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regime received ajoltin May two decades; South Africa, a statethree factors: the regional rivalries

1998, when India announced that had built seven nuclear devices;that India has with Pakistan and
it had detonated five nuclear devices,and Ukraine, Kazakhstan, and Be- China, domestic politics, or the pre-
including a hydrogen bomb. New larus, the three successor states thadispositions of individual decision-
Delhi’'s archenemy, Pakistan, fol- inherited nuclear weapons upon themakers? In this article, | look
lowed suit with an announced six breakup of the Soviet Union. Sec- specifically at the nuclear behavior
tests just two weeks later. These testond, the semi-unipolar post-Cold of India and argue that, although do-
were preceded by the test-firing by War international system has given mestic factors may be associated
both countries of short- and me- the United States and its Westernwith the timing of the 1998 tests, the
dium-range missiles capable of de-allies greater power to enforce non-tests are primarily the culmination
livering nuclear warheads. The proliferation through coercive eco- of long-term systemic and sub-sys-
nuclear behavior of India and Paki- nomic and military sanctions. temic processes that began in the
stan presents several puzzles. FirstFinally, in an era of globalization 1960s. In other words, the over-
the South Asian tests run contrary and economic liberalization, coun- arching cause of India’s nuclear be-
to the main trend in nonproliferation. tries are likely to be sensitive to the havior is located in the larger global
After the end of the Cold War, the adverse effects of international iso- and regional nature of the nuclear di-
nuclear nonproliferation regime be- lation on their economies, and thus,lemma facing the country. India of-
came stronger, with several erst-they are likely to avoid provocative ten couches its challenge to the
while opponents joining the Treaty nuclear policie$Why have India nonproliferation regime in norma-
on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear and Pakistan then bucked the trendive and idealistic terms, such as the
Weapons (NPT). The no'_[able new  piost explanations for the nuclear sovereign equalit_y of states and the
adhgrents included: Brazil a_nd Ar- behavior of the two South Asian need forglobal_dlsarmament. How-
gentina, states that had maintained ever, these rationales mask the real

The nuclear nonproliferation a nuclear weapons option for over states emphasize one or more of
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Indian concern: namely, the nonpro- gime, primarily in terms of the dis- tween them and all the other actors.
liferation regime privileges the five crepancy between India’s ascribed The term “sub-systemic” is used for
declared nuclear weapon statesstatus in the international system andinteractions limited to a specific re-

(NWS) and perpetuates their domi- its aspiration for a major power role. gional system. A systemic approach
nance, while keeping India as an This is followed by a discussion of would explain the security behavior
underdog in the global power hier- the 1998 tests. | argue that the testof a state in terms of its position in

archy. The argument here, therefore,are a particular manifestation of the international system and how
is that the tests should be seen in théndia’'s unhappiness with its ascribed this position is affected by the inter-

larger context of global power poli- status in the international system, asactions between it and the major
tics involving the great powers and well as an effort to correct a per- power actors. A sub-systemic analy-
India, especially the fact that the ceived deterioration in its immedi- sis would focus on interactions and
former remain unwilling to accept ate  geo-strategic  security power relationships among the most
the latter's aspirations to join their environment in South Asia. Al- prominent actors within a regian.

ranks. though the aspirations for major systemic approach posits that

This analysis also highlights a power stang are h(_ald by almost a”states placed differently in the inter-
larger problem inherent in the cur- Indian po!ltlcal parties, barring f[he national system will have divergent
rent nonproliferation regime. De- Commur_usf[s who fear provoking security concerns and interests.
spite its success with a number ofCh'na: it is also true that the Great powers tend to have global
countries, the regime has not beenBr_""‘rat'y"’1 Janata Party (BJP) C_O\’etsinterests,whilethe security concerns
able to arrest nuclear proliferation this Sta_u_JS most ardgntly and 'S_t_heand interests of most middle pow-
completely. One reason for this is mostW|_II|ng to assertit through mili- ers and small powers are concen-
that the regime disregards the Iong-tary poll_cy. HOWG‘V?“ becguse thhe trated in a given region. Aspiring
term political and military processes underlying systemic consu?leratlons, great powers also perceive their se-
that affect the global and regional other party_governments m_the fu- curity as being tied to the larger bal-
balance of powetSpecifically, the ture are unlikely to mak’e radlpal de- ance-of-power processes occurring
NPT envisions no conditions under Partures from the BJP’s policy on in the international system, involv-
which rising powers could acquire nuclear weapons, although they maying other established powers. There-
nuclear weapons. The problem with slow down the pace of the program. fore, as an aspiring major power,
this is that it reflects an underlying India’s nuclear behavior can be un-
assumption that power relations in A SYSTEMIC FRAMEWORK derstood better by using a systemic
the international system willremain  Robert Jervis has identified three approach than by any other prevail-
the same and no new great powersharacteristics of a systemic ap-ing framework.
will arise. This assumption runs con- proach that are relevant here. First, \yitnh China and Pakistan as
trary to the rise and fall of great pow- outcomes may not be due to the at-cjear adversaries, however, India
ers and power transitions amongtributes of actors, because a systennysq has sub-systemic concerns. Af-
them evident n the 500-year history can produce consequences that arger outlining India’s system-wide
of the modern international not necessarily what the actors in- 54 regional concerns, | will show
systent.This mismatch between an tended. Second, units are intercon-no they largely account for the
inflexible nonproliferation regime nected, i.e., changes in some partgjepth of India’s opposition to the
and the dynamic of shifting power of the system produce changes inponproliferation regime and why
relations suggests that India shouldother parts. And third, relations be- ey Jed to the decision to test. Rela-
not be seen as uniquely driven totween any two actors are conditionedyjye 1o these systemic motivations,
flout international norms and that in part by the relations between eachyomestic factors are less salient. In
future challenges to the regime of them and other actors in the in- fact governments belonging to all
should be expected. ternational systerfin this article, | pojitical parties since 1988—six of

