese nuclear
doctrine, which also stressesthe certitude rather than the alacrity of retaliation. Inwordsthat
could have been uttered by many Indian security managers dealing with this question, one
Chinese strategi<t, describing Beijing'snuclear usedoctrinein the context of the Soviet Union,
was reported by two western analyststo have declared that:

Chinese deterrent strategy is based on “launch at any uncertain time.” He noted that
the Soviets—who cannot preempt all of China’snuclear missiles, which are carefully
stored in caves or otherwise protected and camouflaged—would have to continue to
worry about Chinese retaliation “ perhaps hours, days, weeks, months or even years
later.” Even if China's leadership were destroyed in a decapitating nuclear attack,
“the Chinese people would not lose confidence. They will be able to wait even three
months or more until anew leadership isformed. In the United States, if the govern-
ment did not retaliatein 24 hours, the people would panic. But the Chinese peoplecan
wait until a new leadership is capable of ordering retaliation. Orders could even be
sent by foot. The Soviet Union cannot help but be uncertain. Therefore,” he con-
cluded, “ Chinadoes not need an invulnerable C® system” to ensurethe viability of its
nuclear deterrent.?2

Whilethese sentiments may not hold up under the radioactive debrisof anuclear attack,
they are certainly shared, evenif only unknowingly, by many Indian security managersand
strategic elites. The ideathat India ought not to develop anuclear posture that is oriented
toward the goal of prompt retaliation—understood in the western sense asthe necessity for

211 Nair, Nuclear India, p. 104.
22 Garrett and Glaser, War and Peace: The Views from Moscow and Beijing, p. 129.
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retaliating with nuclear weaponswithin an hour or so of suffering an attack—hasremained a
key item of agreement between Indian and U.S. diplomatsin the ongoing discussions about
ingtitutionalizing arestraint regimein South Asia.? Indian policymakers, in particular, under-
stand especially well that becausetheir public commitment to ano-first-use policy cannot be
objectively verified by any of the conventiona instruments of arms control, the character of
their nuclear weapons depl oyment posture becomesthe critical indicator of how genuinetheir
commitment to such apolicy actualy is. Given thisconsideration, among many others, they
have goneout of their way to emphasize that any posture that intimates acapability to engage
inprompt retaliation—Dbeit launch on warning, launch under attack, or smply instantaneous
reprisal—isunlikely to find favor in New Del hi.?* Based on the belief that eschewing prompt
retaliationisnot only in India’sinterestsbut actually constitutes adesirable objectivefor the
entireinternational nuclear order, New Delhi hasinfact takentheleadin caling for “global de-
alerting, de-targeting and de-activating” 2 of all nuclear weapons as aconfidence-building
measurethat hel ps reduce the salience of nuclear weaponry inworld politics.

These efforts, which are viewed in New Delhi as contributing to the progressive
del egitimization of nuclear weapons asanecessary precondition for their eventual elimina-
tion,?® received a setback when the* Draft Report of [the] Nationa Security Advisory Board
onIndian Nuclear Doctrine” publicly repudiated the official preferencefor “ delayed—but
assured—retaliation.” Arguing that India sfuture nuclear posture ought to be centered on the
“capability to shift from peacetime deployment to fully employableforcesin the shortest pos-
sibletime,” thedraft report urged that * India’ s nuclear forces and their command and control
... be organized for very high survivability against surprise attacks and for rapid punitive
response” 27 (italics added). Thisrecommendation, which certainly runs counter to other evi-
dence about official Indian preferences on thisissue, has been defended in private by many
members of the Advisory Board on three grounds. First, arapid convertibility from the de-
alerted, and possibly de-mated, peacetime nuclear postureto full wartimereadinessisessen-
tial to preservethecredibility of India sretaliatory capabilities. Theability to preparefor speedy
nuclear retaliation, according to thisline of argument, could turn out to becritical in retarding
any emerging preferences on the part of the adversary for mounting first strikes against the

213 For a good Indian view of its government’s position on this issue, see Dilip Lahiri, “Formalizing Re-
straint: The Case of South Asia,” Srategic Analysis, vol. 23, no. 4 (July 1999), pp. 563-74.

24 | bid.

215 For a good discussion of this proposal, see P. R. Chari, “India’s Global Nuclear Initiative,” available at
http://www.ipcs.org/issues/articles/157-ndi-chari.htm.

216 “Disarming Argument,” The Times of India, May 11, 2000.

27 “Draft Report of [the] National Security Advisory Board on Indian Nuclear Doctrine,” p. 3.
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backdrop of possible conventional deterrence breakdown. Second, therapid convertibility to
awartime posture alone hol ds the promise of denying the adversary any hopethat it could
count on theinternational community to restrain India sretaliatory strike on the groundsthat
such action would serve no positive purpose and would only compound the tragedy engen-
dered by theinitial attack. Thisconsiderationisseento be particularly significant vis-a-vis
Pakistan, whichisoften viewed asbeing recklessenough to consider unleashing afirst strikeif
it wereto beentranced by the possibility that stronginternationa pressurescould restrain India
from unsheathing its otherwise dow nuclear sword. Third, the swift convertibility toawartime
posture aong with the readinessto unleash arapid punitive response may bethe only aterna
tiveavailableto Indiainthose situationswhere the preferences of theinternational community
and New Delhi happen to diverge on the question of what constitutes the most appropriate
responseto an attack on India. Becausetheinternational community may be more concerned
about minimizing the damage to the taboo against nuclear use or becauseit judges that an
Indian nuclear counter-response would undercut any prospects of restoring regional order at
atimewhen al New Delhi caresabout isvengeancefor having suffered anuclear attack, many
Indian elitesbelievethat preserving the country’ sfreedom of action requiresit to possessthe
capability for rapid retaliation so that New Delhi may enjoy the option of inflicting reprisals—
if it so chooses—well beforeitshand ispossibly stayed by superior coercive pressures build-
ing up fromtheoutside.

Irrespective of how theserationalesare eval uated, the fact remainsthat these concerns
reflect both a profound lack of confidence about India’ s ability to make the hard decisions
required during anuclear crisisand an unsettling fear that theinternational community may seek
to pressitsown interests even when I ndia has suffered the traumaof nuclear attack. Not sur-
prisingly, then, many of theAdvisory Board'srecommendationsveer in thedirection of ensur-
ing an automeatic retributive response because of what appearsto be an unstated fear that, absent
somekind of a“doomsday machine’ that takeseither mechanical or organizational form, India
may be sufficiently paralyzedin theevent of anuclear attack that it might actually contemplate
abdicating itsoptionto retaliatein extremis. Sincethisfear resonates deeply with the wide-
spread suspicion among local elitesthat Indiaison balancea” soft state,” thedraft report, very
interestingly, emphasizesthat in addition to all other material accoutrements, successful deter-
rencefinally requires”thewill to employ nuclear forcesand weapons.” 28

Atamoreanalytical level though, the draft report’srecommendati ons about the need to
shift speedily from peacetime depl oyment to wartime employability in support of rapid punitive

218 “Draft Report of [the] National Security Advisory Board on Indian Nuclear Doctrine,” p. 3.
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responses must be viewed asan effort to addresstwo related, but separate, operational ques-
tions: thefirst of these pertains simply to the pace at which India's nuclear force-in-being
adjustsfrom itslow-readiness posturein peacetimeto meeting the exigencies of war, whereas
the second pertainsdirectly to theissue of how rapidly Indiaought to retaliate, irrespective of
how fast or how slow the process of increasing force readiness actually turnsout to be. Al-
though the answer to the second question may in many instances turn out to be critically
dependent on thefirgt, thereisno reason—at least in principle—why thisshould invariably be
so. Thisisbecauseit ispossibletoimagine asituation whereafully ready and alerted Indian
nuclear forceisnot committed to rapid reprisalseven in the aftermath of absorbing anuclear
attack either because New Delhi cannot execute significant retaliation with theforcesit hasl eft
or because it seeks to orchestrate some other kind of international political response that
would be even moredamaging toitsassailant’sintereststhan that produced by Indian nuclear
retribution. Although what these responses might be cannot be specul ated beforehand, itis
worth emphasizing that thefailure to reiterate the distinction between theissues of rapid con-
vertibility from one readiness state to another and therel ative speed of retaliation canleavethe
question of how delayed Indian retaiation would bein actuality somewhat ambiguous.
Foreign Minister Singh attempted to clarify thisissue by restating what was previously
described asthe genera preference of Indian security mangers. Whilediscussing therelation-
ship between survivability and the speed of retaliation, herepudiated theAdvisory Board's
recommendation that Indiaplanfor a“rapid punitiveresponse” by noting that “ retaliation does
not haveto beinstantaneous, [but] it hasto be effective and assured.” 2° Amplifying thistheme
further, he asserted that both the effectiveness and the credibility of aretaliatory responsedo
not haveto be contingent on the speed with which thereadinesslevelsof aforcearealtered.
Since“mobility and dispersal [by themselves] improve survivability,”??° he argued that focus-
ing on force protection was sufficient to enhance credibility because aretaliatory capability
that remained inviolate was more useful for purposes of deterrence than an obsession with
rapidly raising readiness or mounting rapid punitive responses. Both these solutions could turn
out to be subversiveof crisisstability and, even worse, might serveto precipitatethevery first
strikesthat were sought to be deterred by the kinds of actionsrecommended by the Advisory
Board. Thus, he noted that while the requisite operating procedureswould be put in placeto
“ensure the transition from peacetime depl oyment modesto ahigher state of readinesswhen
required,” these procedureswould be designed to ensurethat they “do not tempt an adversary

29 “India Not to Engage in a N-Arms Race: Jaswant.”
220 |pid.
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to preemption but strengthen deterrence by underlying the political resolvefor effectiveretali-
ation.”?! The sum and substance of Singh’sclarifications, therefore, suggest that India’ s op-
erational policy doesnot emphasi ze prompt retaliation—understood either aslaunch onwarn-
ing, launch under attack, or any other kind of speedy reprisals?>—but it still leaves unclear
what the pace of changein readiness|evelswould beand, moreimportantly, what therel ation-
ship between changesin readiness|evel sand the vari ous threshol ds characterizing the process
of deterrent breakdown might bein practice.?®

While* delayed—nbut assured—retaliation” isthus affirmed to be akey tenet of India's
operational policy by Jaswant Singh—in effect, echoing the views of the moderates among
Indian strategic el ites??*—the question of how much delay ought to betolerated intheretaia-
tory response still remains unanswered. To be sure, many Indian security mangershaveclear
preferences and some have argued sotto voce that Indiashould aim to be ableto executeits
retaliatory response”withinhours’ of suffering anuclear attack. Thistimelinemust be under-
stood, at least at present, asan aspiration rather than asareality because many of thedesired
delivery systemsdo not yet exist; the myriad organizational and procedural detailsrelatingto
force employment have still not yet been worked out completely (at least asfar as future
wegpon systemsare concerned); and Indid scapacity to executeretdiation within some specified
timeframewill also be fundamentally conditioned by the extent and weight of thefirst strike
unleashed by itsadversaries.?® Thisyardstick—the ability to retaliate“ within hours’—how-
ever isintended to suggest that, ideally, Indiawould aim to devel op adeterrent posture that

21 | bid.

22 1t is interesting to note that similar postures have increasingly become a subject of discussion in the
United States, and two U.S. Navy analysts, for example, have argued that U.S. strategic deterrence in the post-
Cold War eratoo ought to emphasize certitude rather than urgency of retaliation. See LCDRsT. R. Bendel and W.
S. Murray, USN, “ Response IsAssured,” U.S. Naval Institute Proceedings, vol. 125, no. 6 (June 1999), pp. 34—
37. At thepolicy level, asimilar recommendation can be found in Jan Lodal, The Price of Dominance, New York:
Council on Foreign Relations, 2001.

28 This critical issue is discussed in further detail later in this chapter. See the following section on “The
Optimality of ‘ Countervalue Plus' Targeting.”

224 The moderates who have addressed thisissue in somedetail include, K. Sundarji, “ Imperatives of Indian
Minimum Nuclear Deterrence,” Agni, vol. 2, no. 1 (May 1996), pp. 17-22; “India and the Nuclear Question: An
Interview with General K. Sundarji, PV SM (Retd),” Trishul, vol. 7, no. 2, pp. 45-56; Sundarji, “ Changing Military
Equationsin Asia: The Role of Nuclear Weapons,” in Frankel (ed.), Bridging the Nonproliferation Divide, pp. 119—
49; Subrahmanyam, “Nuclear Force Design and Minimum Deterrence Strategy for India,” in Karnad (ed.), Future
Imperilled, pp. 177-95; Nair, Nuclear India, pp. 78-194; and, by implication, Singh, “A Nuclear Strategy for
India” in Singh (ed.), Nuclear India, pp. 306-24.

25 This does not imply, however, that India cannot retaliate with its nuclear weapons today. It must be
noted, quite emphatically, that India does currently possess both the plans and the ability to retaliate with its air-
breathing systems and it is likely that it has possessed such capabilities since at |east the early 1990s. How these
systemswill be used in the event of deterrence breakdown has been the object of much internal discussion within
the DRDO and the Indian Air Force.
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allowsit torespond asrapidly asitscommand authority deemsfit. The capacity for instanta-
neousretaliation isobviously not favored—as Jaswant Singh has made clear—but an archi-
tectonic structurethat allowsfor quick retaliation measured in at most afew days, if not several
hours, is deemed to be most appropriate because such levels of responsiveness are seen as
essentia to insulating the national command authority from any foreign political pressuresto
eschew retaliation inthe aftermath of Indiasuffering anuclear attack. Whether such pressures
actually arisewill be determined obvioudy by the density of theattack itself, but Indian security
managers, always sensitiveto the desireto maintain their freedom of action, would prefer to
configureanuclear posturethat allowsfor arelatively quick response even if they choose not
to exerciseit, solong asthis posture does not fundamentally subvert their larger preferences
for lower system costs, enduring civilian control over critical components of their nuclear
reserves, and high degreesof crisisstability. In practical terms, therefore, the outer boundaries
with respect to the permissible delay in executing retaliation would probably be defined by
days-to-hoursrather than by weeks-to-months asthe Chinese strategi st quoted earlier argued
would sufficeinthe case of Beijing. Thelate General K. Sundarji appearsto have captured
this sentiment best when he concluded that India sretaliatory “ response can be agood few
hoursor even perhapsaday after thereceipt of thefirst strike.” 2%

Theability to execute expeditiousretaliation of thissort, it must beunderstood, isadesire
that fallsunder the category of “niceto have,” but it isemphatically not ademand that will be
institutionalized intermsof either force structure or operational proceduresif it undercutsthe
larger objectives of the Indian state. Indian security managers are well aware of al the
burdensinherent inthedesirefor relatively rapid retaliatory capabilities. Theintention to con-
struct anuclear use strategy built around the notion of delayed—but assured—retaliationin
fact congtitutesan explicit effort to avoid just these burdens. Maintaining forceson ready dert,
perhapseven on hair trigger readiness, devel oping complex C3l systems, acquiring sophisti-
cated negative control technol ogies, building an elaborate physical command infrastructure,
and distributing compl etely assembled nuclear weaponsto the armed serviceswho then ac-
quire both custody and practical control over the entire deterrent system, arejust some of the
practical consequencesthat follow from desiring aforce structure designed for overly rapid
retaliation. Sincetheseingredientsare costly infinancial terms, subversiveof India straditiona
arrangementsfor political control, and violateitsfundamental intuitionsabout the utility of
nuclear weaponry, New Delhi will err in the direction of tolerating delaysin executing its
retaliatory responses so long asit can preserve the capacity to retaliate in waysthat do not

2% “India and the Nuclear Question: An Interview with General K. Sundarji, PVSM (Retd),” p. 51.
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either bankrupt the country or undermineitstraditional desirefor strict civilian control over all
thecritical strategicinstruments possessed by the state.??’