In this article, | first present the US€ the term “systemic” to refer t0 {hem in all—had maintained nuclear
systemic foundations of India’s op- the larger international system, €s-\yeanons ready to be tested. They

position to the nonproliferation re- Pecially the power relationships gjtfer mostly on the pace and extent
among major power actors and be-
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of the program, rather than the goalsstrategy within the ambit of U.S. economy already ranks fifth in the
of it. True, it took the stridently na- hegemony.Brazil's population of world*?This does not mean that for-
tionalistic BJP government led by 165 million is dwarfed by India’s midable problems associated with
Atal Behari Vajpayee to make the 967 million (based on 1996 esti- poverty, weak infrastructure, and in-
final decision to conduct the actual mates). Other regional states, suchternal divisions do not exist in In-
tests. However, India’s basic posi- as Indonesia, Nigeria, South Africa, dia. But, from the Indian point of
tion on nuclear weapons mostly and Pakistan, are all only about one-view, when China achieved its ma-
shows continuity due to the systemic fifth as large as India in either popu- jor power status it resembled India
compulsions | will now describe. lation or economic size. India, with in economic indicators of develop-
its nuclear capability (as attested byment. Today’s Russia is economi-
INDIA'S SYSTEMIC the 1998 tests), a missile capability cally a weak actor as well. These
COMPULSIONS (one of the most advanced in the de-examples lead Indian elites to dis-
veloping world), a fairly modern count economic power relative to
army, and rapidly increasing eco- military power. The Indian elite thus
nomic strength, is likely to emerge believes that, even if India gains eco-
as a powerful actor in the 2ten- nomic might, without hard military
tury. With the test-firing of the Agni  power resources, including nuclear
, : -~ Imissile, with a 2,010-kilometer capability, its proclamations for dis-
major power that finds the existing . . :
, range, India can now reach manyarmament will not be taken seriously
powers seeking to block the entry of . ) L
. . vital centers of its adversari&sln- by the existing nuclear powers and
any new states to their status in the . . . oo ) .
. . . : dia is also working on an advanced it will not gain a foothold in the glo-
international hierarchy. Major pow-

: version of the Agni that could hit tar- bal power hierarch{?
ers in the past have concluded un- . :
gets in Beijing and Shanghai. In a

equal disarmament treaties with thed q India i ted 1 India still faces a number of
intent to arrest the rise of a potential ecade OtL so, 'i 'Sf e>§ptec € t_ohurdles before entering the major
challenger to their dominance. The posfelsz ”.e fapa.c' YI or |Ir(1:eBr|\c;|on " power league. Historically, war has
inter-war naval arms control treaties Inedr_l a 6} istic missiles ( | j) been the main source of the rise and
between the United States, Britain, r: ;a IS also errl[ergr:nglas a Sea 'nglfall of great powers. The current
and Japan, which would have main-> 3.6 n sprilceb elf nci OI%/ ﬁveramembers of the great power club
tained the permanent inferiority of It? |ge|noushy-d UOII Sa ihl €s ta;/e were the winners of World War 1.
Japan, are a case in point. The Japaaeendaunc eh urlgg ¢ egggs é\_’OUnfortunater for India, when the
nese perceived them as a grave in- Ieca es.l_fof'; © E]i_n of 1998, In l'aworld war came to an end, it was still
justice and began to violate the first Ip anshto lht'ol |tsh_|rﬁt c_clnlmmerclila under colonial rule. Recognition of
treaty even before the ink on it had o VE; 'ée'w ' W't ‘I:I"?‘t”y .O't China’s status was delayed, but
dried®The present-day nuclear rean and serman satefiites Into ching's willingness to ally with the
. o spacel!These achievements in . : -

states are making similar efforts to h . d India ; United States against the Soviet
contain India and keep it at its cur- f_p??e éslve |Incr_eased N |a2|po_en-Union allowed it to regain its U.N.
rent middle-power rank for reasons l'all or developing advanced miS- gecyrity Council seat. China rein-
of power, especially because their >"'€S- forced its major power status with
monopoly of the systemic leadership ~ Since its economic liberalization nuclear and missile technology be-
role gives them significant advan- beganin 1991, India has maintainedfore the NPT entered into force in
tages. an average five to seven percent an41970, and, since 1978, the liberal-
Amond the developina states. In- nual economic growth. If it can sus- ization of the economy has allowed
. g Ping .’ . tain this growth and at the same timeBeijing to maintain a healthy level
dia seems to be the key state in line : . :
for achieving major power status in alleviate t_he key problems facing 'Fhe of economic growth.
the coming century. Its closest par- country, it could é)e;:r?me a mdajc(l)r India took over a decade longer
allel, Brazil, is situated in a geo- ecgnor}nct:] pc;\s/lver y the secog_ ©to inaugurate the economic liberal-
graphically and strategically isolated favs Oldt ; kcentt_ury.t Acgor 'gg ization that began in 1991. This lib-
0 Wvorld bank estimates based ONg )iz ation accelerated economic

region and has accepted a tracllngpurchasing power parity, the Indian

It is important to recognize the
unique situation of India among
states in the current international
system. India’s conduct represents
the classic behavior of an emerging
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growth, but fundamental problems regime, demonstrating that India’s to China, which Beijing wants to

still remain in the Indian economy, exceptional position in the interna- avoid. None of this is to suggest that
especially in terms of human re- tional system has something to dolndia holds no responsibility for the

source development indicators. with its ongoing opposition. conflict with its neighbors. But, as

India’s dither_in_g in acquiring Nuclear weapons serve some ke long as thesg_conflicts co_ntinue,
nuclear_ a_lr_wd missile technology af- functions for a rising power. They nuclear capability may remain ak_ey
ter t_h_e initial demonstrations of ca- provide protection against large- element _of security relations in

pability also meant some delay. scale overt military intervention, South Asia.

Waiting 2_4 years aft_er the 1974 testgch as preventive attacks by the ex- The end of the Cold War put
made India susceptible to pressuresIsting major powers. They offer pro- India’s earlier global strategy in
frqm the nuclear weapon states to "®tection of state borders from direct jeopardy. It lost its key superpower
scind its nuclear program. attacks by neighboring countries, supporter, the Soviet Union, follow-

From the Indian perspective, the although they have proven to be aing the latter’'s collapse as a state.
current system leaders deny India itsweak source of compellent power. Moreover, because non-alignment
legitimate place in the international Since 1971, India has not fought awas a response to Cold War rivalry,
pecking order and have no intentionwar with its neighbors, and some it lost much of its meaning as a
of integrating India by giving it a believe that it is nuclear deterrence policy posture when the Cold War
leadership role. At the political level, that is preventing interstate war in ended. India’s regional rival, China,
they oppose the induction of India South Asiat®Moreover, nuclear has become accepted as a major
as a permanent member of the U.N.weapons could also provide a hedgepower despite initial opposition by
Security Council, despite the fact against major technological break- the West. India thus feels more iso-
that India is home to one-sixth of throughs in conventional capability. lated than ever, a feeling that West-
humanity and is expected to be theAs a rising power, India seems to beern policy unfortunately enhances.
most populous nation by the secondconcerned about the revolution in Unwilling to accept the Indian se-
decade of the 2icentury. They are military affairs that is currently tak- curity dilemma arising from sys-
hopeful that international pressuresing place, and it does not want to fall temic and sub-systemic challenges,
will force India to scale down or further behind the established pow- especially the nuclear activities of
abandon its search for major powerers. That Indian leaders have con-China and Pakistan, the United
status. Instead, attempts to freezevinced themselves of these functionsStates and its allies have solidified
India out have only increased New of nuclear weapons is evident in their their position on the nonproliferation
Delhi’'s resolve to accelerate indig- code-naming of the testing program, regime. Their stance is that nuclear
enous development of its nuclear, “Shakti,” which means “power” in weapons are meant for major pow-
missile, and other technological el- the Hindi language. ers only and that no new nuclear
em_ents necessary for a modern, self- India’s strategic environment is power will be_ allowed to emerge.
reliant defense force. The d. India’s wavering after the tests in
nonpr_ollferathn regime, almed_ at |ndia is engaged in enduring rival- 1971_1 cost |t_dearly becguse it gave
arresting proliferation, in fact in- Yies with two nuclear states, Chinathe impression that Indlq could be
creased t_he pressure on Ind_|a_1 to nd Pakistan, and it has no nuclea‘coerp_ed into renouncing its nuclear
come _o_ut in the open and exhibit aally to provide a protective umbrella. ambltlo_ns_. The_systemlc a_nd sub-
capability that was h_eld in the base_'These regional adversaries initiateqSystemic incentives for In.d|a to go
mgnt for 24 years. Since even amb"three of the four wars they fought nuclegr have thus only increased
guity exposed India to sanctions, andwith India. Moreover, China has °Ver time.

pressures to sign international aMScolluded with Pakistan to build its ~ The Indian opposition to the glo-
control agreements cquld have fore_'nuclear forces. Beijing has joined the bal nuclear order has been evolving
closed the nuclear_op_tlon, NeW_Delh' other nuclear powers to contain In- since the 1950s. This opposition so-
was f‘?fced to clarify its stqtus_ln the dia and maintain its own preponder- lidified as the nonproliferation re-
direction of overt nuclearization. ance in Asia. India could serve asgime became more embedded in

No other reglonal power _h_as shown an effective regional counterweight international security relations. At
such a continued opposition to the

also unique in the developing worl
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this point, a brief historical discus- in the 1962 Himalayan border war. ~ cially as they are called
sion of I_ndia’_s apprqach_towards the India claimed that China occ_:upied umpé)r?u]'ggclmfleerge}kgcraol}irtg
nonproliferation regime is necessary 14,000 square kilometers of disputed nuclear weapons for their

to elucidate the systemic argumentsterritory. When the Chinese test oc- own defensé’

further. This discussion will clarify curred, Indian Prime Minister Lal Although India cited the norm of
why the tests of May 1998 were Bahadur Shastri sought nuclearsovereign equality of all states while

mostly a product of this long-term guarantees from the major powers.arguing against the treaty, New

dynamic. When this failed, Shastri authorized Delhi’s paramount reason for oppo-
alimited peaceful nuclear explosion sition was self-interest. India did not
INDIA AND THE GLOBAL program that could be converted into Want its own nuclear option con-
NONPROLIFERATION a military program if the situation Strained. The Indian opposition to
REGIME warrantedt®Shastri’'s successor, the treaty solidified after 1971 When,
Indira Gandhi, after initial reluc- during the final days of the