Tolerating such delays, infact planning for them, actually makes sound strategic sensein
that it allowsNew Delhi to operationalize sol utionsthat would enhance the survivability of,
what would ultimately be, itsrelatively small nuclear force. Thereis, on balance, no good
reason why Indiashould seek even to devel op aforce posture that would allow it “to move
from concedled, separate, storage of nuclear componentsto afielded forcewithin 24 hours.” 2
M eeting the demandsimposed by even such amorerelaxed timeframewould require greater
centralization of India’snuclear assets, thusincreasing their vulnerability tointerdiction by an
adversary. Even if the components constituting these assets are dispersed, the constraints
imposed by a24 hour retaliatory window impliesthat they cannot be dispersed very far and,
inmany instances, may involve simply distributing themin different localescloseto asmall
number of relatively salient and obvious nodes. Such localized distribution, while probably
effective against Pakistan, could be quiteinutile against China, asthelarge damageradii ob-
taining from Beljing'shigh-yield weapons could easily negate al the benefitsthat might other-
wise accrue to such compact patterns of dispersal .2

Wherethelength of theretaliatory window isconcerned, Indian policymakersare con-
fronted with aset of trade-offs. A shorter retaliatory window may insulate them against pres-
suresfrom theinternational community, but it could result in aforce posturethat isrelatively
more vulnerableto interdiction. This conclusion, of course, would not hold if: the nuclear
attackson Indiawere merely token attacksor if they were, at best, relatively small in number;
India s concealment, deception, and denial practices were robust enough to offset any at-
tempts made by an adversary to strip its nuclear reserves of their protective opacity; or the
kindsof nuclear weaponsused to attack Indiantargetswererelatively smal inyield soastobe
incapabl e of interdicting multiple targetsthrough the destructive effects of adetonation occur-
ring at any single given aim point. Precisely because New Delhi can never be certain that these
assumptionswill hold vigoroudly over time, it makes most sensefor Indiato plan on adeploy-
ment posturethat, despite extending thelength of timerequired for retaliation, actualy serves

227 See the remarksin “India Not to Engage in a N-Arms Race: Jaswant.”

28 Gregory F. Gilesand JamesE. Doyle, “Indian and Pakistani Views on Nuclear Deterrence,” Comparative
Srategy, vol. 15, no. 2 (1996), p. 143.

229\When planning against Chinese weaponstoday, Indiawould haveto factor in the damageradii caused by,
possibly multiple, 3-5 megaton-class nuclear warheads against agiven target for purposes of calculating the extent
of dispersal required to secure critical nuclear components. Such dispersal would automatically immunize India’'s
strategic assets from Pakistani weapons as well, which are believed to be in the 1-8 kiloton (kt) class. For details,
see“ Pakistan Nuclear Weapons,” available at http://www.fas.org/nuke/guide/pakistan/nuke/index.html, and “ China
Nuclear Weapons,” available at http://www.fas.org/nuke/guide/china/nuke/index.html.
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to decrease an adversary’sincentives to attack. In many instances, these incentives can be
decreased most easily by adopting adeployment posture that forcesthe adversary toincrease
the number of nuclear weaponsit must launchin order to minimizethe pain that would accom-
pany any expected Indian retaliatory action. Pursuing thisobjective may requireIndiato em-
phasizeagreater dispersal of components, more stringent forms of opacity, camouflage, de-
ception, and denial, and higher levelsof mobility, all of whichinturn may increasethelength of
theretaliatory window required to mount asuccessful punitive counter-response. Whilethis
lengthier retaiatory window may bequeath theinternational community moretimetoinfluence
Indiaindirectionsthat it may prefer not togo apriori, it nonethelessallowsNew Delhi to put
in place adistributed deployment posturethat may actually increasethe survivability of its
retaliatory assets, especialy against fairly formidable nuclear adversarieslike China. >
Given the costs and benefits of these two alternatives, it is obvious that coping with
internationa pressuresisarisk that Indiashould bewilling totake, especialy if it increasesthe
survivability of itsrelatively small nuclear forces. Having survivableforcesisnecessary to
prevent attacks on Indiato begin with, but if such attacks—especially extensive strikes—
occur, the most pressing strategic problem facing New Delhi will bewhether it hastherequisite
residual capability to retaiate, not the extent of international pressuresthat may be brought to
bear upon it, or the length of time within which retaliation ought to take place. When the
survivability of theforceisat apremium—asall Indian security managers acknowledgeto-
day*'—trading away the capacity for expeditiousretaliationisasmall priceto pay especialy
since New Delhi seeksto resolutely avoid al high-cost antidotesto the problems of survivabil-
ity, pervasive military control over itsnational deterrent, and any technical solutionsthat are
likely to exacerbate the problem of crisisstability. Indian policymakersrecognizethisalready,
and whilethey are content to entertain argumentsin support of rapid retaliation emanating, for
example, from some quarterslike sections of the uniformed military and the National Security
Advisory Board, itisunlikely that they will be swayed by them because the costsand risks
embodied by these preferencesclearly overwhelmtheir presumed benefits.
Thiswillingnessto stand up to the assorted pressuresfor rapid retaliation, however, may

20 Whether this conclusion holdsin practice and to what degree will haveto be verified by applying various
techniques of operations research. All that can be said in the abstract is that applying the logic of a“shell game”
increases the coordination costs of mounting aretaliatory response and, by implication, expands the time interval
required to mount such a strike, but that this solution could contribute to increasing the survivability of the
retaliatory force asawhole. In other words, if thereis atrade-off between relatively rapid retaliation—understood
here as occurring within 24 hours—and enhanced survivability, India ought to settle for the latter in order to
enhance both its own safety and regional stability asawhole.

=1 India Not to Engage in a N-Arms Race: Jaswant”; Lahiri, “Formalizing Restraint: The Case of South
Asia,” pp. 563-74; Joshi, “India Must Have Survivable N-arsenal.”
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not stand thetest of time. Whilelndia semerging nuclear forcesarestill embryonicinformand
thereisno pressing predatory threat on the horizon, the Indian government can continueto
enjoy the manifold benefits of settling for arelatively relaxed nuclear response posture. As
Indian nuclear capabilitiesgradually distend, itsinvestmentsin C3| slowly mature, and the
patternsof civil-military coordination required to execute retaiatory acts progressively stabi-
lize, however, itisincreasingly likely that New Delhi will steadily movetoward creating a
readiness posturethat enablesit to unleash full-scaleretaliation within 24 hoursor so of suffer-
ing anuclear attack eventhough it will continueto be extremely reticent about publicly disclos-
ing thisor any other preferred timeframefor retaliation despitethe many calsfor such disclo-
sure that have aready emerged in the Indian strategic debate.>> More importantly, it will
continueto be even moretight lipped about any detailspertaining to the nature of itsretaliatory
response. Clearly, theprincipal question here consistsof whether Indiawould, within thelimits
of itsdoctrine of delayed—but assured—retaliation, chooseto respond in agraduated fash-
ion, wherethe punishment meted out wasintended to be proportionate to the attack suffered,
or whether it would react with asingle spasm of nuclear violence designed to exact ultimate
retribution onceand for al. Onthisquestion morethan any other, Indian security managersare
likely to be even moretaciturn than usua becausetheir desireto maximize deterrence effec-
tivenesstrandatesinto arefusal to assist any adversary’scal culationswith respect to possible
Indian reactionsto acontemplated attack. Thus, evenif it were possibleto communicate what
the pattern of retaliation might bein advance, New Delhi would consider such communication
to behighly undesirableinsofar asit might enable Pakistan or Chinato plan aseriesof counter-
responses, which, evenif eventually unsuccessful, might contributeto acostly deterrence break-
downintheinterim.=

Although thereasonsfor officia Indian silence arethusunderstandable, itispossibleto
speculate about what the structure of New Delhi’sretaliatory response might be, based smply
on an understanding of India s strategic objectivesand the relative balance of capabilitiesin
SouthAsia. Theprincipal Indian strategic objectivein the context of nuclear mattersconsists
of avoiding nuclear attack (or nuclear coercion) at al costs (sincethethreat of conventional
attack has essentially been defanged as aresult of New Delhi’slocal military superiority).

22 Manoj Joshi, “From Technology Demonstration to Assured Retaliation: The Making of an Indian Nuclear
Doctrine,” Strategic Analysis, vol. 22, no. 10 (January 1998), pp. 1467-82.

28 This reticence should not be surprising given that the former Defense Minister George Fernandes when
asked even the simple question—in parliament—of whether nuclear weapons would be inducted into the armed
forces, declared that it was “not wise” to make any statement in this regard. “Govt. Will Not Bow to Pressure on
N-arms,” The Hindu, July 24, 1998. For a critique of this policy that emphasizes uncertainty, see Joshi, “From
Technology Demonstration to Assured Retaliation: The Making of an Indian Nuclear Doctrine,” pp. 1476-79.
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Sinceeffective offensve and defensive nuclear strategiesessentially do not exist asfar asindia
isconcerned, stable deterrencerequiresit to possessthe ability and willingnessto inflict hor-
rific pain on any adversary who daresto crossthe nuclear use threshold. Despite the current
belief on the part of many experts that Pakistan possesses some sort of alead as far as
strategic capabilitiesvis-a-visIndia?* itsgeographic vulnerability coupled with India sgreater
nuclear potential impliesthat New Delhi could eventually acquirethekind of nuclear superior-
ity that is consistent with its greater resources and relative strength. In contrast to China,
however, Indiawill awaysremain theweaker nuclear power. Not only will Beijing possessa
larger nuclear inventory and more powerful nuclear weapons, it will dsoindefinitely maintaina
morediversified set of delivery capabilitiesvis-a-visNew Delhi. India’ soperationd challenge,
therefore, consists of devising aretaliatory response that sufficesto penalize two different
kinds of adversaries—one possibly weak and the other certainly strong—in awide range of
circumstances. Thisimpliesthat even asit seeksto avoid suffering nuclear attack, Indiamust
be capabl e of inflicting the requisite punishment should deterrencefail, whilestill working
toward attaining effectiveintra-war deterrence and speedy conflict termination.

Giventhese constraints, it ispossibleto suggest, at least asafirst cut, that India, while
developing retaiatory capabilitiesthat allow it to execute both “massive’ retdiation and “ gradu-
ated” nuclear responses—these termsunderstood, of course, in the suitably denatured forms
appropriateto the South Asian context—could end up, in practice, carrying out proportionate
retaliationif deterrencefailed. New Delhi can afford to consciously pursue arange of options
involving graduated responsesvis-a-visldamabad if it eventually acquiresalarger and more
capable nuclear arsenal that provided it with opportunities for escalation dominance over
Pakistan. The possihility of thisoutcome obtaining hingeson thefollowing conditions:

(1) that New Delhi acquiressufficient nuclear superiority over Pakistan understood both
intermsof the number and yield of the weapons present inits stockpile;

(2) that both New Delhi and | slamabad recognize India’srelative superiority asfar as
the nuclear balanceis concerned; and

(3) that the Pakistani first-strikethat precipitatesindian retaliationisessentialy asym-
bolic or limited attack and isviewed as such bothin New Delhi and | slamabad.

234 See, for example, Perkovich, “ South Asia: A Bomb isBorn,” p. 52; John Donnelly, “Official: Pakistan's
Nuclear Warheads Outpace India's,” Defense Week, July 27, 1998; Joshi, “Deadly Option,” p. 39; and Robert
Windrem and Tammy Kupperman, “ Pakistan Nukes Outstrip India’s, Officials Say,” MSNBC International News,
June 6, 2000, available at http://www.msnbc.com/news/417106.asp.
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Under such circumstances, India could choose to respond only in proportion to the
Pakistani attack, using itssuperior nuclear reservesto enforceintra-war deterrence and speedy
conflict termination onitsownterms.

Thereare, infact, sound practical reasonswhy massiveretaiation vis-a-visldamabad may
be unnecessary if the above conditions hold and these derivefor the most part from Pakistan’'s
relative strategic vulnerabilities. These vulnerabilities—manifested by Pakistan’snarrow geo-
graphic depth, the high concentration of itsnational assetsalong avery small target array, and
thesignificant threat posed to the Punjabi heartland by even localized infrastructure attacks—
imply that even relatively modest levelsof Indian nuclear retdiation could resultin catastrophic
damagethat could push Pakistan well beyond the pal e of speedy recovery. Thanksto these
structural weaknesses, evenlow levelsof Indian retaiationwould sufficetoinflict relatively high
levelsof punishment on |slamabad—especially where population lossesand critical assets
destroyed are concerned—thus making massiveretaliation unnecessary and possibly counter-
productive.?® On balance, however, itisnot at dl clear that the three conditionsidentified above
actualy existin South Asiatoday and, consequently, the prospect of amassive nuclear counter-
response by New Delhi vis-&vis|damabad deservesat | east passing attention.

Thetemptation for Indiato respond to aPakistani nuclear attack with “massiveretalia-
tion” would arise under one or moreof thefollowing conditions:

(1) ThePakistani first striketurnsout to berather large in scope and weight suggesting
either an attempt at damage-limitation pursued through widespread counterforce
attacks or the execution of a“ Samson Option” 2 invol ving widespread counterval ue
attacksasalast roll-of-the-dice. Under such circumstances, India’ s nuclear response
islikely to consist of large-scaleretaliation with everything in New Delhi’sarsenal
deployed and then some.

(2) ThePakistani first striketurnsout to berelatively limited, but occursin the context of
agenerd misperceptionin New Delhi about Pakistan’sstrategic intentionsrelating to
the conflict. If New Delhi perceivesany Pakistani first-use asmerely the opening
salvoinwhat could turn out to be aseries of sequential attacks, Indian policymakers
arelikely to respond witha“massive’ useof their own reservesthefirst timearound
so asto eliminatethethreat of expected future attackswhilethey possibly can.

25 The logic of limited retaliation vis-a-vis Pakistan is discussed in H. K. Srivastava, “Nuclear India:
Problems and Praxises,” Combat Journal, April 1987, pp. 30—40.

26 This phrase is borrowed from Seymour M. Hersh, The Samson Option: Israel’s Nuclear Arsenal and
American Foreign Policy (New York: Random House, 1991), which describes | sraeli nuclear strategy as essentially
aWagnerian Gotterdamerung executed in extremis.
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(3) ThePakistani first striketurnsout to berelatively limited, but occursin the context of
apervasive misperceptionin New Delhi about itsown relative capabilitiesvis-avis
Islamabad. If Indian policymakers believe that the nuclear balancein South Asia
favorsthem asymmetrically over Pakistan—despite the uncertainty el sawhere about
thisissue—they could be tempted to respond to even modest Pakistani nuclear use
with substantial counter-responses of their own, these counter-responsesbeing in-
tended to severely punish Islamabad for its breach of the nuclear use taboo and
executed on the soli psi stic assumption that New Delhi possessesthe strategic where-
withal toratchet thelevelsof punishment even higher if |amabad should chooseto
mount further nuclear attacks.

Allinal, itisreasonableto concludethat both proportionate and massive Indianretalia-
tion areequally possibleinthe context of asubcontinental nuclear war, with the probability of
one occurring over the other being determined principally by thevalidity of thethreepairs of
boundary conditions delineated above.?

A different logic, and adifferent conclusion altogether, dominatesthe calculusvis-avis
Chinaand producesin the processamore assured outcome. Indiaisclearly the weaker state
inthe Sino-Indian dyad and it may eventually turn out to bejust asinsubstantial inrelationto
Chinaas many Indian hawks believe Pakistan would bevis-a-visIndiain matters of nuclear
capability. Inthe context of aChinese nuclear attack (assuming, of course, that thiswas some-
thinglessthan al out nuclear use), an Indian attempt at executing massiveretaliationwould be
futile becausethedisparity in Sino-Indian nuclear capabilities could result inan overwhelming
Chinesergjoinder that fatally destroys|ndian society in exchangefor at best only catastrophic
damageto the Chinese polity.?® A ccepting such an exchangeratio would beillogica even by
an otherwisereasonabletheory of punishment. Thedifferentia intherelativeability to punishis
so great inthe Sino-Indian case that when retaliation hasto be actually executed—as opposed
to merely being threatened—India either would be self-deterred or would engage only in
proportional punishment designed to satisfy the demand for retribution asaprelude to speedy
war termination. The strategic objective of preserving Indian safety against nuclear attack in
theface of the country’sown relative weaknessvis-avis Chinaalmost guaranteesthat if the
fateful demand for nuclear retaliation wereto confront I ndian decision-makers, they would
settlefor limited, proportionate, or graduated, rather than massiveretaliation precisely be-

27 0On this issue, see also Kanwal, “Nuclear Targeting Philosophy for India,” pp. 459-73.
28 For a good discussion about the weight of possible Chinese nuclear attacks on India, see Jones, From
Testing to Deploying Nuclear Forces, p. 4.
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causeit wasthe prudent thing to do. It would satisfy the need for punishment without in any
way precluding the possibility of an even greater catastrophefor both sides should a speedy
termination of conflict e udethe antagonists.>®

Theactual Indian retaiatory response vis-a-visboth Pakistan and Chinacould therefore
bevery similar in someinstancesand radically different in others, though—asthe analysis
indicates above—for different reasonsin each case. In any event, prewar Indian declaratory
policy will certainly and continuoudly insinuate the prospect of sure“massive’ retdiation be-
cause security managersin New Delhi would seek to deny both | slamabad and Beijing the
hopethat they could pursue nuclear aggression while accommodating somelow and manage-
ablelevelsof Indian retribution. Thus, for example, during the Kargil crisiswith Pakistanin
May—June 1999, Brajesnh Mishra, thelndian national security advisor, asserted, “Let memake
one thing absolutely clear. We have a policy of no-first-use.... But if any attempt is made
againgt us, God forbid, wewill goal out.”2* They arealso likely to deval ue the significance of
an adversary’snuclear threatswhenever possiblein order to underscore their own composed
posture and to minimizethe prospects of self-deterrencein acrisis. Thus, for example, again
during the Kargil crisis, Mishra decried Pakistan’s nuclear threats on several occasions as
“border[ing] onlunacy,” ! while Prime Minister Vaj payee, when asked about Pakistan’sre-
ported nuclear threats, serenely replied that “we are prepared for al eventualities.” 242

Such prewar declaratory postures, however, are not the same as wartime operational
policiesand while Indian decision-makers may certainly execute massiveretaliation—espe-
cidly if they either absorbed animmensefirst strikethat left them with little other choice or
sought to punish aweaker state like Pakistan on the presumption that they possessed the
capability for escalation dominance—it is possiblethat in many other circumstances India
would settlefor alimited or proportional retaliation that, while embodying retribution and
perhapssignaling itsinherent capabilities, threstensto escal ateto even higher levelsof violence
in the hope of enforcing a speedy termination of conflict.?*® Of course, since an adversary

29 Except for K. Subrahmanyam, Bharat Karnad, Vijai Nair, and Gurmeet Kanwal, Indian analysts have not
discussed targeting challengesvis-a-vis Chinain any detail, thereby suggesting either that Chinaisnot animminent
nuclear threat or that there is not much Indiacan do about Chinain the near-term anyway, except to deploy the best
deterrent it possibly can in the hope of immunizing itself against potential Chinese threats.

240 Praful Bidwai, “Nuclear Weapons Seen as Having Enhanced Insecurity,” India Abroad, July 16, 1999.

241 “Pgk N-Threat Borders on Lunacy: Brajesh,” The Hindustan Times, July 5, 1999.

22 “India Not Daunted by Pak Nuke Threat: PM,” The Times of India, July 1, 1999.

28 This formulation, of course, raises another interesting possibility: could India avoid nuclear retaliation
altogether even if it has suffered amodest nuclear attack by an adversary? This possibility has been raised both by
Indian and U.S. scholars—See Srivastava, “ Nuclear India: Problemsand Praxises,” p. 36; Sharad Dixit, “ A Nuclear
Strategy for India,” The Pioneer, September 3, 1998; and Joeck, Maintaining Nuclear Stability In South Asia, p.
57—and it represents an intriguing, though in thefinal analysis, somewhat unlikely possibility. Onereason for this
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cannot be confident that Indiawould respond in thismeasured fashion and no other, theem-
phasison deterrence by punishment islikely to suffice asan effective antidote to adventurism.
Indian policymakers, in turn, will only seek to reinforce the robustness of this strategy by
refusing to clearly specify their nuclear employment policy apriori inany detail and, if they do,
will tend to emphasizeitsoverwhelmingly painful consequences, evenif at themoment of truth
they find it counterproductiveto carry out their own prewar ultimatums.2*

Itisimportant to recognizethough that India’s prewar emphasison “massive” punish-
ment for any infraction of the no nuclear userule could in some situations precipitatethe very
outcomethat was sought to be avoided, namely, amassive employment of nuclear weapons
by India sadversariesin the event of deterrence breakdown. Thisunintended outcome could
occur if Pakistan, for example, wereto reason that because even the most token nuclear usein
the context of aconventiona war would preci pitate amassive Indian nuclear counter response
anyway, it might aswell go first with an overwhelming nuclear attack of itsown—whenits
nuclear weaponsreservesare still secureand its C?l systems operationally coherent in away
that they would not bein the aftermath of thelarge expected Indian riposte. Thisincentiveto
unleash amassive nuclear attack—when only token nuclear employment might have otherwise
sufficed—would not exist if Pakistan wereto be convinced about the survivability of itsnuclear
reservesin the face of even apotentially massive Indian response. In such circumstances,
Islamabad could use its nuclear weapons in the modest fashion appropriate to its strategic
situation while waiting to see whether New Delhi would in fact make good on itsthreat to
unleash massive nuclear punishment. Since Pakistan’snuclear capabilitieswould by definition

judgment is that no Indian government is likely to survive politically if it fails to respond to a nuclear attack by
mounting at least token retaliation. More significantly, however, the alternative of avoiding a nuclear response
would become plausibleif Indiacould retaliate by alternative meanslike, for example, altering itswar aimsvis-a
vistheimmediate adversary. During the Gulf War, the U.S. leadership bruited such an alternativein the event that
Saddam Hussein used weapons of mass destruction on Coalition forces. In the South Asian case however, few
possibilities of this sort present themselves. For example, India could not respond to limited nuclear attacks by
threatening to occupy Pakistan or Chinaphysically sinceit not only lacks the conventional resourcesto do so but
would actually precipitate further nuclear attacks if it ever attempted such solutions. It could, also in theory,
attempt to retaliate by supporting secessionist movements in both countries after the cessation of hostilities, but
such solutions, by definition, are slow, may not succeed, and, even if successful, may only provoke aresumption
of nuclear attacks on India. Thus, except for the plausible but probably unlikely solution that posits the interna-
tional community banding together to inflict political and military reprisals on the attackers, coupled with alarge-
scalereassurance effort aimed at preventing New Delhi from seeking individual retribution, it isdifficult toimagine
any kind of satisfaction that could be dangled before Indiato induce it to accept a policy of non-retaliation in the
event of suffering anuclear attack. For more on thisissue, see Dixit, “A Nuclear Strategy for India.”

24 The resemblance of this strategy to that pursued by both the British and the French “independent
deterrents’ during the Cold War is more than just coincidental, being born out of some similarity in strategic
circumstances. The British and French effortsin thisregard are usefully reviewed in Lawrence Freedman, “British
Nuclear Targeting” and Yost, “French Nuclear Targeting,” both in Ball and Richelson (eds.), Srategic Nuclear
Targeting, pp. 109-26, 127-56.
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be securein these circumstances, it could afford to ride out Indian retaliation and then proceed
to escalatein an appropriate fashion depending on what India sretaliatory response actualy
was—as opposed to unleashing amassive nuclear striketo beginwith smply for the prudential
reason of limiting the damage that woul d be caused by the anticipated I ndian reaction.
Thislogic, then, servesto highlight threeimportant issues. First, theinsistent Indian pre-
war emphasison massiveretaliation, though understandable asastrategy for shoring up deter-
rence, could precipitate the very phenomenon sought to be avoided: anuclear attack on India
that takes on even greater proportions than might otherwise have been the case. Second, the
survivahility of Pakistan’snuclear assets (and | damabad’ s confidence about that survivability)
makesacritical differenceto whether Pakistan executes|limited or massive nuclear first-use
strategies. Parenthetically, it also suggeststhat—for purely self-interested reasons—I damabad
would be better off investing in enhancing the survivability of itsnuclear reservesrather than
pursuing nuclear strategiesaimed at eroding India scapability toretaiateif itisto avoid being
put in asituation whereit hasto choose committing suicide simply for fear of death. Third, the
paradoxesof rationality that cause perverse outcomesin the Indo-Pakistani case do not exist
inthe Sino-Indian dyad because Beijing’ sexisting nuclear superiority and the high survivability
of itsstrategic assetsvis-a-vis New Delhi’s make any Indian threats of massiveretaliation
incredible—irrespective of what kinds of Chinesenuclear use strategiesareat issue.

The Optimality of “ Countervalue Plus’ Targeting

Thelogic of delayed—but assured—retaliation satisfactorily addressesthe question of
when punishment might be executed if deterrence breakdown wereto result in nuclear weap-
onsuse by an adversary against India. It does not specify, however, what the targets of such
retaliation might be and, consequently, the fourth component of India’s nuclear doctrine at
the level of operational policy relates to the “ countervalue plus’ targeting strategy that
New Delhi islikely to pursuein support of a posture of mutual assured vulnerability that
simultaneoudy enables sometargeting flexibility. Thisdimension of operational policy—the
intended target set that isthe object of any retaliatory action—has not been discussed publicly
by Indian security managersat dl, and probably never will befor dl thereasonsdludedto earlier.
New Delhi’sdiscomfort with nuclear weaponsreinforcestheinclinationto brush all theunsa-
vory dimensionsof nuclear strategy under thetable. And while Indian security managersrec-
ognizethat strategic targeting hasto be carried out precisely becauseit remainsthe price of
effective deterrence, they will be satisfied by modest efforts carried out in compl ete secrecy.
Theseactivitiesappear to beaready underway: various planning cellsinthe Indian Ministry of
Defense, particularly the DRDO, and in the service headquarters have begun to examinetar-
geting requirementsin some detail though the scale of effort, the extent of direction fromthe
civilianleadership, and thedegree of coordination between thecivilian nuclear wegponsdesigners



TELLIS 83

and civilian and uniformed operationa plannersisnot known.?* |n any event, the secrecy that
accompaniesthiseffort isconditioned, first and foremogt, by the politica imperative of not giv-
ing needless offenseto any adversaries, while s multaneoudy seeking to minimizethe concerns
of thelndian public about their own relative vulnerability, concernsthat would ariseif any dis-
cussionsabout nuclear targeting wereto be carried out publicly. Indian policymakers, infact,
have conscioudy sought to avoid replicating thekind of provocativerhetoric that emerged from
Peakistan in the aftermath of its Ghauri missiletest, when anumber of Pakistani politicianstook
thestagein order to gloat about their new offensivereach, someeven publicly identifying ahost
of citiesin Indiathat supposedly would betargeted by |slamabad’s new strategic systems.

Whilethedesireto avoid agitating public sentiment in theregion at large representsthe
political reason for refusing to discuss | ndia stargeting policy publicly, thereisalso asound
strategic reason for New Delhi’s continued silence on thisissue. Because Indian strategic
managers have consistently held that their nuclear deterrent is oriented fundamentally toward
thepolitical management of crisesrather than the achievement of somemilitary objectiveson
thebattlefield, they have consciously sought to avert all attention from the operational issues
surrounding nuclear weapons employment like targeting requirements, damage expectancy
caculations, and thecriteriafor assured destruction. Infact, thisaversion to operationa issues
isbestillustrated by thefact that Indian Foreign Minister Singhisreported to have* decried”—
on therecord—"[even] the use of theword ‘arsend’, terming it as‘ athrowback to the years
of the Cold War’.”2* This conscious disregard of operational issuesin public discussionis
grounded on the premise that these problems represent narrow—and secondary—concerns
that cannot be allowed to dominate the central strategic problematic facing India, legitimizing
the need for amodest, but capabl e, nuclear forceto guarantee India s strategic independence
inthefaceof nuclear threats, blackmail, and coercion that may be mounted by itsadversaries.
Since defending this objective against both domesti c skepticsand ahostileinternational com-
munity remainsachallenging endeavor initsown right, %@ Indian policymakers have sought to
avoid any discussions that would feed public controversy and debate about the country’s
evolving nuclear posture. Thisincludesdiscussionsabout targeting policy, which havethusfar
been conducted internally by small cellsinthe Ministry of Defensewith other, barely formal,

25 The author is deeply grateful to an Indian scholar, who has requested anonymity, for sharing his under-
standing of these efforts.

246 “ Pakistan: Nuclear Scientist: Pakistan Can Hit Many Indian Cities,” FBIS-NES-98-217, August 5, 1998;
“Pakistan: Gohar Ayub on Next India-Pakistan War,” FBIS-NES-98-228, August 16, 1998.

247 Joshi, “From Technology Demonstration to Assured Retaliation: The Making of an Indian Nuclear
Doctrine,” p. 1471.

28 See the remarks of Prime Minister Vajpayeein “N-Deterrence aMust: PM,” The Pioneer, May 13, 2000.
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contributions by military officersattached to their respective service headquartersin New
Delhi. Theonly external discussions of such matters have been conducted off-the-record by
some Indian think tanks and by afew defense analystswriting for national newspapersand
magazinesintheir individua capacity. Among the more significant of these must be counted
Genera Sundarji, thelate chief of staff of the Indian Army, and Brigadier Vija Nair, whose
work on India’snuclear policy, despite being incompletein some aresas, representsthe best
early discussion of the country’ snuclear requirementsand strategy.?* A morerecent contribu-
tion that isboth sophi sticated and interesting, but that isembedded in the classical approachto
nuclear deterrencefamiliar inthe West and hence unlikely to command thealegiance of Indian
policymakersin all itsdetails, isAdmiral RajaMenon’s A Nuclear Srategy for India.?
Sincethislast dimension of operational policy—targeting doctrine—isnot publicly dis-
cussed by Indian policymakers, al the assertionsthat follow are proffered purely onthe basis
of logical deduction supplemented by insights gained from conversationswith Indian security
managersand elites. In thisinstance though, deductive claimsare generally adequate because
targeting policiesareinvariably acomplex function of acountry’sgrand strategy and overarching
nuclear doctrine, thesize of itsarsenal, the quality of itsnuclear wegponsand delivery systems,
and the number, hardness, rel ative concentration, and intrinsic mobility of the potential targets
sought to beinterdicted. A good deal of general information about most of thesevariablesin
South Asiaispublicly available and while these data may not sufficeto forecast any actual
targeting plans, they are more than sufficient to describe the broad orientation of Indian target-
ingthat islikely to prevail bothinthe near term and over time. %! Figure 4 identifiesarange of
targeting options subsumed by avariety of nuclear strategies. Whilethese optionsareidenti-
fied asdistinctly aspossiblefor purposesof analysis, itislikely that most war plansin practice
would cover amix of target sets, though each plan would probably be dominated by an
emphasison one particular targeting orientation to therel ative neglect of others. Thisemphasis
isusualy conditioned by both the grand strategy of the state concerned and the sizeand quality
of itsnuclear arsenal, afact that allowsitstargeting policy to be described in terms of some
specific orientation despiteall the complexitiesthat may otherwise characterizeitswar plans. 2

2% Sundarji, “ Changing Military Equationsin Asia: The Role of Nuclear Weapons,” in Frankel (ed.), Bridg-
ing the Nonproliferation Divide, pp. 11949, and Nair, Nuclear India, pp. 133-51. See also, Kanwal, “Nuclear
Targeting Philosophy for India,” pp. 459-73.