At independence from Britain in
1947, India became a staunch pro-
ponent of nuclear disarmament. Following the Chinese nuclear
India’s first prime minister, testing, the nuclear powers began
Jawaharlal Nehru, made several pro-negotiations on the NPT. India was
posals for nuclear disarmament atfavorable to the conclusion of a non-
the United Nations and other inter- discriminatory treaty, but later be-
national fora. India was an active came a strong opponent of the NPT
member of the U.N. Eighteen Na- believing that the nuclear powers
tion D_isarmament Committee _that wished to maintain their monopo_ly conduct a nuclear test was likely due
nggotlated nuclear and convennonala_nd that the t_r_eaty was p”ma”'Y in part to this perceived challenge
disarmament be_fore the superpow-almed at curtailing the nuclear aspi- by the United States.
ers began the bilateral arms controlrations of non-nuclear weapon ) _
process’ The proposals India made states. Indian opposition thus re- Infact, the clearest sign of India’s
included a standstill agreement onflected systemic considerations. TheOPPOsition to the NPT was its May
nuclear testing and a non-discrimi- major concern was that the treaty 1974 test of a nuclear device at
natory nonproliferation treaty. India created two classes of states: thos&okhran, in the Rajasthan desert, the
signed the 1963 Partial Test Banthat had tested a nuclear device beSame test range where the 1998 tests
Treaty in the hope that the treaty fore January 1967 and those that hadVere conducted. Indians dubbed_the
would lead to further nuclear disar- not done so by that date. The treatytest & peaceful nucle_ar explosion
mament. Nehru articulated pro-dis- would not only legitimize the (PNE), although there is hardly any
armament policies in differentworld nuclear capabilities of the five states difference between a PNE and a
fora, as he believed that the nuclearthat had conducted such tests, in-militarily useful weapon. The Indian
arms race between the superpowersluding China, but would prevent In- test galvanized fu.rtherilnternatlonal
was heading towards a global war. dia from developing a nuclear _efforts at nonprollfgr_atl_on. Accord-

With China’s nuclear test in 1964, weapon capability, even if a major Ng to one U.N. official involved in

the Indi i | nuclear threat arose. Prime Minister NPT negotiations, “it breached the
© Indian posttion on nuclear Weap- - 1 ihi stated in the Indian Parlia- Walls of the ‘nuclear club’ and once

ons changed dramatically. Although . . : ;
China Wags acauirin nuglear weag _ment that India refused to sign the again raised the specter of tNen
ons to obtain rgajor gower status aﬁdNPT on the basis of: Country problem.

_ enlightened self-interest and : i BRI
to prevent nuclear coercion by the con%iderations of national India continued to maintain its
United States or the Soviet Union,  Security.... _Nuclea{]weap%n opposition to the NPT through the

: : . powers insist on their right 1970s and 1980s, while keeping its
the Chln_es,e_actlon_ nonethele_ss al to continue to manufacture own nuclear weapons optior? ogen
tered India’s immediate strategic en- more nuclear weapons. This , S :
vironment profoundly. China had is a s%uat_lct)]n that c_an_no'%be However, available reports indicate

.. ; viewed with equanimity by that New Delhi did not develop a
defeated India just two years earlier non-nuclear countries, espe-

tance, continued the program. BangladeSh War, the Nixon admin-
istration sent thé).S.S. Enterprise

into the Bay of Bengal, hoping to
force a cease-fire. The arrival of the
warship convinced India that, with-
out sufficient deterrent and defen-
sive capabilities, it could be the
'target of hegemonic intervention.
Indira Gandhi’s decision in 1974 to
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nuclear weapons arsenal until theject to progress in nuclear disarma-cision to veto the draft CTBT, and
late 1980s, despite having proven itsment, but they did not carry the then notto sign the treaty after it had
capability in 1974?The decision to day?This treaty outcome gave ev- been approved by the United Na-
build a weapon force occurred after ery indication to India that the tions, received broad international
two developments: Pakistan’s suc- nuclear weapon states were keen tccondemnation.

cess in acquiring uranium enrich- maintain their monopoly rights for
ment capability and subsequently aa long time. From the Indian point
weapons c_apability (announced by of view, “disarming t_he unarmed” also signs it, which shows that
AQ Khanin J_anuary 1.987), anql_the had become the main vglue of theamong the new nuclear states only
failure of Prime Minister Rajiv NPT, rather than genuine global India was truly concerned about the

Gand_hl’s_ 1988 Action Plan aimed at nuclear disarmamet. systemic implications of the treaty.
convincing the nuclear weapon

: _ The NPT extension did include a The Indian fear was that, once it
states (o ac_hleve nuclear d'_sarma'commitment to complete the Com- signed the treaty, it would forever
ment in a t|me-b0l_md fashich. prehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) be constrained from testing and thus
There was a_Is_o ev_|dence that _thethe following year. However, in unable to verify its nuclear capabil-
Reaga” administration was turning 1996, India was almost alone in op- ity, especially the reliability of its
a blind eye tp_the ”“C'e"?‘r WEapONs-n5sing the CTBPEThe stated In-  thermonuclear weapdfUnless the
related activities qf Pakistan in or- i, objections centered on two existing great powers gave up their
der to cc_mtlnue using '_[he country aSjgqes: (1) the proposed treaty wasnuclear weapons, this would prevent
acof‘d“.'t to supply m'“tar_y a_nd €CO” hot linked to a time-bound frame- India from ever joining their ranks.
nomic a.'d tq the AfghaMulah|d_een work for elimination of nuclear India also wanted the five nuclear
for(?es _flghtl_ng the Sowet_ Uniot. weapons, and (2) it allowed labora- weapon states to declare a timetable
Indian mt_elhgenc_:e agencies report- tory-type or sub-critical tests, which for elimination of nuclear weapons
edly. rece|veo_l evidence of Increaseclmeant that the five nuclear powers before it committed to a nuclear test
I?aklstar_l_-Chma n_uclear collab_ora- would be free to continue building ban because, once it signed the
tion. Rajiv G_an(_jh| thus_ authorlze_d their arsenals. India also viewed thetreaty, it would lose a bargaining
the We_apomzatlon_ prole_ct, despite treaty’s entry-into-force provision as chip with which to influence their
his ant|-nucl_ear or|ent§1t|o%ﬁoPen a clever way to tie its hands. This disarmament policies.
nuclear testing was_st|ll not in the provision stated that the treaty would
cards, however, until further inter- come into force only when all 44 THE 1998 TESTS

nat:(on?l andhreg|c;pal dgvelé)_pfnents states with at least one nuclear power
took place that affected India’s Se- o, 0161 including the three thresh-

C:J_rlt_y concerns and until the nation- states, India, Israel. and Paki'to D v oicloar Tho fal do.
alistic BJP came to power. stan—had signed and ratified it. g y '

This, according to India, would en- cision to test was made by the coali-
THE NPT EXTENSION AND courage pressures on New Delhi to{l/c;r.] go(\a/grr\l/vrﬂ?cr;]t (lzztrjng)f[oBJsv;/ZErz?r?
THE CTBT NEGOTIATIONS sign away its sovereign right to keep Jpayee, P

h d half of th its nuclear options open and thereb the March 1998 elections. The BJP
In the second half of the 1990s, | P > OP Yhas been a long-standing proponent
two events that were related to theincrease the possibility of future co- - .