0 RajaMenon, A Nuclear Strategy for India, New Delhi: Sage Publications, 2000.

1 Much of this information is usefully collected in S. Rashid Naim, “Aadhi Raat Ke Baad” (“After
Midnight”), in Stephen P. Cohen (ed.), Nuclear Proliferation in South Asia, Boulder: Westview Press, 1991, pp.
23-61; Nair, Nuclear India, pp. 133-51; and at http://www.fas.org/nuke/guide/china/index.html; http://www.fas.org/
nuke/guide/india/index.html; and http://www.fas.org/nuke/guide/paki stan/index.html.

%2 Thisargument isborne out in the survey of targeting policesfollowed by the great powers during the Cold
War, which, with the conspicuous exception of China, aredescribed in Ball and Richelson (eds.) Srategic Nuclear
Targeting, pp. 35-156.
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Figure4: India'sLikely Targeting Strategies
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At oneextreme, strategic nuclear targeting could beoriented to interdicting “ counterforce”
targets. Thistarget set usually consists of the adversary’ s nuclear weaponsthemselves, the
storage sitesat which theweaponsare located, the delivery systemsdated to carry the weap-
ons(if these are not aready mated to the warheads), the basesthat host the delivery systems,
and the command and control architecture that directs the operations of the entire force.
Counterforcetargets, thus, consist of both hard and soft systemsthat may be, inturn, either
fixed or mobile. Intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs) deployed infixed, fully hardened
silosand strategic submarine bases represent examples of hard fixed targets, manned bomb-
ersand submarinesat sea, in contrast, are exampl e of soft targetsthat are also mobile; while
missile storagefacilities, above ground C?| sites, and strategic surface-to-air missile (SAM)
installationsremain good examples of soft, fixed targets. | rrespective of the specific attributes
of agiven system, counterforce targets asawhol e share certain characteristics: they existin
relatively significant numbers; they arerelatively small in size; and they enjoy relatively high
degreesof protection against nuclear effects either because they are hardened by design or
becausetheir inherent mobility allowsthem to escape beyond thelethal radii of an attacking
weapon. Both offensive and defensive nucl ear strategies can emphasi ze counterforcetargeting

23 The nature of these targets and their relevance, for example, in the U.S.-Soviet context are well described
in Desmond Ball, Targeting for Srategic Deterrence, Adel phi Paper No. 185, London: International Institute for
Strategic Studies, 1983.
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becausethey seek to disarm the adversary of itscoercive capabilitiesin order to secure either
counterforce-countercontrol preeminenceor to limit the extent of damagethat may beinflicted
asaresult of anassailant’sfirst strike.®*

In the middle of the spectrum lies avast range of assorted “countermilitary” targets,
whichfor themost part refersto the myriad instrumentsrequired for the successful prosecution
of high-intensity combat.?*® Thesetargetsincludeall the conventional military forcesof the
adversary, epecidly high-va ueresourceslikearmored and mechanized divisions, capital ships,
and submarines, and strategic air capabilitiesin theform of both combat aircraft and support
platforms. Countermilitary targetsalsoincludethe strategic infrastructure required to enable
these high value resourcesto operate effectively: barracks, supply depots, and marshalling
yards, tank, vehicle, and ammunition storage facilities; transportation assetsand military com-
muni cationsfacilities; naval bases, shipbuilding and repair yards; and conventional air bases,
command posts, early warning and air defense facilities. These targets obviously embody
disparate characteristics—some are hard, some are soft, some are fixed, and some are mo-
bile—but themost distinguishing feature of thisset asawholeisthevast number of itsconstitu-
ent parts, each of whichisdefined by relatively smal size. Both offensive and defensive nuclear
strategiesincorporate significant countermilitary targeting though thelatter aremorelikely to
emphasizesuchtargets, especialy at theoperationa level, given their emphasisondenying the
adversary itswar aimson the battlefiel d.2®

At the other end of the spectrum, strategic nuclear targeting could focus mainly on
“countervalue” targets, which, broadly defined, are targets that host most of the resources
necessary for the sustenance of a modern society.?®” The most conspicuous countervalue
targetsare popul ation centerslike cities, which contain significant fractionsof theworkforcein
anindustrialized economy aswell asmost of thecritical economic andindustrial capabilities

24 A good general discussion of thisissue with an assessment of its benefits, challenges and limitations for
strategic stability can befound in Albert L egault and George Lindsey, The Dynamics of the Nuclear Balance, Rev.
ed., Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1976.

25 On the characteristics of these targets, which used to be generically described as “ other military targets’
(OMT), and the challenges of interdicting them in the U.S.-Soviet context, see Jeffrey Richelson, “The Dilemmas
of Counterpower Targeting,” Comparative Srategy, vol. 2, no. 3 (1980), pp. 223-37.

26 During the Cold War, the need to interdict predominantly these kinds of targets gaveriseto an entire class
of specialized “theater” and “tactical” nuclear weapons. The multifaceted rationale for these systems is explored
in Ashley J. Tellis, “NATO and Theater Nuclear Force Modernization: Looking Backward, Looking Forward,”
Journal of East and West Sudies, vol. 15, no. 2 (Fall-Winter 1986), pp. 101-26.

7 Onthe characteristics of “ countervalue” targets and attacks involving such targets, See Office of Technol-
ogy Assessment, The Effects of Nuclear War, Montclair: Allanheld, Osmun, 1980. Studies that assessed attacks on
such targetsinthe U.S.-Soviet context are usefully reviewed and summarized in Michael Salman, Kevin J. Sullivan,
and Stephen van Evera, “ Analysis or Propaganda? M easuring American Strategic Nuclear Capability, 1969-88,” in
Lynn Eden and Steven E. Miller (eds.), Nuclear Arguments, Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1989, pp. 172-245.
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that constitute either the war-supporting capability of acountry or the resourcesthat bear on
itsability to recover inthe aftermath of anuclear attack. Theformer category would include,
for example, petroleum refineries, industrial plants, and armsand munitions production facili-
ties, whilethelatter category would includeall facilities pertaining to the production of coal,
steel, aluminum, cement, and el ectric power. Counterval uetargets may also include specific
nationa infrastructure assetslikethe communications system, the transportation network, and
the power grid, including switching stations, space control facilities, dams, rail junctionsand
switching yards, bridgesand tunnels, and generating stations and nuclear power plants, all of
which contributeto maintai ning the connectivity required by modern societiesfor their survival
and functioning.%®

The organi zation of modern societies often resultsin many counterval uetargetsbeing
concentrated in afew geographic locationswith large popul ations and, consequently, even a
strategy that seeksto avoid population targeting per se could generate enormous fatalities
simply because of the collocation of critical economic and industrial targetswith dense pock-
etsof habitation.” Such fatalitiesare often theresult of peculiar interactionsensuing fromthe
complex physicd effectsof anuclear explosion. The human body, for example, can withstand
simpleoverpressuresof 30 pounds per squareinch (psi), but windsassociated with aslittleas
2-3ps could blow people out of buildings causing instant death. Consequently, many nuclear
damage cal cul ation model ssimply assumethat minimum overpressures of 5 ps would suffice
tokill at east half the population located withinthe 5 psi ring of anuclear detonation.?® Since
high population fatalities would inevitably accompany any nuclear strategy oriented to
counterval uetargeting—evenif populations per se are not targeted—thiskind of targeting
doctrine best supportsadeterrent strategy aimed mainly at punishment. In fact, some observ-
erslike Bernard Brodie have argued that so long as an adversary’s cities are targeted by a
retaliatory strategy, the distinction between counterforce, countermilitary, and countervalue
targeting could smply break down because, if thesetargetsare coll ocated, “it can hardly mean
much to the population involved whether the destruction of cities is a by-product of, [for
example,] thedestruction of airfieldsor viceversa.” %t

Confronted with achoice between thesethree options, it isalmost certain that Indiawill
settlefor counterval ue targeting and, by implication, seek to service anuclear strategy cen-

28 The author is deeply grateful to David Shlapak for sharing his unpublished RAND work on “EffectiveAir
Campaigns,” which examines attacks on this class of targetsin great detail.

29 Jeffrey Richelson, “Population Targeting and U.S. Strategic Doctring,” in Ball and Richelson (eds.),
Srategic Nuclear Targeting, p. 248.

20 Office of Technology Assessment, The Effects of Nuclear War, pp. 15-26.

%1 Bernard Brodie, Srategy in the Missile Age, Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1959, p. 156.
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tered on somekind of mutual assured vulnerability.?s>While such atargeting postureisdirectly
predicated by India's operational policy, which focuses on deterrence based on threats of
punishment, it ismorefundamentally grounded on the character of the country’ snuclear capa-
bilities—or thelack thereof. These capabilities have been discussed el sewherein some de-
tail, > but asummary description at thispoint should sufficeto clarify why counterva uetarget-
ing ismost logical for Indiavis-a-vis both Chinaand Pakistan, though New Delhi would
certainly possessgreater targeting flexibility in case of thelatter. India snuclear capabilities
essentialy resdeinasmall inventory of relatively low-yield nuclear weaponsthat will beddliv-
ered, at least intheforeseeablefuture, primarily by tactical strikeaircraft. Thisinventory will
likely not exceed some 150-175 weapons by the year 2010, with the most reliable designs
today producing yieldsin the 10-20 kiloton (kt) range.?** Although Indian scientists have
claimed that they can produce boosted fission weapons with yields of some 200 kt,?** and
even thermonuclear weaponswith megaton-sized yields, these capabilities have not yet been
demonstrated to the universal satisfaction of others, especialy India'sadversaries. Conse-
quently, it isreasonabl e to base the analysison nuclear capabilitiesthat have been unambigu-
ously demonstrated thusfar. These demonstrated capabilities, consisting of levitated versions
of thebasicfission design tested in 1974 and capabl e of producing maximum yiel ds of about
20kt at best, essentially imply that significant counterforce and countermilitary targeting are
both ruled out for all practical purposes—especially inthe case of nuclear operationsagainst
China—because of thelimited yieldsand therelatively small number of nuclear wesponsthat
Indiawill eventually acquire.?®

%2 The most systematic Indian justification for this targeting strategy can be found in Nair, Nuclear India,
pp. 133-151; Sundarji, “Changing Military Equations in Asia: The Role of Nuclear Weapons,” in Frankel (ed.),
Bridging the Nonproliferation Divide, pp. 119-49; and K. Sundarji, “Nuclear Deterrence: Doctrinefor India—Part
2,” Trishul, val. 6, no. 1 (1993), pp. 67-86.

%3 Tellis, India’s Emerging Nuclear Posture: Between Recessed Deterrent and Ready Arsenal, pp. 477-671.

%4 The primary Indian fission design, the levitated “flying plate” version of the device tested in 1974, is
credited with being capable of producing yieldsin the 10-20 kt class and is believed to have produced most of the
recorded yield during the 1998 test series. This design and its expected yield is described in Raj Chengappa, “Is
India'sH-Bomb aDud,” India Today I nternational, October 12, 1998, pp. 22—28. The median values of the Indian
stockpile of fissile materials in 1999 was judged to be 310 kg of plutonium-239 (Pu®®), sufficient for about 65
fission weapons at slightly less than 5 kg of Pu?® per critical mass. See David Albright, “India’s and Pakistan's
Fissile Material and Nuclear Weapons Inventories, End of 1999,” Institute for Science and International Security,
October 11, 2000, available at http://www.isis-online.org/.

25 “India Can Produce N-bomb of 220 kiloton: Chidambaram,” The Times of India, May 23, 1998, cited in
Karnad, “A Thermonuclear Deterrent,” p. 117, and “India Can Make 200 kilotons of Nuke Weapons,” The
Hindustan Times, October 31, 2000.

%6 The constraint of limited yields arises primarily because India has currently eschewed further nuclear
testing. If New Delhi were to change this policy in the future, there is no reason why India could not repeatedly
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To beginwith, most of the primary Chinese counterforcetargets, consisting of nuclear
tipped ballistic missiles, are either mobile or deployed in hardened silos and caves. While
some missiles are maintained in soft garrisons, these systems would dispersein periods of
crisisor onrecel pt of strategic warning.?” SinceIndian nuclear usewill only beretdiatory, itis
reasonableto presumethat al of Beijing'smobile missiles(primarily CSS-5s) will beflushed
from their peacetime locations and dispersed to their wartime hides as part of the normal
preparationsfor nuclear combat. India smilitary forceslack, currently and prospectively, the
ability to detect, track, and target any of these mobile missiles, while those weapons main-
tained in fixed hardened silos (some CSS-3s) or stored in caves or tunnels (primarily CSS-2s
and some CSS-3s) would be invulnerable to even direct nuclear attack because the small
yieldsof India sweaponswould be simply unableto generate the overpressures necessary to
neutralizethese protected assets.?®® Thus, even if Indiacould somehow reach the missile de-
ployment sites, launch control centers, or the weapon storage facilities either by aircraft or
ballistic missile, it would most likely be unableto eliminate China sstrategic nuclear reserves
even with the standard 2-on-1 attacks that were commonly assumed during the Cold War.
Aircraft delivery bequeaths greater accuracy, but penetration isuncertain and the yields of

test its advanced weapons designs until it was satisfied that it could produce reliable weapons with high yields.
The constraint of small weapon inventory size arises primarily because of the parlous state of India’'s nuclear
infrastructure. Thissetsaceiling on the size of India’ sfuture nuclear arsenal that cannot be negotiated away unless
the country iswilling to make amassive investment in new nuclear production facilities right now in the hope that
it can dramatically distend its potential fissile materials stockpile before the decade is out (when the constraints
emerging from aFissile Material Cut-Off Treaty—which India supports—could conceivably kick in).

%7 Details about the CSS-2s, -3s, and -5s most relevant to India are discussed in Bates Gill and James
Mulvenon, “The Chinese Strategic Rocket Forces: Transition To Credible Deterrence,” in China and Weapons of
Mass Destruction: Implicationsfor the United States, Conference Report, National Intelligence Council, Novem-
ber 5, 1999, pp. 27-45, with additional information about both the missiles and their basing postures availablein
Robert S. Norris, Andrew S. Burrows, and Richard W. Fieldhouse, British, French, and Chinese Nuclear Weapons,
Nuclear Weapons Databook, vol. 5, Boulder: Westview Press, 1994, pp. 338-41, 358-97, at http://www.fas.org/
nuke/guide/chinalfacility/missile.ntm.

268 By way of comparison, during the high tide of the Cold War, both the United States and the Soviet Union
assigned weapon systems with relatively high yields and accuracies to the hard target counterforce role. The
principal U.S. missile systems allocated for this mission were equipped with warheads that had yields in the
hundreds of kilotons and were capabl e of accuracies down to afew hundred feet. Soviet missilestoo had more or
less comparabl e accuracies and were equipped with warheads that often had yields going up to several megatons.
In contrast, a3500 km Indian Agni armed with New Delhi’s primary fission design would be able to muster yields
roughly similar to that of a Nagasaki-class nuclear weapon (approximately 20 kt) with an accuracy that would
probably run close to many hundreds of feet—if the accuracy of the missile was presumed to be simply .1 percent
of its range. Details about U.S. and Soviet nuclear weapons and missiles can be found in Thomas B. Cochran,
William M. Arkin, and Milton M. Hoenig, U.S. Nuclear Forces and Capabilities, Nuclear Weapons Databook, vol.
1, Cambridge: Ballinger Publishing Company, 1984, and Thomas B. Cochran, William M. Arkin, and Milton M.
Hoenig, Soviet Nuclear Weapons, Nuclear Weapons Databook, vol. 4, Cambridge: Ballinger Publishing Company,
1989.
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India sair-dropped weaponswould, at any rate, berather small; missiledelivery, in contrast,
solvesthe penetration problem, but it would be additionally limited by the relatively poor
accuracy of the system. What complicates mattersfinally isthe small—current and projected—
size of the Indian nuclear stockpilerelativeto the number of Chinese counterforcetargets.

Where counterforce attacks are concerned, the effectiveness against hard targets ap-
pearsto be more sensitive to accuracy thantoyield by approximately aratio of 5:1.2° This
impliesthat India’sintermediate-rangemissileforce, if and when deployed, would haveto be
extraordinarily accurate even at relatively long distances: attai ning such accuracieswould not
only requireinertial guidance systemsaided by global positioning systems(GPS)—whichIn-
diawill probably obtain—but al so advanced, not strapdown, inertial guidance capabilities,
which arelikely to be beyond India' sreach for at least sometimeto come.? Inany event, if
missilesor advanced strike aircraft areintended to be the systems of choicefor counterforce
targeting, all successful attackswould likely require much larger weaponsyieldsthan those
assumed above and possibly earth-penetrating warheadsin order to exploit the superior cou-
pling effectsoffered by thelatter to achieveat least “ missionkills’ to neutralize Chinesemissile
silosand storage caves, weapons storage bunkers, and launch control centers. Sincelndiahas
all but eschewed further nuclear testing, it isunlikely that such capabilities can be devel oped
and, by implication, significant hard target counterforcekill capability will forever remain be-
yond thereach of New Delhi.?"*

Thisconclusion holdsequally strongly if Indiaattempted to attack other fixed targetslike
submarinebasesor airfields: both kinds of targetswould not suffer significant damageevenif
India ssmall nuclear weaponswere accurately delivered by aircraft, for example, unlessit was
presumed that New Delhi would bewilling to expend non-trivial numbersof multipleweapons
per target. The large number of potential targetsin this set, however, impliesthat the total

%9 See the discussion in William T. Lee, “ Soviet Nuclear Targeting Strategy,” in Ball and Richelson (eds.),
Srategic Nuclear Targeting, pp. 104ff.

20 The quality of guidance systemsin Indian missilesis discussed in Janne E. Nolan, Trappings of Power:
Ballistic Missilesin the Third World, Washington, DC: Brookings Institution, 1991; Aaron Karp, Ballistic Missile
Proliferation: The Politics and Technics, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1996, and Eric Arnett, “Military
Research and Development in Southern Asia: Limited Capabilities Despite Impressive Resources,” in Eric Arnett
(ed.), Military Capacity and the Risk of War, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1997, pp. 243-76.

21 If India resumes nuclear testing, however, and such testing results in the successful validation of its
advanced nuclear designs—hboosted fission or thermonuclear weapons—New Delhi could move somewhat in the
direction of acquiring modest counterforce capabilities. In the final analysis, however, success here would be
contingent on India being able to improve the accuracies of its missiles through the incorporation of advanced
guidance systems and vastly increasing the number of nuclear weapons deployed in its stockpile. Because the
former islikely to be easier than thelatter, it is possible that significant counterforce capabilities, at least vis-a-vis
China, will continue to elude New Delhi. Because of India’s larger nuclear doctrine, and the other components of
its operational policy, thislack of counterforce capabilitiesisunlikely to become very troublesometo New Delhi.
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number of weapons Indiawould haveto alocate to prosecuting such missions could easily
exceed thesize of itsentire nuclear stockpileand, consequently, the strategic wisdom of plan-
ning such attacks for purposes of retaliation is an open question. There is no guarantee
anyway that China's nuclear submarinesand its nuclear capable aircraft would actualy be
destroyed by such attacks, since these platforms could berapidly relocated during acrisis.
Evenif some of these capabilitieswere destroyed, thesmall size of thelndian nuclear inventory
makes such attacksarelatively wasteful proposition sincethey would not result in great and
unacceptable damageto the Chinese state. Interdicting Chinese counterforcetargetsis, there-
fore, alosing proposition because: there are probably moretargetsthan therewill be Indian
nuclear weapons, therel atively hardened systems could survive an Indian counterforce strike,
whilethe softer mobile systemswould s mply bebeyond thereach of Indian targeting capabili-
ties; and, finally, modest counterforce attackswould be strategically irrelevant either for true
damage limitation or for effective retribution. The same judgment holds a fortiori when
countermilitary targeting isconcerned because thetarget set here consstsof literally thousands
of am points, clearly ordersof magnitudelarger than Indian nuclear capabilitiesever would
be. Evenif many of these systems could be successfully destroyed, it isnot clear whether their
destruction would congtitute adequate punishment for the prior Chinese use of nuclear weap-
onsagainst India.

Givenal these considerations, countervaluetargeting doneholdsthe promiseof inflicting
“destruction and punishment that the adversary will find unacceptabl €’ 2”2 for any nuclear trans-
gressions committed against India—at |east in the context of an all-out war.2” If China svital
centers, understood primarily asthecitiesthat host significant fractionsof its population, indus-
try, and economic life, aretreated asthe principal foci of thiscounterval uetargeting doctrine,
itiseasy to seewhy India s nuclear capabilities stand some chance of being both useful and
effectiveinstruments of punitiveretaliation. To begin with, urban centersare generally soft
targetsthat can bereadily pulverized by overpressuresaslow as5 psi. Theselevelsof over-
pressurewould kill large numbersof peoplewhile contributing to additional casualties caused
by the synergistic effectsof blast, thermal radiation, nuclear fallout, and el ectromagnetic pulsa
tion. Citiesarea so largetargetsthat make them less sensitiveto the accuracy constraints of
India spresent and future delivery systems. Thisimpliesthat they can be held at risk even by
relatively small and inaccurate weapons so long asthese are employed in multiple numbers
with the designated ground zeros adequately spaced in relation to thetarget perimeter—and
even multiple weapon all ocations may be unnecessary if the primary objectiveissimply to

22 “Draft Report of [the] National Security Advisory Board on Indian Nuclear Doctrine,” p. 3.
23 Nair, Nuclear India, 142-43, and Kanwal, “Nuclear Targeting Philosophy for India,” pp. 459-73.
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inflict significant numbersof casualtiesrather than attempting to destroy thecity itsalf. Further,
urban centersarefixed targets: they are easy to find using primitive methods of navigation and
thuslend themselvesto attack by avariety of delivery systems, including unconventiona tech-
nologiesin anemergency. Finally, and perhaps most importantly, urban centersoffer maximum
“bang for thebuck” in that they represent concentrated targets hosting large fractions of sev-
eral kinds of national resources, all located within arelatively compressed geographiclocale.
Evenacursory glance, for example, at China sfive most heavily popul ated metropolitan com-
plexes—Beijing, Shanghai, Hong Kong, Tianjin, Shenyang—suggeststhat they represent prin-
cipal concentrationsof China'sindustrial capabilities, contribute disproportionately toitsna-
tional income, and remain dense hubsfor transport and communi cations.?™

Successful nuclear attacks on such centers, therefore, would certainly constitute signifi-
cant punishment—in termsof the casualties suffered—and even the ensuing damage, though
most likely modest, would probably befar greater than the val ue of the objectives Chinapre-
sumably sought to obtain through itsnuclear first-useagainst India. This, at any rate, remains
thejudgment of some of India smost respected strategic thinkers, like Subrahmanyam and the
late Sundarji,?” and it isreasonabl eto suppose, therefore, that India stargeting strategy vis-a
visChinawould consist primarily of counterva ue attacksaimed heavily at itsvital centersin
order to be abletoinflict massive casuatieswith the smallest possible expenditure of nuclear
weaponsin case of any al-out war. While such punishment would certainly not destroy the
Chinese polity—given therel ative balance of power inthe Sino-Indian case, no punishment
that Indiacould apply ever would—the strategic objective of any such al-out attack nonethe-
lesswould betoinflict such penaltiesaswould threaten “ to generate dangerousimbal ances
between that country and her primary adversaries[likethe United Statesand Russia], and to
serioudly retard her economic growth to further aggravate [the postwar] global imbal ances’ 2
of power intheinternational system. Thislogicishighly reminiscent of British and French tar-
geting doctrinevis-a-visthe Soviet Union during the Cold War, asdefense plannersin London
and Pariswouldinsistently suggest that the postwar “world geopolitical context” alwaysre-
mained relevant to their nuclear strategy because“the adversary [would haveto] consider the
gtuationinwhich hewould find himsalf after having suffered the destruction of anon-negligible
part of hiscities, of hisindustrial and administrative means, and of hiscommunications, when
the other great nuclear powerswould retain the economic and military potential intact.” 2"

274 For details, see The National Economic Atlas of China, New York: Oxford University Press, 1994.

215 K. Subrahmanyam, “Nuclear Defense Philosophy: Not a Numbers Game Anymore,” and “India and the
Nuclear Question: An Interview with General K. Sundarji, PVSM (Retd),” pp. 45-56.

276 Nair, Nuclear India, p. 145.

2" David S. Yost, “French Nuclear Targeting,” in Ball and Richelson (eds.), Srategic Nuclear Targeting, p.
134.
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Indian strategistswho reiterate such arguments certainly exaggerate the geopolitical ef-
fectsthat New Delhi’srelatively small nuclear strikeswould have on China, but their under-
standing of why countervaluetargeting issensiblefor countrieswith small nuclear arsenalsis
reasonable. Asearly as 1947, when nuclear weaponswerestill limited in number and small in
effect, U.S. strategi stsrecognized that counterval ue targeting would have significant deterrent
effects because even small devices of the sort used on Hiroshimaand Nagasaki could inflict
significant causalitiesin highly compressed timeframesand, asaresult,

would create a condition of chaos and extreme confusion. Not |east of thiswould be
an increased element of hopelessness and shock resulting from the magnitude of
destruction; the fear of the unknown; the actual lingering physical after effect of
atomic explosions; the psychological effect arising from the necessity to evacuate
large densely populated areas; and the attendant psychological state which these
factors create.?’

A deeper appreciation of these consequences have subsequently led all thesmaller nuclear
powersto emphasizetargeting, inter alia, citiesper seaspart of their ultimate punishment
strategies because, as one French spokesman noted at the height of the Cold War,

these targets are easy to reach, without great accuracy in the missiles required, and
especially because one can thus cause important damage with a limited number of
weapons.... It is only in the framework of an anticities strategy that the desirable
level of damage can be guaranteed with the means that remain in proportion to the
scientific, industrial, and economic possibilities of France. Any other strategy would
necessitate much moreimportant means, without doubt beyond our reach, and could
not but weaken deterrence.?”®

Becausethe smaller nuclear powerslike France, the United Kingdom, and Chinapos-
sessed both alarger number of nuclear weapons and weapons that produced much higher
yieldsin comparisonto India' s current and prospective strategic holdings, they could pursue
true countervaluetargeting strategiesthat focused on physically obliterating an adversary’s
principa conurbations. India smodest nuclear capabilities cannot be directed to achieveiden-
tical effectsand, to that degree, the anal ogy with French nuclear doctrinevis-a-visthe Soviet

218 “Srategic Implications of the Atomic Bomb,” August 29, 1947, United States Joint Chiefs of Staff
Modern Military Section, cited in Gregg Herken, The Winning Weapon: The Atomic Bomb in the Cold War, 1945—
1950, New York: Vintage Books, 1981, p. 271.

29 Guy Lewin, “Ladissuasion francaise et la stratégie anti-cités,” Défense Nationale, January 1980, pp. 24,
31, cited in Yost, “French Nuclear Targeting,” in Ball and Richelson (eds.), Srategic Nuclear Targeting, p. 143.
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Union breaks down because Paris, for all itsweaknesses, had many more high-yield nuclear
weaponsthan Indiaprobably will ever possess. These capabilitiesmade the French threats of
inflicting rea counterva ue punishment much more credible againgt the Soviet Unionthan India's
threatswould similarly be against China. Even in the French case, however, the analytical
consensus was that Paris's deterrent threats were in practice quite incredible and they ob-
tained whatever efficacy they did, inthefina analys's, only because of the positive externalities
arising from themassive U.S. deterrence of the Soviet Union.” Positive externalities of this
sort may not be available in the Sino-Indian case: Beljing could prosecute awar limited to
Indiaalonewithout involving any other potential nuclear adversariesand, consequently, New
Delhi, solong asit pursues an independent foreign policy, may not always be ableto “free
ride” under the deterrence umbrellasthat may otherwise exist between the United States or
Russiaand China.

Recognizing all thesefacts, Indian strategic thinkerslike Subrahmanyam and Sundarji—
reflecting the judgments of India s strategic managers on thisissue—have argued not for an
anti-cities strategy in the strict sense of the term but rather for an anti-population strategy
that focusesoninflicting ahighlevel of demographic damagereativeto their estimation of the
benefits an adversary could gain by nuclear use against India. Consequently, both
Subrahmanyam and Sundarji constantly refer to the high costsof Hiroshimaand Nagasaki in
their writings, noting that “weknow theresults’ of even such limited nuclear use.?! Thiscon-
clusion appearsreasonable however only becauseit isexplicitly based on the presumption
that, to begin with, there arefew benefitsany adversary could gain through the use of nuclear
weapons against Indiaand, consequently, even the high casualities caused by small nuclear
attackson civilian centers—at | east rel ative to the historical normin South Asia—would more
than sufficeto procure effective deterrence. Other Indian analysts, however, not convinced
either by thislogic or by the deterrence value of such atargeting strategy, arguefor true anti-
city capabilitiesinstead and, accordingly, urgetheir government to induct high-yield nuclear
weapons into the country’s evolving stockpile.?®? One analyst summarized these demands
succinctly by arguing that “ thefirst requirement ... for an effective and credible nuclear deter-
rent isthe need for the Indian nuclear arsenal to be based on high yield thermonuclear weap-
ons.... The second requirement, for an effective Indian nuclear deterrent force ... isto accel-

20Yost, “French Nuclear Targeting,” in Ball and Richelson (eds.), Strategic Nuclear Targeting, 154-56.

1 “India and the Nuclear Question: An Interview with General K. Sundarji, PVYSM (Retd),” p. 51;
Subrahmanyam, “Nuclear Defense Philosophy: Not a Numbers Game Anymore.”