. . . : . . L of India’s acquiring nuclear weap-
nonproliferation regime further ag- ercive sanctions if India did not

d the Indi £ ariev-complyZFrom the Indian perspec- ons. Under its previous incarnation,
gravated the Indian sense of griev- PYY: Persp “Jana Sangh,” the party had declared

ance against the world nuclear order tive, the nuclear weapon states con-, .~ . vioC ok o India nuclear
T_he f'fr S; was the mdefggte lexterll- f\gllviglifga\tt?oen ttrci)?tt)r/]arrrl]c;rseaa(?is? ever since the 1964 Chinese nuclear
sion of the NPT in May 1995, largely P Ctjests?lBut, until 1996, it was always
as a result of pressures exerted byarmament measure. The seasoned . opposition, except for a short
the United States and its allies. Somelndian diplomat, Arundhati Ghose, interregnum as 2 coalition partner in
non-aligned signatories of the treaty forcefully presented New Delhi’'s

_ _ .. the Janata party government of
sought rolling extensions for 25-year case before the Geneva negotlatlng,vlorarji Desai from 1977 to 1979
periods, with further renewals sub- forum. Nevertheless, the Indian de- '

Notably, Israel signed the treaty,
and Pakistan agreed to do so if India

Domestic and ideological factors
did play some role in India’s move
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When Vajpayee was prime minister ber 1995, under Rao’s Congresspossible to guarantee: _

for 13 days in 1996, he ordered government, but the test was called tnha(;ﬂgnggggg%gﬁg&&ghg%%gg
nuclear tests, but his government didoff at the last _mmute after pressure and simultaneously press-

not last long enough to carry through from the United States. Frank ing for global disarma-

the decision. In 1998, the BJP hadWisner, the U.S. ambassador to In- ~ ment.... Howev%r,gfjter the

in its electoral platform a strong pro- dia “showed [satellite] photographs ggtl-it\{/ve}?vsgée;p;arérr}t ?ﬁgt
nuclear message, and it called forto top Indian officials in a success- the big’powers had no inten-
India to exercise the weapons optionful effort to persuade them not to  tion of shedding their

if the national interest warranted test.”®?Rao, however, left instruc- g?ﬁée?éﬁésgfnﬂld@g g,ggrr%l'
doing so. The BJP has also been dions with the scientists to be ready  on disarmament may have
strong advocate of India’s achieving for tests within one month of receiv- held currency earlier but be-

a major power role in world politics, ing notice. His successors, Deve iggnSeTrg%ngglﬂﬁgsth%fEﬁr
and it believes_ a nu_clear capability Ggwda and Gujra!, did not change relevance, the CTBT tacitly
would help India achieve such arole. this state of readine§¥Thus, the sought to make the nuclear
Beyond its ideological world-view, testing idea was never completely g“ﬂ)b ,a pre-entry, closed

the BJP also seems to have perceivediven up. Non-Congress coalition P

possible electoral support for going governments under the premierships The two treaty developments con-
nuclear. of Gowda and Gujral had contin- Vinced BJP leaders that the nuclear
ued the plans for testing and wereWeapon states have formed a cartel
Wa|t|ng for the Opportune moment. a.nd are determined to improve theil‘
In interviews after the tests, Gujral huclear capabilities while prevent-

L ' ' 'S ti ing new members getting into the
after gaining power. In fact, the or- said that_, since Rao’s time, the :
9 gp nuclear “file was on our table all the club. In a written statement before

der for nuclear tests was given on o the Indian Parliament on May 27,

: time.
April 10, 1998, and the tests oc- . 1998, Vajpayee placed “the onus of
curred on May 11 and 13, only one  Why did the BJP government India’s nuclear tests on the nuclear

month a_lfterthe government gave theshow such urgency in conducting haves who had over the decades
green light. Thus, the BJP clearly nuclear tests? Systemic and sub-sys
only_completedaprogr?]mJorwhlchc:ﬁmlc cor;lstljderatlc_)ns we_(rje pa_‘ra'treaty to dismantle the nuclear
phrewous gX\I/irnmings a p_reparg ount, an domes;[]lc co;:sn erat'ol?sweapon stockpiles.” To Vajpayee,
_tde }/va_y. | t ogg _omest||c ag yverle secor'l\lz;l]ry, thoulg not |t|0ta Y India had exercised restraint, but
ideological considerations played a irrelevant. Although almost all po- during the 1980s and 1990s “a
part in the BJP decision, they only litical parties desire to make India a
had mf_luence_ becguse long-term major power, itis the BJP that holqls environment occurred as a result of
systemic considerations had alreadysuch views most dearly and consis- e : L ag
b ht Indi he brink of . v, Th h 0 b nuclear/missile proliferation?
rought India to the brink of testing. tently. The party has also been aAccording to Jaswant Singh, a se-