22 See, by way of example, Nair, Nuclear India, p. 181; Karnad, “A Thermonuclear Deterrent,” in Mattoo
(ed.), India’s Nuclear Deterrent, pp. 128-49; Balachandran, “Nuclear Weaponization in India,” pp. 47-48.
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erate the missile development programme especially the development of ICBMs.”2 De-
mands such asthese, however, are so fundamentally at oddswith India’s currently demon-
strated capabilitiesthat they arelikely to remain simply exhortations emanating from yet an-
other interest group in New Delhi, sincelndia’s security managersthusfar appear to be satis-
fied that an anti-demographi c Strategy—with therdatively high cogtsit wouldimposeon India's
adversariesrelativeto thegoalsthey might seek intheir struggleswith New Delhi—sufficesto
procurethekind of deterrencethat would safeguard India svital interestsin all thefeasible
“unlimited” conflictsthat can beimagined with Beijing and |9 amabad.

Thetechnical reasonswhy Indiawould continueto pursue acountervalue strategy of this
sort vis-a-vis Chinaalso apply in the case of Pakistan, which haseven fewer vital centersin
comparison. The most populous urban concentrations like Karachi, Lahore, Faisalabad,
Rawalpindi, and Hyderabad, are also critical centersfor heavy and light industry and the
processing of agricultural goods.?* Any attacks on these citieswould simply devastate both
the economic fabric and theideational embodiment of Pakistan. Whileitislogical, therefore,
for Indiato systematically target thesevital centers, the potentially larger size of New Delhi’s
nuclear inventory vis-a-visld amabad—at |east eventually—and Pakistan’ snarrow geographic
depth and high strategic vulnerabilitiesal interact to alow Indiato prosecute awider range of
counterval ue options besides simply anti-city targeting. This, at any rate, seemsto be the
judgment of Indian anaystslike Nair, and perhaps, Karnad aswell.?® Pakistan’sirrigation and
water control systemsin the Punjab and themainrail hubsin the central and southern portion
of the country at Bahawal pur, DeraGhazi Khan, and Hyderabad, stand out astempting tar-
getsin that attacks on the former would result in substantial damage to the heartland of the
Pakistan state, while attacks on thelatter would destroy the connectivity between the northern
and southern portions of the country.?®® Many of these targets, however, are extraordinarily
hard, and, often requiring more than one weapon per aim point, they become attractive mag-
netsfor interdictionif and only if Indiabuildsup alarge enough arsenal that enablescoverage
of even marginal targets onceits primary anti-demographic orientation is satisfied.?’ If an
inventory of such size is created, it is possible for New Delhi to consider even some
countermilitary targeting vis-a-visldamabad. Thisrequirement, however, isunlikely to acquire

23 Balachandran, “Nuclear Weaponization in India,” pp. 47-48.

24 Surveyor General of Pakistan, Atlas of Pakistan, Rawalpindi: Survey of Pakistan, 1990, pp. 6064, 67—
90.

25 Thisissueis explored in some detail in Nair, Nuclear India, pp. 13742, and elliptically in Karnad, “A
Thermonuclear Deterrent,” in Mattoo (ed.), India’s Nuclear Deterrent, pp. 135-43.

26 Nair, Nuclear India, pp. 137-142.

27 See the discussion in Balachandran, “Nuclear Weaponization in India,” pp. 42—47.
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any priority—except in the case of alimited war—because countermilitary targeting can quickly
degenerateinto abottomless sink where adisproportionately large number of nuclear weap-
ons haveto be expended for potentially meager operational results.?®
Counterforcetargetingislikely to receive evenlessattention from Indiasimply because
Pakistan’snuclear forces, which are steadily migrating to mobilebalistic missiles, will belargely
undetectableinaconflict. Indiamay dowly acquiretheability to detect and identify Pakistan's
fixed nuclear storage sitesover time, but attacking such sites—or the airfiel dsthought to host
nuclear capableaircraft for that matter—would be quiteirrelevant in the context of aretalia-
tory response. If Indiawereto useitsnuclear weaponsfirst and in apreemptive strike mode,
counterforce attacks—assuming these coul d be executed flawless y—might make some sense
but even these would require many, many more nuclear weaponsthan Indiamight eventually
possess, particularly if it seeksto comprehensively interdict the entire range of suspected
targetswith theintent of achieving damage limitation.?® The Indian commitment to delayed
retaliation, however, impliesthat attacking thesefacilitiesinthe aftermath of absorbing afirst
strikeistantamount to closing the barn well after the horse has escaped. A doctrine of delayed

28 This fact can be illustrated by the simple example of what it takes to destroy an armored division with
nuclear weapons. If India sought to destroy even asingle Pakistani or Chinese armored division advancing along a
frontage of 15 km with its constituent elements spread out to a depth of 25 km—that is, destroy at |east 50 percent
of the 500-odd armored vehicles within the formation—it would need to employ between 257-436 nuclear
weapons of 15 kt yield, depending on the hardness estimates selected for armored vehicles. Even if India settled
merely for killing 50 percent of the division’'s personnel in their vehicles as opposed to destroying the vehicles
themselves—in order to secure a “mission kill” rather than a “hard kill”—it would require about 37 nuclear
weapons of 15 kt yield simply to operationally disable a single armored division. This calculation of weapons
expenditures is in fact highly conservative because it is premised on the assumption of perfect circular error
probable (CEP), zero weapon failure rates, and relative modest frontages derived from the historical example of the
first Indian armored division’s advance in the Shakargarh sector during the 1965 war. If any of these assumptions
areloosened in the direction of greater realism, the number of nuclear weaponsrequired to either destroy or disable
even asingle armored formation greatly increases. The calculations here were performed using psi requirementsfor
damage; if vulnerability numbers are used instead, the number of nuclear weapons varies somewhat but the general
conclusions remain unchanged.

For abrief description of the number of U.S. and Soviet weapons assigned to this role during the Cold War,
see Salman et al., “ Analysis or Propaganda? M easuring American Strategic Vulnerability, 1969-88,” in Eden and
Miller, Nuclear Arguments, pp. 260—61. Even this description, however, does not capture the seven thousand odd
theater and tactical nuclear warheads that NATO had judged to be essential for successfully interdicting Soviet
theater nuclear forces and other military targets.

29 Thus, for example, Indian analysts themselves note that attacking a single Pakistani air base with 20 kt
weapons, assuming relatively small CEPs of about 200 meters, would require the use of approximately 4 nuclear
weaponsin order to be assured a damage expectancy of 90 percent. See Balachandran, “Nuclear Weaponizationin
India,” p. 44. Based on this calculation, attacks on the 26 Pakistani facilities supposedly capable of handling jet
aircraft in 1988—see Eric Arnett, “Conventional Arms Transfers and Nuclear Stability in South Asia,” in Eric
Arnett (ed.), Nuclear Weapons and Arms Control in South Asia After the Test Ban, Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 1998, p. 81—would alonerequire at | east 104 weapons or, equivalently, more than what isbelieved to be the
entire Indian nuclear stockpile today.



TELLIS 97

retaliation effectively makes counterforce strikes anachronistic and aslong as Pakistan has
minimal strategicwarning, itislikely torapidly disperseitsnuclear forcestotheir wartimehides
so astofrustrate any Indian temptation at launching acounterforce attack.?® It isimportant to
recognizethat Indiacurrently has no capabilitieswhatsoever to detect critical mobiletargets; it
isunlikely to acquire such detection capabilitiesfor many decadesto comeand it will takejust
aslong, if not longer, for Indiato develop the force architecture that enablesit to successfully
interdict such targets. Even when it does acquire such capabilities, these will berelatively
more useful for attrition in the context of aprotracted war than for executing damagelimiting
strategiesor increasing the effectiveness of Indian retaiation. Thislatter objectivecanonly be
fulfilled productively by counterval uetargeting (which does not require asophisticated C3l
system to begin with), and given India soverriding objective of avoiding nuclear attack, its
targeting strategy will focus predominantly oninflicting punishment through strikeson Idamabad’s
vital centerseven thoughit will have other marginal optionsvis-avisPakistan. The strategic
objectiveof any al-out Indian retribution in the case of Pakistan however, unlike China, would
be to simply destroy the state of Pakistan once and for all or, as Vijay Nair put it more
ddicately, “toinflict damageto the extent of degrading that country’scapability of continuing
asasocioeconomic entity.” 2!

Since Indian targeting of Pakistan and China, and Pakistani and Chinese targeting of
Indiainreturn, al rely ultimately on the ability to punish an assailant by holding at risk itsmost
preciousand vul nerable societal assets—populationsresiding in cities—the dominant nuclear
strategy in South Asiaislikely to remain one of mutual assured vulnerability. Thisisemphati-
cally trueinthe caseof India, which, by design and circumstances, iswedded to astrategy of
delayed—but assured—retaliation emphasizing varying levels of punishment. Whether this
punishment isapplied proportionately or massively, in graduated form or inasingle spasm, will
be determined only by the actual circumstances of conflict even though India s prewar doc-
trineislikely to allude to the prospect of massive punishment executed “in onefell swoop
telescoping massand time.” 22 To be sure, the Indian arsenal isnot, and never will be, large
enough toinflict comprehensive societal destruction on China, though it may beableto attain
some anal og of thisoutcome against Pakistan. Pakistan, in contrast, may not beabletoinflict
comprehensive societal destruction on India, though Chinawould certainly be ableto admin-

20 Arnett, “Conventional Arms Transfers and Nuclear Stability in South Asia,” in Arnett (ed.), Nuclear
Weapons and Arms Control in South Asia After the Test Ban, p. 84.

21 Nair, Nuclear India, p. 144. Seealso, S. Guptaand W. P. S. Sidhu, “ The End Game Option,” India Today,
April 30, 1993.

22Thephraseis CurtisLeMay’sand appearsin David Alan Rosenberg, “ The Origins of Overkill,” in Steven
E. Miller (ed.), Srategy and Nuclear Deterrence, Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1984, p. 39.
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ister somefacsimileof such punishment on Indiaif it wereto allocate vastly larger numbers of
itsnuclear assetsfor thispurposethan it presumably doestoday. The net result isthat some
version of mutual assured vulnerability, perhaps best described as“MAD [mutual assured
destruction] lite,” will eventudly existinthe Greater South Asianregion, evenif itisnot exactly
defined in such termseither by Indiaor itscompetitors.

Thisdow and gradua emergence of pervasive mutua vulnerability—acondition engen-
dered asmuch by Indian operational policiesashby those of itsadversaries—not only repre-
sentsanew strategic situation in South Asiabut also heradsatransformationin India’'sown
traditiona attitude onthemorality of conflict. Asmany Indiansproudly arewont to point out,
“theregion has[had] arecord of responsibly conducted wars’ 2 since, during all previous
conflictsin SouthAsia, New Delhi, Idamabad, and Beijing historically “ have displayed enor-
mousrestraint inwillfully targeting civilians, industry, or economic infrastructure, whichismore
than many in the West have done.” ** Such claims often overl ook thefact that historically none
of thesethree contestants ever possessed thetechnica wherewithal to prosecute such attacks—
even onasmaller scalein comparison to, say, theAllied air campaignsover Germany and Ja-
pan during the Second World War—in the face of the competing demands made by other
warfighting missions. Nor werethese adversariesever locked into any “ absolute” conflictsthat
required themto pursuewar aimsthat involved inflicting the kind of destruction that waswit-
nessed, for example, during thelragi occupation of Kuwait, the Coadlition’sair offensive over
Irag, or theAllied bombing of Serbiaover Kosovo. The presence of nuclear weaponsin South
Asianonetheless promisesto alter thetraditional restraintswith respect to al thejusin bello
conditions elaborated by just war theory insofar asNew Delhi’ soperational strategy (and pre-
sumably those of itsantagonists) would: deliberately kill individualsinstead of merely restrain-
ing them; attack noncombatants asadirect object of state policy; inflict wanton destruction
and grest suffering indiscriminately; and, perhaps, violatethe principles of proportionality de-
pending on thekinds of strategic responses unleashed in the face of an adversary’ s attack.*

Thoughtful Indianswho have confronted thisissue have attempted to defang the moral
implicationsinherent in any counterval uetargeting strategy by suggesting that Indiawill seek
waysto circumvent population attacks and may actually be compelled to do so because of
peculiar problemsassociated with close geographical proximity, uncertain meteorological fac-

2% Brahma Chellaney, “ South Asia’s Passage to Nuclear Power,” International Security, vol. 16, no. 1
(Summer 1991), p. 68.

2% Sundarji, “ Changing Military Equationsin Asia: The Role of Nuclear Weapons,” in Frankel (ed.), Bridg-
ing the Nonproliferation Divide, p. 135.

25 For more on these conditions see James F. Childress, “ Just-War Criteria,” in ThomasA. Shannon, War or
Peace? The Search for New Answers, New York: Orbis Books, 1980, pp. 40-58.
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tors, and cross-national kinship tiesin the subcontinent.?® However valid these arguments may
beinthendo-Pakistani context, they certainly do not carry over inthe case of aSino-Indian
conflict. Even so, they arenot particularly persuasive because the technical quality and the
numerical limitationsthat define India’semerging nuclear capabilities (and Pakistan’sfor that
matter) do not allow New Delhi any aternative—for all the reasons described earlier—but to
focusresolutely on popul ation targeting asthe ultimate guarantee of regional deterrence sta-
bility. Tobesure, al politica entitiesin South Asiacould focuson using their nuclear weapons
solely for countermilitary targeting in an effort to avoid themany mora conundrumsarisingfrom
anti-city or anti-popul ation targeting strategies. InIndia s case, however, suchasolutionisun-
likely to beviewed as particularly efficaciouseither for bolstering deterrence or for inflicting
retribution and, consequently, New Delhi will most likely be compelled to emphasize countervalue
targeting strategiesas part of itsretaliatory responsein the context of anall out subcontinental
war. Thanksto the presence of nuclear weapons, Indiawill consequently be faced—for the
first time—with theburdensof planning to executeamilitary strategy that runscounter to prob-
ably itsowninstinctsand certainly itsown history. Not surprisingly, then, amilitary officer like
Sundarji, when addressing the question of the morality of Indian nuclear strategy, could do
little other thanto rationalizeits benefits by arguing that “ however morally repugnant it might
be, thereisno choice but to target citiesin the hope that these planswould never need to be
executed.”®" Inreiterating thisargument, heand other Indian security managers, whowould
arguesimilarly, clearly indicatethat nuclear wesponswill cause New Delhi to move away from
itsown traditional moral preferencesand closer to thewestern moral tradition that affirmsthe
permissibility of nuclear threatsdirected at civiliansby arguing, inthewordsof Michagl Novak,
that “those who intend to prevent the use of nuclear weapons by maintaining asystem of deter-
rencein readinessfor use do intend to use such weapons, but only in order not to use them,
and do threaten to use them, but only in order to deter their use.” 2%

When al is said and done however, it isimportant to recognize that the countervalue
targeting doctrine described aboverefers only to the peacetime preferences of policymakers
inNew Del hi. What exactly may occur under conditions of deterrence breakdownisanyone's
guess. As James Schlesinger once noted, “ doctrines control the minds of men only in periods
of non-emergency. They do not necessarily control the mindsof men during periods of emer-

2% Chellaney, “ South Asia's Passage to Nuclear Power,” pp. 68-69.

27 Sundarji, “ Changing Military Equationsin Asia: The Role of Nuclear Weapons,” in Frankel (ed.), Bridg-
ing the Nonproliferation Divide, p. 136.

2% Michael Novak, Moral Clarity in the Nuclear Age, Nashville: Thomas Nelson, 1983, p. 59. For an
extended analysis of this issue, see Ashley J. Tellis, “Nuclear Arms, Moral Questions, And Religious Issues,”
Armed Forces & Society, vol. 13, no. 4 (Summer 1987), pp. 599-622.
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gency. Inthemoment of truth, when the possibility of major devastation occurs, oneislikely to
discover sudden changesin doctrine.”?* It should not be surprising, therefore, to find that
under conditions of actual war, Indian policymakers may behave quite differently than their
prewar doctrinessuggest. Inal likelihood though, such deviation would occur inthedirection
of reducing the quantum of punishment appliedinitially, not increasingit—yparticularly if New
Delhi wereto suffer aless-than-all-out attack at the hands of asuperior power. Evenif dis-
crete attacks were to be undertaken by a weaker power like Pakistan, it isnot at all clear
whether Indiawould in fact respond “massively” evenif it probably could, so long asthe
constraining conditions described earlier continueto hold. Onthoserare occasionswherethey
might actually chooseto address such matters, however crypticaly, itismost likely however
that Indian policymakerswill continueto harp on the prospect of massive punishment when-
ever ddivered. Thisdeclamatory positionislogical, given India sstrong desireto prevent any
breach of the existing breakwatersthat restrain nuclear weapons use.>®

Astheir nuclear arsena maturesover timehowever, Indian policymakers, liketheir U.S.
counterpartsduring the Cold War, will most likely formally devel op some modest optionsthat
seek to preservetargeting flexibility. These optionswill not takethe sameformasthey didin
the case of the United States, where enormous resourceswere poured into devel oping varied
sdlective, limited, and regional nuclear options, together with giganticinvestmentsin strategic
connectivity, designed for the conduct of aprotracted nuclear war.3* Targeting flexibility inthe
Indian case will most probably involve the ability to execute discrete, possibly graduated,
responses, which allow for something other than immediate anti-city targeting so that Indian
security managerswill have optionsthat enablethem to equalize damage, if need be, while
simultaneoudy signaling their resolveto escalate to even higher levelsof violencein order to
bring about arapid termination of conflict.3

Thisdoesnot imply the need for any specialized tactical weapons, however, and Jaswvant

2% United States Congress, Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, Subcommittee on United States Secu-
rity Agreements and CommitmentsAbroad, Nuclear Weapons and Foreign Policy, Hearings before the Subcommit-
teeon U.S. Security Agreements and CommitmentsAbroad and the Subcommittee on Arms Control, International
Law and Organization of the Committee on Foreign Relations, United States Senate, Ninety-third Congress,
second session, on U.S. Nuclear Weaponsin Europe and U.S.-U.S.S.R. Strategic Doctrinesand Policies, March 7,
14, and April 4, 1974, Washington, DC: USGPO, 1974, p. 160.

300 For agood survey of Indian views on thisissue, see Kanwal, “Nuclear Targeting Philosophy for India,”
pp. 459-73.

301 Desmond Ball, “The Development of the SIOP, 1960-1983,” in Ball and Richelson (eds.), Srategic
Nuclear Targeting, 81ff.

302 For a good discussion about the dynamics of terminating nuclear conflicts, abeit in the U.S.-Soviet
context, see Stephen J. Cimbala and Sidney R. Waldman (eds.), Controlling and Ending Conflict, New York:
Greenwood Press, 1992.
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Singh, in particular, hasexplicitly ruled out the acquisition of all such devices by asserting
“regarding tactical nuclear weapons, let meremind you that we do not see nuclear weaponsas
weapons of warfighting.” 3% If India, therefore, finally lands up possessing some “tactical”
weapons, they will be owed moreto the emerging pressures of bureaucratic politicsand the
determination of India s* strategic enclave”** to proveitsworth than to any coherent nationa
strategy which demands such devices as necessary to sustain a strategy of proportionate
retaliation. What is, in fact, morelikely isthat if Indiasought to respond to alimited attack
proportionately, it would seek to useitsexisting fission weaponsin controlled, but operation-
ally creative, wayswith theintention of forcing speedy war termination. Jagit Singh corrobo-
rated thisjustification when he argued that specialized tactical weaponsare quite unnecessary
for Indiabecause, “inredlity, itistheeffect of the use of [nuclear] weaponsthat must determine
the definition of whether they aretactical or strategic.”3*® Sundarji addressed this problem
squarely aswell, by noting that evenif alimited nuclear attack doesoccur at atactical level,
India’ sstandard fission devicesof 10-20 kt yield would sufficefor alimited counter-response.
As heframed the issue, if deterrence fails because an adversary has used its weaponsin a
limited way to secure either some symbolic or battlefiel d advantages, “ the second strike [ may]
not be on tactical point targets but on tactical areatargets that abound in the combat zone.
Most of theseare optimally attacked by weaponsof yieldsof 10-20 Kt fired aslow air bursts
(producing hardly any fallout). Hence, there is no need to produce unique tactical nuclear
weapons.” 3® What ismost significant about Singh’sand Sundarji’sposition, inthefinal analy-
sis, isthat even at thetactical level, the philosophy isnot nuclear warfighting in the event of
nuclear deterrence breakdown but rather the application of that minimal level of force—utiliz-
ing only the standard weapons already possessed by New Delhi—to permit arestoration of
theprior condition of nuclear deterrenceleading up to conflict termination: as Sundarji phrased
itsmply, “at thetactical level aso, the philosophy isnuclear deterrence.” "

On balance, therefore, these arguments suggest that if restricted Indian retaliatory re-
sponsesarerequired in theface of limited attacksfor purposes of enforcing intra-war deter-
rence, Indian policymakers could find appropriate solutions within the constraints of their
existing nuclear inventory. And since the possibility of limited attackson Indiacannot beruled

33 “India Not to Engage in a N-Arms Race: Jaswant.”

304 |tty Abraham, “India’s‘ Strategic Enclave’: Civilian Scientistsand Military Technologies,” Armed Forces
& Society, vol. 18, no. 2 (Winter 1992), pp. 231-52.

35 Singh, “A Nuclear Strategy for India” in Singh (ed.), Nuclear India, p. 317.

306 Sundarji, “ Changing Military Equationsin Asia: The Role of Nuclear Weapons,” in Frankel (ed.), Bridg-
ing the Nonproliferation Divide, p. 135.

307 |bid. See also, Singh, “A Nuclear Strategy for India,” in Singh (ed.), Nuclear India, p. 17.
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out (these kinds of attacks being, in fact, the most probable, according to Indian readings of
thethreat®®) it islikely that New Delhi will formalizeavariety of strategic plansover timethat
enableit to respond proportionately both in order to maintain the credibility of itsretaliatory
threats—*the power to hurt [which] ismost successful when heldin reserve’3®—and to mini-
mizethe extent of damagethat Indiacould suffer in the event deterrence breaksdown. Evenas
they devel op such solutionsin private however, Indian policymakerswill striveto prevent
conveying any impression that they are contempl ating nuclear warfighting strategiesthat in-
volvethediscreteusesof their strategic weaponry. Thus, themental imagesunderlying all their
public discussionswill continueto insinuate that any nuclear use against Indiawould invoke
massive and catastrophic counterattacks, irrespective of whenthey were delivered. Thisem-
phasisonlarge-scaleretaiation intheface on any nuclear attack, reminiscent of French nuclear
doctrine during the Cold War, isobviously designed primarily to shore up deterrence and to
avert the prospect of Indiabecoming avictim of any kind of nuclear threat. While such an
emphasisisunderstandable, it isunlikely to bevery useful in the context of deterrence break-
down that resultsin any, especially low levelsof, actual nuclear use by asuperior or equal
adversary.’1°

In such circumstances, New Delhi’s primary objective may consist of inflicting retribu-
tion, but this objective will haveto be balanced against what it takesto achieve speedy war
termination at minimal cost to India. Thisissuewill certainly remain most relevant vis-&-vis
Chinabut it will rapidly becomerdevant inrelation to Pakistan aswell, as|damabad continues
to accumul ate the nuclear weapons required to comprehensively target more and more Indian
urban centers deep within the subcontinental landmass. In such circumstances, responding to
limited nuclear attackswith “massiveretaliation” will only precipitate strategically meaningless
formsof mutual devastation. Given theseconsiderations, it isreasonableto expect that India's
nuclear doctrine—eventually—would incorporate something akin to a“ countervalue plus’
targeting orientation that still presupposes mutual assured vulnerability at bottom but integrates
the capacity for moreflexibleresponsesin order to ensurethat punishment, whenever inflicted,
can be proportional and leads eventually to speedy conflict termination at the most minimal
cost to India. Thiscapability obvioudy inheresin India snuclear reserveseventoday, butitis
only likely to become more salient in the country’ sstrategi c planning asitsnuclear doctrineand
force structure mature over time.

38 K. Subrahmanyam, “A Credible Deterrent,” The Times of India, October 4, 1999.

39 Schelling, Arms and Influence, p. 3.

810 K. Subrahmanyam, in fact, argues that limited attacks alone remain the only serious possibilities that
India ought to plan for and contend against. See Subrahmanyam, “A Credible Deterrent.” See also, Singh, “Why
Nuclear Weapons?’ and Singh, “A Nuclear Strategy for India,” in Singh (ed.), Nuclear India, pp. 9-25, 306-24.
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Conclusion

If thereisanything conspicuous about the emerging Indian nuclear doctrine described
above, itisitsessentialy conservative character. Thedoctrine suggeststhat Indian policymakers,
setting out to develop anuclear deterrent at atime when thetenor of global politics does not
emphasi ze nuclear competition, concelve of their strategic nuclear assetsas serving important
but limited ends of policy: nuclear weaponsare best suited for the deterrence of an adversary’s
“ultimate” threatsto the security of the homeland but arelessuseful for defensive operations,
likewarfighting, and perhapseven less so for exploitative purposes, like compellance. In that
sense, theemerging Indian nuclear doctrinefully reflectsthelessons of the nuclear revolution,
which posit that nuclear weapons—thanksto their enormous, almost “ absolute,” destructive
capability—have severed therelationship traditionaly existing between theinstrumentsof vio-
lence and the accumul ation of international power. Thanksto their acceptance of thisbasic
fact, Indian policymakersview their evolving nuclear capabilitiesasbeing useful for certain
specific purposes: they serveto deter potential Chinese and Pakistani use of their own nuclear
weaponsagainst Indig; they effectively prevent varioussundry formsof Chineseand Pakistani
blackmail that could ariseif Indialacked nuclear weaponswhile its adversaries possessed
them; and they function asinstruments of reassurancefor India snational leadership in peace-
time, crises, and war, enabling Indiato defend itsinterestsin afar more resolute way than
might have been possiblein their absence (especially in an environment where many other
states al S0 possesses comparable weapons | egitimately) .31

Thesecritical, but still limited, objectives can beamply serviced by India sconservative
nuclear doctrine because of severa variablesthat transcend the doctrineitself. Theseinclude
India sconventional superiority vis-aVvisPakistan and China(in thetheater), which precludes
New Delhi fromrelying heavily onitsnuclear assetsfor assuring arobust defense; the high
survivability of India’snuclear assets, which—flowing from dense opacity, deception, and
denial—sharply attenuatesthefirst-strike temptationsthat could grip both Pakistan and China
inthe context of acrisis; and, finally, the special political circumstancesthat defineIndia’s
ongoing rivalry with both Pakistan and China, circumstancesthat allow New Delhi to secure
significant security benefits despiteits otherwise modest nuclear capabilities. Pakistan’s ex-
treme geophysical vulnerability makes|damabad arelatively manageabl e threat that doesnot
requireeither alarge Indian nuclear arsenal or an ambitious Indian nuclear doctrinefor suc-

811 See Singh, “Why Nuclear Weapons?' and Singh, “A Nuclear Strategy for India,” in Singh (ed.), Nuclear
India, pp. 9-25, 306-24; Jaswant Singh, Defending India, Chennai: Macmillian, 1999, pp. 1-60, 306—38; Jaswant
Singh, “Against Nuclear Apartheid,” Foreign Affairs, vol. 77, no. 5 (September/October 1998), p. 46.
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cessful deterrence (despitethe otherwise highlevelsof sub-conventional violencethat charac-
terize the Indo-Pakistani dyad), whilethe sheer disproportionality inIndian and Chinesevalu-
ationsof their disputed territories makesthe disparitiesin Sino-1ndian nuclear capabilitiesa
technical artifact of little political consequenceto New Delhi (and, asaresult, doesnot burden
Indiawith the requirement for a sizeable or more sophisticated nuclear arsenal and amore
ambitiousnuclear doctrine).3!2

Given these considerations, India sevolving nuclear doctrineislikely to be conducive
to—rather than subversive of—strategic stability in South Asia. To be sure, the character of a
country’snuclear doctrine alone cannot assure strategic stability. Thisoutcomeiscritically
conditioned by other factors, likethe nature of the political goals sought by the competitors
concerned; the character of the strategic competition underway; and the durability of thestra-
tegic and military balances between the various competitors. These considerations notwith-
standing, the character of astate’snuclear doctrine can contribute to subverting stability, even
if it cannot independently ensureit. It ison thisscorethat India sevolving nuclear doctrineis
most reassuring and this conclusion can be corroborated by reference to the three issues
raised intheintroduction to this paper.

First, the conservative nuclear doctrine espoused by Indiaallows New Delhi to steer
through thetriangular security competitionitisengaged infar more successfully thanwould be
thecaseif Indiadenied thelogic of the nuclear revolution. Since Indiabelievesthat itsnuclear
weapons are useful primarily for deterrence (as opposed to defense in terms of the deter-
rence-defense dichotomy proposed by Snyder) and secondarily for retribution (in case deter-
rencefails), New Delhi can adopt asimpler metricfor sizing itsnuclear capabilitiesrelativeto
itstwo asymmetrically sized competitors. By ca culating which countervalue assetsit must hold
atriskinavariety of circumstancesto assure successful deterrence, it can calculatethe size of
thenuclear inventory it requiresrel ative to these assets (which aremore or lessfixed in num-
ber) after it takesinto account the number of adversary weaponsand delivery systemsavail-
able, therdiability of itsown weapon systems, the targeting requirements necessary to maxi-
mize some damage expectancy levels, and the size of its desired postwar reserve. These
calculations can be extremely complex and involved in practice, but, asametric for force
szing, itisfar smpler to calculate“what isenough?’ when the damage expectancy normsare
driven by the requirementsfor interdicting certain counterval ue targetsthan it would be if
India ssufficiency criterion were pegged solely or primarily to force-on-force cal cul ations—
whichwould bethecaseif India snuclear doctrinewasto establish very ambitious operational

812 Singh, “A Nuclear Strategy for India” in Singh (ed.), Nuclear India, pp. 306—24.



TELLIS 105

objectivesrelated to defense and warfighting. The doctrinal acceptance of mutual assured
vulnerability asalegitimate background condition produced by the presence of nuclear weap-
ons—a condition that can neither be escaped nor mitigated except on the margins—then
providesNew Delhi with acogent, intellectually defensible, construct for devel oping anuclear
deterrent that would preserveits security and autonomy intheface of thetwo radically differ-
ent challenges posed by adversaries asdiverse as Pakistan and China*1?