Reports suggest that, since 1988,strongf1 ao_lvocate of a nuc::ear de_ter'niorforeign policy advisor to Prime
successive Indian governments rent,h or Its cor;_ceptlt_)n 0 secuntyf Minister Vajpayee, with its indefi-
maintained a nuclear bomb and the€MPNasizes military instruments of ;0 504 ynconditional extension, the

testing range in Pokhran in order to phower. Thedinﬁlefinite _(ta)ﬁf[ens;]ion r?f NPT has now become “unamend-
the NPT and the possibility that the able.” This meant the “legitimization

conduct a test on short notice. There TBT Id enter into f t
would enterinto force aftera ¢ ., cjeay weapons” was also “irre-

have been six governments heade b _ ‘
by various political parties since the September 1939 Review Con Erenceyersible.” “India could have lived

time of Rajiv Gandhi. They were led cau_sed concern among a_‘” the MaOlyith a nuclear option but without
by: V.P. Singh, Chandra Shekhar, parties, buttheselnte_rnatlonal O.Ievel'overt weaponization in a world
P.V. Narasimha Rao, H.D. Deve opments were espec!ally alarming ©\vhere nuclear weapons had not been
Gowda, I.K. Gujral, and A.B. the BJP'. As one Indian Comme.ma'formally legitimized. That course
Vajpayee. India even came to the O PULS I, until the NPT extension was ho longer viable in the post-

verge of testing a device in Decem- a”‘?' conclusion of the CTBT, 'T‘d‘a” 1995 world of legitimized nuclear
policymakers assumed that it was

However, the BJP could not have
prepared a nuclear testing program
from scratch, barely seven weeks

stubbornly refused to negotiate any

gradual deterioration of our security
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forced this trend. These fac-
tors made it necessary for us
to take a closer look at ex-
ercising our nuclear op-

tion.3®

dent critics of Indian nuclear behav-
ior, even though China has been par-

agement by the U.N. Security Coun- tially responsible for that behavior
cil and the unwillingness of its five through its nuclear buildup since
permanent members (P-5) to induct The BJP was also deeply con- 1964, deployment of missiles in Ti-
India as a permanent member alsd:erned about the PakiStan-Chinabet-_ and continued Su.pp.ort of
resulted in an Indian perception thathuclear and missile collaboration. Pakistan's nuclear and missile pro-
it needed to achieve hard power re-Despite its adherence to the NPT anddrams. As one Indian analyst puts
sources, such as nuclear weapons, i@bligations not to transfer weapons it: the pressure by China on India to
order to obtain respect from the and materials to non-signatories, S!9n the _
members of the nuclear club. A China had been steadily helping to ('\';E,Egns"’“géﬁﬂg %ssss[arggogotl);
former chief of the Indian Air Force build up Pakistan’s nuclear and mis-  recognized nuclear weapon
articulated India’s desperation: sile capabilities since the 1980s. This ~ power in Asia. It opens the

We're not being recognized assistance included components for ?&?r thrhe%(hpé’:lrbdeS:d gcr’]orﬁ’grr]a‘

by world powers. A ot of a uranium enrichment plant, M-11 o ifaration Tea: ’

advanced countries are not o prant, V- Prollferathn issues. And

backing a seat for India in missiles, and other missile inally, the international re-

the Security Council, even parts?0n April 6, 1998, Pakistan actul)n to tthet South Aﬁlan

though India deserves itin test-fired the Ghauri intermediate-  givar Ghire the onadrtuai

e A given China the opportunity

range ballistic missile (IRBM),

?gg{X V\‘,’V%y'r\]lgsgrggodneomg' to gain a long-term say in
which could reach most major In-  theé management of South
dian cities. The missile is reportedly

strength, and we contribute :
resougrcés and ?eace keepers Asian affairs:*
?J”ﬁl‘éser theworldtohelpthe  paseq on a North Korean design, but Moreover, — the  Clinton
o _ _ China may have helped in transfer-administration’s deep engagement
From the Indian pe'rspectlve, the ring techn0|ogy and materials as with China seems a powerful signal
CTBT was further evidence of the \ye||_ China’s purpose appears to beto New Delhi of an impending stra-
nuclear weapon states’ interest iny, contain India by perpetuating the tegic realignment involving its re-
keeping their capability in perpetu- |nqja-pakistan adversarial relation- gional adversary and the hegemonic
ity, because the treaty allowed [abo- sy 50 that India’s main focus will power. New Delhi especially resents
ratory tests and miniaturization of amain on Pakistan. The BJP-ledWhat it perceives as a softening of
weapon systems. The addition of a44yernment is especially sensitive toU-S- criticism of Chinese aid to
clause that all countries with at Ieast|arger Chinese containment efforts Pakistant3The United States has
one nuclear reactor had o sign theang has come to see China as India’Peen attempting to engage China
treaty before it came into force also nmper one potential threat in the With the hope of avoiding another
gave the impression that a para-oqst century*! Cold War, but from India’s perspec-
mount goal for the NWS was to con- tive, any realignment involving
strain India from testing and . - China and the United States would
developing nuclear weapons. Ac- Nuclear issues, such as signing thedramatically affect the balance of
cording to K.C. Pant, the head of a NPT and CTBT, is ironic. Al the -, o the region. Such a shift
task force set up by the BJP govern-2/guments about international ineq- .., adversely affect India’s secu-
ment to look into the functions of a Uity that China used in the 1960s to rity calculations. This, again, under-
proposed National Security Council: JUStfy its nuclear weapon tests are ;o e fact that systemic changes

weapons.¥

The post-Cold War security man-

China’s recent turnaround on

our hope that the NPT Re- the same ones India is now assert-
view meeting would con-
centrate on acceleratin
nuclear disarmament di
not materialize. In fact this
conference ensured that the
nuclear weapon states re-
tained their arsenals while
unleashing nuclear apart-
heid on the rest of the world.
The CTBT further rein-

. . involving great power relations af-
ing. But China has become an aCfact the choices of aspiring great

cepted nU(]iIeaIrfvyetapontst(e:\:]e_, an(?’ fOIioowers as well as middle powers that
reasons of sefl-interest, hina does, o 1ot on friendly terms with the

not want to see India emerge with great powers.
nuclear weapons and achieve the ca- _
pability to target key Chinese cities.  In the wake of the Indian tests, a