Second, India sacceptance of thelessons of the nuclear revolution at thedoctrina level
provide some assurance that New Delhi’s nuclear arsenal would eventually comport with
somefacsimileof a“minimum” deterrent rather than any other. The desireto keep thelndian
deterrent “minimum” has motivated Washington to encourage New Delhi to signthe CTBT,
joinavoluntary moratorium on the production of fissle materias, and work toward concluding
theFissileMateria Cut-Off Treaty now being discussed in the Conference on Disarmament in
Geneva“Whilethese political initiativeswill certainly contributeto keeping the emerging
Indian nuclear deterrent at certain minimum level sboth qualitatively and quantitatively, itis
important to recogni zethat New Delhi’sdoctrina proclivitiesalsomoveitinasimilar direction
at least at thelevel of principle. SinceIndiabelievesthat sufficiency isultimately measured
by the ability to inflict unacceptable pain on an adversary—understood as the loss of vital
centersinretribution for nuclear attackson India—New Delhi’snuclear arsena doesnot have
to grow in the open-ended fashion evidenced during the Cold War. Once Indiaacquiresthe
capability to preserveinviolateacertain residual reserveeven after the most plausible nuclear
attacksare accounted for, there arefew incentivesfor New Delhi to continuewith theindefi-
nite production of various strategic capabilities. Thedevil, however, liesinthe details. What
the U.S. may consider to be an appropriate minimum for Indiawill not coincide with what
Indiamay consider to be the appropriate minimum for itself: whiletheformer conceptionis
driven by the reluctant acceptance of 1ndian nuclear capabilitiesin the hopethat thesewill be
restricted to mostly symbolic levelsin order to preserve the extant global nonproliferation
order, thelatter conception isdriven primarily by Indian beliefs about what is necessary to
preserve stability intheface of both political uncertainty inthe secular future and the potential
threatsposed by larger and moresignificant nuclear competitorslike China. Indian policymakers
areaready onrecord asasserting that thelogic of the nuclear revolution freesthem fromthe

813 For two good examples of how these calculations have materialized in practice, see K. Subrahmanyam,
“Nuclear Force Design and Minimum Deterrence Strategy for India,” in Bharat Karnad (ed.), Future Imperilled,
Delhi: Viking, 1994, pp. 177-89, and Nair, Nuclear India, pp. 133-51.

814 Details about these issues can be found in Chidanand Rajghatta, “US restraint regime for India, Pak
Covers N-capable Aircraft,” The Indian Express, November 13, 1998; and in Strobe Talbott, “Dealing with the
Bomb in South Asia,” Foreign Affairs, vol. 78, no. 2 (March/April 1999), pp. 110-22.
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imperative of searching for parity with Chinaeither qualitatively or quantitatively.*™ Yet the
freedom from parity does not imply the acceptance of token nuclear force sizes, which could
become magnets for, rather than antidotes to, strategic attack. Consequently, India's
policymakers could: resume nuclear testing in order to pursue technical innovationslike ad-
vanced nuclear weaponsthat would bestow higher yields, reduced yield-to-weight ratios, and
greater destructive power per unit of fissile material; accel erate the devel opment of new, more
diverse, kindsof delivery vehicles, together with other advanced basing, mobility, deception,
and denial technologies, in order to increase the residual fraction of the force surviving an
adversary’sattack; and progressively increasetheir currently small inventory of weapon-grade
fisslematerialsand their stockpile of other special material s necessary to maketheinitiators,
boosting agents, tampersand lenses, required by the variouskinds of nuclear designsindia
possesses. Some or al of these initiatives could be undertaken precisely because Indian
policymakers seek doctrinally a“minimum” deterrent—defined as“asecure second-strike
force of sufficient sizeto makethreats of AD [assured destruction] credible”3*—rather than
either itspolar opposite, a“maximal” deterrent—defined asaposture capabl e of fighting, and
in some sense winning, nuclear wars across a spectrum of contingencies’s’—or merely a
token forcethat servesonly the symbolic endsof policy and the emblematic demands of status
intheinternational system. In other words, Indian policymakerswill procure amodest deter-
rent asamatter of choice, but the predicates of that modesty—in practical terms—may turn
out to be somewhat different fromwhat U.S. policymakerscurrently desire.

Third, despitethe claimsof many Indian anayststo the contrary, India snuclear doctrine
does not represent anew or particularly unique contribution to the theory of nuclear deter-
rence. Thisconclusion ought not to be misunderstood. India sdeterrent posturewrit large—as
exemplified by the notion of theforce-in-being with its separated weapon components, cen-
tralized but devolving control, and strict civilian supremacy over itscore strategic assets—rep-
resentsaunique approach to maintaining anuclear arsena. But, the doctrinethat regul atesthe
devel opment, deployment, and use of these capabilitiesisnot particularly exceptional—de-
spitethemany claimsmadeto that effect by itsdevoteesin New Delhi—becauseit exemplifies
what the nuclear revol ution would demand of any statethat was status quo in geopolitical ori-
entation and relatively secureasfar asitsbasi ¢ geostrategic circumstancesare concerned. This
lack of uniquenessasfar asitsdoctrine goesdoesnot by any meansdetract from India sgreat

%15 See Manoj Joshi, “India Must Have Survivable N-arsenal,” The Times of India, April 30, 2000.

%16 Barry Buzan, Srategic Sudies: Military Technology and International Relations, London: Macmillan,
1987, p. 193.

7 1bid., p. 194.
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anguish with becoming anuclear power intheface of itslongstanding commitment to disarma-
ment and nuclear abolition; it also does not take away thefact that India(and other proliferants
that may follow it) are not condemned to follow the U.S.-Soviet example of treating nuclear
weaponsasinstruments of defense and warfighting.®® It does suggest, however, that nuclear
rivalriesoccurring at the periphery of global politicsrather than at itscore, rivariesthat involve
states struggling to preserve national security against threatsrather than seeking torelentlessy
expand their power, and rivariesthat occur amidst significant material, technol ogical, and po-
litical constraintsrather than inthemidst of great freedom of action, will produce nuclear doc-
trinesof the sort advanced by India. To the degreethat future nuclear proliferantsemergefrom
withinthe Third World, and to the degree that the causes of such proliferation arerooted in
regional as opposed to global rivalries, the nuclear doctrines adopted by many emerging
proliferators could moreor lessresemblendia’semerging nuclear doctrine.

When all issaid and done, therefore, the best news about India semerging nuclear doc-
trinefrom the perspectiveof U.S. policy isthat it could dampen rather than accel erate strategic
competitionin SouthAsia. Asfar asthe competition between Chinaand Indiais concerned—
the most important dyadi ¢ rel ationship in the region—both states currently pursue conserva
tive nuclear doctrinesthat are somewhat mirror imagesof oneanother. Both stateshave more
or lessstrong commitmentsto no-first-use policies, both states maintain their nuclear capabili-
tiesat relatively low levelsof readinessroutinely; and, most important of al, both statesare
doctrinally committed to using their nuclear weapons primarily asinstrumentsof retributionin
case of deterrence breakdown rather than astools of defense and warfighting in pursuit of
operationa advantage.®”° Inthiscontext, it isal so worth noting that both sides currently do not
possessthetechnical capabilitiesto usetheir nuclear weaponsaswarfighting instrumentsin
any but themost primitivewaysimaginable.

Thesituationinvolving Indiaand Pakistan is more problematic ex ante, but may not be
so ex post. Unlikendia, which hasarticulated anuclear doctrinethat isoriented primarily to
deterrence (and to retribution in case of deterrence breakdown), Pakistani nuclear doctrine

%18 For more on this issue, see Goldstein, Deterrence and Security in the 21% Century, pp. 217-98.

818 A good survey of Chinese nuclear doctrine can be found in Manning, Montaperto, and Roberts, China,
Nuclear Weapons, and Arms Control. At |east one scholar has argued that Beijing may be moving in the direction
of integrating nuclear weaponsinto conventional warfighting strategies: see Johnston, “ China’'s New ‘ Old Think-
ing’: The Concept of Limited Deterrence,” pp. 5-42. The empirical evidence that China is moving in such a
direction, however, is presently quite ambiguous and itisnot at all clear that the current focus of Chinese nuclear
modernization, centered as it is on improving the reliability, survivability, and responsiveness of its strategic
nuclear assets, will ultimately translate into a shift from “minimum deterrence” into some other strategies of
deterrence by denial involving the integrated use of nuclear weapons for warfighting purposes. See Swaine and
Tellis, Interpreting China’s Grand Srategy, pp. 121-23, 165.
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embodies much more complex objectives. To beginwith, Pakistan iscurrently the“ anti-status
quo” statein South Asia.*° This phraseisnot meant to convey any normative condemnation
but ismerely apositive description of Pakistan’s circumstances: |slamabad today isnot satis-
fiedwiththeexigting territoria order primarily because of itslong-standing claimsto theformer
princely kingdom of Jammu and Kashmir, significant portionsof which are currently governed
by India. Further, Pakistan isnot only weaker than India, but isprobably growing weaker in
absolutetermsaswell. Thisimpliesthat |slamabad simply lacksthe resourcesto secureits
clamsover Jammu and Kashmir by force: themilitary solution hasinfact beentried on severa
occasionsinthepast and, inal instances, it has been quite unsuccessful .* Theinteraction of
thesetwo redlitiesleaves Pakistan in an unenviable situation: it lacksthe power to resolvethe
disputeit feelsmost passionately about. Moreover, India, the stronger entity, has not only
gained al the benefitsthat accruefrom long and established control over theareamost desired
by Idamabad but can sustainitspolitical control over Jammu and Kashmir indefinitely and at
minimal cost toitsbody politic. Consequently, Indiafeel squite uncompelled either to change
itscurrent stance with respect to the disputed state or to enter into any negotiationswith those
entitiescommitted to atering the status quo through violence.

Giventhisfact, Pakistan’snuclear “ doctrine,” which hasnever been articul ated publicly
but which can beinferred from the many writings coming out of 1lamabad, hasthree compo-
nents. First, nuclear weapons create per missive conditionsthat allow Pakistan to pursueits
objective of “strategic diversion,”*?? that is, enervate Indiathrough the mechanism of low-
intensity conflict waged by proxy on the expectation that New Delhi cannot retaliate conven-
tionally for fear of sparking anuclear holocaust.® Second, nuclear weaponsarecritical for
both deterrence and defense insofar as they function as the means by which Pakistan can
ward off—through an operational strategy resembling “flexible response” ***—theworst In-
dian conventional counter responsesthat may be precipitated by |slamabad’sown attemptsat
strategic diversion. Third, and finally, nuclear weapons are catal ytic instrumentsthat ensure
international intervention on Pakistan’sbehalf should aSouth Asian political-military crisis

320 Neil Joeck, “Pakistani Security and Nuclear Proliferationin South Asia,” The Journal of Srategic Sudies,
vol. 8 (December 1985), p. 80.

%21 For details, see Sumit Ganguly, The Origins of War in South Asia: The Indo-Pakistani Conflicts since
1947, 2nd ed., Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 1994.

52 Tellis, Sability in South Asia, pp. 42-43.

2 For agood survey of how Pakistani nuclear coercion fitsinto its larger grand strategy, see Eric Arnett,
“The Future Strategic Balance in South Asia,” in Herro Mustafa (ed.), The Balance of Power in South Asia, Abu
Dhabi: Emirates Center for Strategic Studies and Research, 2000, pp. 95-108.

324 For details, see Jones, “Pakistan’s Nuclear Posture: Quest for Assured Nuclear Deterrence—A Conjec-
ture,” pp. 3-39.
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threaten to spin out of control because of any Indian conventional or nuclear counteractions
that jeopardize | amabad’ s capacity to independently safeguard itsinterests.®®

If thisreading of Pakistan’s nuclear doctrineis correct—at least at the level of grand
strategy—then its approach to nuclear weapons can been seen as having complex and even
provocative components. This, by itself, could engender variousformsof instability in theory,
but the prospectsfor such instability are often attenuated in practice by variousfactorsthat go
beyond the domain of nuclear doctrine per se. Thetwo most important factorshere, oneeach
at the Pakistani and the Indian end respectively, arethefollowing. At the Pakistani end, the
most important factor contributing to stability—despite the provocative components of its
doctrine—isthefact that |damabad’ snuclear arsend isnot maintained routinely at hair-trigger,
or even high, levelsof readiness. Although there are significant differencesintheIndianand
Pakistani approachesto managing their nuclear assets, |damabad’s nuclear capabilitiestoo
areroutinely maintained in de-alerted and de-mated forms. This strategic posture tendsto
reduce both deterrence and crisisinstability because Pakistan’snuclear assetsare hidden by a
densevell of opacity that immunizesthem to those Indian first-strike temptationsthat might be
assumedtoariseinacrisis. Theinstabilitiesthat aremost likely to arisein the Indo-Pakistani
case are those associ ated with the competitive reconstitution of their arsenalsin situations of
grave strategic danger, but, because these activities are likely to occur secretly and unbe-
knownst to the adversary, there are few objective reasonswhy these actions should seamlessly
carryover into decisionstoinitiate apreemptive strike. At the Indian end, the most important
factor for maintaining stability isNew Delhi’scal culated decision to respond to Pakistani ef-
fortsat “strategic diversion” through reactive meansaone. Thishasincluded deliberate policy
decisionsnot to expand the counterinsurgency operationsin Kashmir toinclude cross-border
operations of any kind, but instead to restrict the employment of security forcesto military
operationswithin Indianterritory done. Although Indian patiencewith Pakistani “ adventurism”
has often worn thin—depending on the character of 1dlamabad’ sactionsat any given pointin
time—Indiahas, at least thusfar, refrained from offensive counter-insurgency strategiesin-
volving significant cross-border operations—hot pursuit, air attacks on sanctuariesand train-
ing camps, and special operationsforces missions—or punitivereprisalsaimed at Pakistani
targets, whichinclude, but are not limited to, destroying intelligence, training, and military
facilities, and occupying critical pocketsof territory through shalow, limited-aims, joint opera-
tionsinvolvingland and air forces. Thus, for all the Indian discussionsabout “ limited war,” 3%

35 Tellis, Sability in South Asia, pp. 44—46.

%2 For an example of strong advocacy in thisdirection, see M. D. Nalapat, “No More Waffling,” The Times
of India, January 18, 2000; Satish Nambiar, “Make the Army Fighting Fit, Paddy,” The Hindustan Times, August
20, 2000. See also, C. Rgja Mohan, “Fernandes Unveils ‘ Limited War’ Doctrine,” The Hindu, January 25, 2000;
and “ Jawing about War,” The Times Of India, January 29, 2000.
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and despite the occasional small-unit attacks on Pakistani positions at the Line of Control,
New Delhi hascarefully refrained from pursuing any military strategiesthat would provide
Idlamabad with either the excuse or the opportunity to brandish itsnuclear capabilities.
Onbalance, therefore, the precariousequilibrium currently existing in SouthAsiaislikely
to subsist for sometimeto come. Many factors, like the conventional and nuclear balances
between India, Pakistan, and China, thepolitical objectivespursued by these entitiesvis-avis
oneanother, and the nonproliferation pressures emanating from theinternational community,
all contributeto theextant political rivariesbeing kept within certain defined bounds. Thecon-
servative character of India semerging nuclear doctrine—if perceived assuchin Pakistan—
could enhancethe prospectsfor future stability greatly because, among other things, it coin-
cides(roughly) with Beijing'sown beliefsabout the val ue of nuclear weaponry, even asit seeks
to avoid providing I lamabad with the excuses necessary to drivearacefor counterforce pre-
eminencein the subcontinent. Inaregion where political instability appearsto bean endemic
fact of life, even such amodest contribution could, if properly appreciated, be good news.
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