China has been one of the most stri-Spate of newspaper articles raised the
guestion: does China pose a military
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threat to India? Some argue thatthe  gional player to be offset by
akistan. This is a very so-

China-India border is stable along histicated Chinese chal- They tend to form concerts to pre-
the line of control, established after enge to India and not a vent the emergence of rising pow-
the 1962 War, and that China does  crude military threat? ers. They are especially
not include India in its defense  Thus, New Delhi perceives the uncomfortable with middle-ranking
planning®Since the 1980s, China Chinese threat to India as both sys-Powers acquiring nuclear weapons
and India have made serious effortstemic and sub-systemic in nature. Inbecause such acquisitions would
to improve bilateral relations. A the sub-systemic sense, it is theconstrain their capacity to intervene
number of top-ranking official vis- changing balance of power in Asia, militarily in regional theater€: But
its by both countries, a relaxation in fayoring China, that is causing con- unlike the past, when war was an ac-
the military situation on the border, cernto India. While India sees China ceptable method of statecraft, in the
and increased economic ties be-as the state with which it should aim huclear age, war has become an un-
tween the two countries had im- to catch up and a potential and ac-acceptable means of system change.
proved Sino-Indian relations to some tyal threat, China sees India as a po£conomic coercion has become the
extent. But, even when relations tential challenger that can be preferred alternative. However, in-
were improving, China accelerated contained through alignment with its dependent-minded regional powers
its nuclear cooperation with Pakistan regional rival, Pakistan. The United Will resist efforts to contain them.
in an effort to contain India. Thus, States’ elevation of China into the This is again a systemic imperative,
the Chinese policy towards India key state for obtaining nuclear non- because without autonomous capa-
could be characterized as simulta-proliferation in South Asia has in- bilities, they are likely to be domi-
neous engagement and containmentereased India’s security fears; nated, directly and indirectly, by the
According to Indian defense analyst |ndians view Chinese foreign policy €Xisting great powers. A state that
K. Subrahmanyam, the Chinese as part of the problem and not the perceives it has potential great power
threat to India is at present not di- so|ution. status is most adamant when it
rect but indirect: comes to resisting treaties that are
India as a neighbor of China meant to arrest its progress towards

powers from becoming too strofg.

IMPLICATIONS FOR THE

is bound to be affected by
the inevitable turbulent tran-
sition accompanying the
emer?ence of China as a
global power in the 2icen-
tury.... Sun Tzu's advice—
the best victory was one
gained without fighting a
war—may be what Chinese
leadership is following vis-
a-vis India. If China can
transfer nuclear and missile
technologies to Pakistan
and thereby countervail In-
dia, there is no need for
China to pose a threat to In-
dia. China can continue to
be friendly with India, but
at the same time lock India
in a nuclear standoff with
Pakistan. It can also treat
both Pakistan and India in
the same category as re-
gional powers, not in the
same class as China, which
is a global player. ...
China’s ambition Is to re-
place the U.S. as the pri-
mary hegemonic power in
Asia and In that perspective
Chinalooks at India as a re-

FUTURE that goal.

In the wake of the nuclear testsin "€ nuclear powers are likely to

South Asia, the P-5 nations have continue demanding India’s uncon-

their monopoly rights. In meetings @nd arrangements designed to main-
in Geneva and London, following &N their superiority. But India’s
the Indian and Pakistani nuclear Nuclear capability is a fait accom-
tests, they declared that “India and Pli, which it is unlikely to give up
Pakistan do not have the status ofWithout a substantial global move to-
NWS according to the NPT.” They Wa_rds disarmament. The present
sought to get India to restrain its ca- Major power attempts to contain and
pability and adhere to the discrimi- isolate India are unlikely to work.
natory regimes it has so vehemently These efforts may slow down the
opposed? This position of the great Indian dr_|ve, but they_ will simulta-
powers is largely based on systemic€0Usly increase India’s resolve to
considerations. Great powers tend to@chieve self-sufficiency in military
oppose the arrival of a new great capablllty. No dlsarmament treat_y or
power, until they are forced to ac- 'égime that has failed to take into
cept the newcomer through war or &ccount the security interests of the
major diplomatic changes. They of- 9'€at powers or rising great powers
ten follow polices of containment has functioned effectivel{’The

and “satellization” to stop regional 200 years of the modern interna-
tional system powerfully attest to the
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fact that new great powers emergesulting from the election and ideol- ° On a comparison between the inter-war naval

periodically only to find that the sys- ogy of the BJP. Unless the existing

treaties and the NPT, see Paul, “The NPT and
Power Transitions in the International System.”

tem has closed its doors againstgreat powers can find a way to make® A natural question arises why India has not

them. India is on the threshold of the nonproliferation regime more
such a situation. The best course forflexible and dynamic, systemic pro-

adopted a trading state strategy similar to Japan
and Germany. The major difference between the
two defeated powers of World War Il and India

the major powers is to make efforts cesses are likely to lead to moreis that the United States, especially through the

to take into account India’s per- cases like India’s in the future.

ceived security interests and to inte-
grate it into the international order
before it becomes a thoroughly dis-
satisfied state and a system
challengef®Now that it has tested

nuclear weapons, India has ex-

nuclear umbrella, guarantees their security, while
India has no serious ally to rely on. Following
their defeat, Germany and Japan were also forced
to adopt a low-profile military policy by the vic-
tors, i.e., the allied powers. India initially fol-
lowed a low-profile military policy, but the
conflicts with Pakistan and China, especially the
defeat in the 1962 Sino-Indian War, changed the
Indian defense policy to a more assertive one.
India also chose a non-aligned policy and an
autarkic economic policy largely for systemic rea-

pressed its willingness to join the
CTBT and the proposed fissile ma- sons, i.e. out of desire to maintain as much au-
prop tonomy as possible in an international system that

terial cut-off treaty if certain condi- | jhank Baldev Raj Nayar for his useful com- Indian leaders generally view as unequal and

tions are met. Similar to its ments. adversgria:jll.llFor an excelll‘enht ic::(ount of |Ingi_ia’s
; 2 Etel Solingen, “The Political Economy of strategic dilemma, see Ashok Kapur, “Indian
predecessors_ in the nuclgar CI_Ub’Nuclear Restraint,International Securityl9  Strategy: The Dilemmas about Enmities, the Na-
now that India has obtained itS (rail 1994), pp. 126-69. ture of Power and the Pattern of Relations,” in
nuclear capability, it is willing to " Fo' s doTeanc betes e aaton, o8 S e Fiy vears of Democracy and Development
- . Sagan, “Why Do States Bui uclear Weap- .
stop others from acquiring the SAME. 5152 Three Models in Search of a Bonihter- (New Delhi: APH Publishing, 1998), pp. 341-71.
i ; . national SecuritR1(Winter 1996/97), pp. 54-86; *° Indiais yet to induct the missiles into its forces,
India’s _Cha“enge is mostly di for a decisionmaker-level explanation, see Peteras it needs at least two dozen more tests. Only
rected against the global nuclear re-Lavoy, “Nuclear Myths and the Causes of Nuclear three tests had been conducted through June 1998
gime, especially its chief Proliferation,”Security Studie€ (Spring/Sum- (Far Eastern Economic Reviedune 11, 1998,
mer 1993), pp. 192-212. p. 20).
component, the NPT_' T_he NPT, _aS“Further, states involved in enduring rivalries and ** The Times of IndijaJune 15, 1998, p. 10.
structured currently, is likely to fail protracted conflicts find the possession of nuclear ** World Bank World Development Repdilew
in the long run, because it attemptsWeapons advantageous. The lack of simultaneousYork: Oxford University Press, 1996), p. 188.
’ . . efforts to resolve long-standing conflicts, espe- ** Jaswant Singh, “Against Nuclear Aparthgid
to freeze power relations in interna- cially among those states without a great power Foreign Affairs 77 (September/October 1998),

tional politics indefinitely. This runs ally, is another reason why the regime has beenﬁp-|4lt;152i e decades. the dlobal nucl
ineffective in arresting some states’ nuclear am- ** “In the last three decades, the global nuclear
contrary to th? erceS of Change thatbitions, ? order kept punishing India through an ever ex-
are characteristic of the modern in- s For an elaboration of these arguments, see T.v.panding regimen of sanctions and technology
ternational system. The fault-line Paul [The LT ne Foner Tiansiions 1 e K ok Unviling to ke up s mind abaut nuclear
Lo ernational System,” in Raju G.C. Thomas, ed., risk.
thus lies in the very structure of the The NuclearyNon-proliferletion Regime: Pros- weapons and clearly define its status, India had
treaty. At the global level, the treaty pects for the 21 Century Houndmills, UK:  to relentlessly oppose every single international
offers no room for new great pow- Macmillan, 1998), pp. 56-74. nuclear arms control agreement” (C. Raja Mohan,
. . ¢ Robert Jervis, “Systems Theories and Diplo- “Nuclear Politics-11l: Signalling Nuclear Mod-
ers emerging with nuclear weapons. matic History,” in Paul Gordon Lauren, .edi- eration,” The Hindy May 27, 1998, p. 13).
At the regional level, the treaty at- plomacy(New York: Free Press, 1979), pp. ** On tth limitations of nuclea: weapons aﬂs a
; 212-44; Robert JerviSystem Effects: Complex- source of power, see T.V. Paul, “Power, Influ-
tempts FO_ forestall reglonal powers ity in Political and Social LifgPrinceton, NJ: ~ ence and Nuclear Weapons: A Reassessment,”
from gaining nuclear weapons. Me- Princeton University Press, 1997). See also Ken-in T.V. Paul, Richard J. Harknett, and James J.
dium-sized states in high conflict neth Waltz, Theory of International Politics ~ Wirtz, eds., The Absolute Weapon Revisited:
. . (Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley, 1979), p. 64. Nuclear Arms and the Emerging International
zones are likely to see value in the; , regional sub-system emerges as a result ofOrder (Ann Arbor: The University of Michigan
deterrence and potential equalizerregular interactions among two or more proxi- Press, 1988), pp. 19-46.
role that nuclear possession pro-mate statesinagiven region (William R. Thomp- ' ®o/mer ncian Aimy Chieh Beners)
. son, “The Regional Sub-System: A Conceptual sundarji, has been a strong aavocate of the Vi-
vides. Any threat of use of nuclear Explication ar?d a Proposit)ilonal |nventoryﬁ.p ability of nuclear deterrence in India-Pakistan re-
weapons by the present nucleartermational Studies Quarterly7 [March 1973], EltiIQHSh_ip-JSeeGhiT ;Irc\idiayjol\lluale\}l'arl \ivzapgns
: : pp. 89-117). See also David Lake, “Regional Se- Policy,” in Jorn Gjelstad and Olav Njolstad, eds.,
Weapc_m states will Only increase the curity Complexes: A System Approach,” in David Nuclear Rivalry and International Orde(Lon-
perceived need for nuclear posses- ake and Patrick M. Morgan, edRegional Or-  don: Sage Publications, 1996), pp. 176-81; see
sion by non-nuclear weapons statesders (University Park, PA: The Pennsylvania also Devin T. Hagerty, “Nuclear Deterrence in
India’s tests are not an aberration re_State University Press, 1997), pp. 45-67. South Asia: The 1990 Indo-Pakistani Crisig?”
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