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Introduction  

The Pakistan-India relationship, marked by four wars in sixty years, repeated 
military crises, costly arms racing, and political hostility, has contributed to the 
unmet development needs of a large portion of their respective populations and 
has been a source of great concern for the international community. It is now a 
truism that Pakistan defines itself largely through its relationship with India. 
Pakistan’s elite, dominated by the army, see Pakistan’s security, and indeed its 
national identity, as being threatened by India, most notably through the conflict 
over Kashmir. India, on the other hand, sees itself as a regional leader and as an 
emerging global power. Increasingly, over the past two decades, the India-
Pakistan relationship is seen as having expanded to include China. India has a 
longstanding relationship with China that is marked by both cooperation and 
competition, while China has become Pakistan’s close military, political and 
economic ally. 

This triangular Pakistan-India-China relationship, while important, is not 
however the only driver of strategic affairs in these three countries or of the 
relationships between them. Each of these countries is deeply imbricated in a set 
of relationships with the United States, which are so densely intertwined that in 
fact the United States can be seen as crucial to the political goals and security 
policies of each of the three Asian states. It is the dynamics of this four-way 
interaction, with its many overlapping contradictions, that will shape the future 
stability of South Asia, Asia more generally, and the emerging global order.    

Pakistan and India 

Pakistan and India emerged as modern states from the partition of British India 
along religious lines in 1947. One legacy of this experience has been a 
determination among Pakistani policy makers that their country be seen as 
India’s equal. After independence, Pakistan has engaged in fearful competition 
with India. They have fought wars in 1948, 1965, 1971, and 1998. Since their 
nuclear tests, this struggle has taken place under the nuclear shadow. 1 Pakistan's 
nuclear weapons were presented first as a counter to India’s nuclear weapons, but 
have since become seen also as an “equalizer” against India’s conventional 
military superiority.2  

Indian leaders have a more complicated perception of Pakistan. On the one hand, 
they cannot but maintain that Pakistan is a military, and increasingly these days, 
a terrorist threat. With the nuclear tests, it was also clearly a nuclear threat. 



However, acknowledging this would mean that by conducting nuclear tests, 
Indian decision makers lost the decisive military advantage they possessed 
because Pakistani nuclear weapons can now deter India. This was not an idea 
that Indian policy makers like to embrace, since they see themselves as being in a 
different league from Pakistan.  

This builds on earlier inclinations. A section of the Indian nuclear policy-making 
community has traditionally belittled Pakistan’s nuclear capability.3  In the past, 
for example, leading scientists have declared that Pakistan could not have 
enriched uranium to the levels required to make a bomb. The nuclear tests by 
Pakistan ended such speculation. However, the idea reappeared in a different 
guise during the 2002 crisis. K. Subrahmanyam, an influential Indian strategist, 
suggested that, in the aftermath of 11 September, and with the increased US 
presence in Pakistan, if Pakistan were to deploy any nuclear missiles the USA 
would destroy them.4 Pakistan would not therefore be able to use its nuclear 
weapons—a comforting, but most likely a fallacious, idea.  

Indian military planners have also struggled to come to terms with a nuclear 
armed Pakistan in other ways. An important landmark was the Kargil war. For 
Indian military planners, Kargil meant that they would have to find ways of 
waging limited war that would not lead to the eventual use of nuclear weapons. 
The experience of the 2001-2002 crisis following the attack on the Indian 
parliament also led them to conclude that any limited war would have to be 
prosecuted very expeditiously without allowing time for diplomatic intervention 
by other powers, especially the United States.  

In 2004 the Indian army adopted a new and dangerous war doctrine called “Cold 
Start, which aims to give India the ability to “shift from defensive to offensive 
operations at the very outset of a conflict, relying on the element of surprise and 
not giving Pakistan any time to bring diplomatic leverages into play vis-a-vis 
India”.5 The offensive operations would involve a very quick, decisive attack 
across the border with Pakistan and, some analysts argue, to “bring about a 
favourable war termination, a favorite scenario being to cut Pakistan into two at 
its midriff”.6 The strike is meant to be so swift and decisive that it would 
“preempt a nuclear retaliation”.7 

 In response to the Indian army chief’s remarks, the Pakistani Chief of Army Staff 
General Parvez Kayani said “Proponents of conventional application of military 
forces, in a nuclear overhang, are chartering an adventurous and dangerous path, 
the consequences of which could be both unintended and uncontrollable.” In 
other words, Pakistan was threatening to use nuclear weapons if India tried to 
carry out the kind of conventional attack it has been rehearsing. 

Pakistan’s efforts are aimed at parity with India and at holding India back to 
where Pakistan can keep up. At the United Nations, for example, Pakistan said 
that “India should accept our proposal for promoting a regional strategic 
restraint regime and working with Pakistan to promote strategic stability in 
South Asia”.8 



The search for formal equality of status also underpins Pakistan’s demands that it 
should be extended the same exemptions from current international nuclear 
trade rules that were granted to India in 2008.9 These rules, agreed to by the 46 
nation Nuclear Suppliers Group, permit the sale of nuclear fuel and technology 
only to countries that have signed the nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), 
and allow inspections by the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) at all 
nuclear facilities. These rules do not apply to transfers to the NPT nuclear 
weapon states. This system was set up after India used its CIRUS reactor, 
supplied for peaceful purposes, to make plutonium for its first nuclear weapon 
test, in 1974. Israel, India Pakistan and North Korea are outside the NPT and not 
supposed to have access to the international nuclear market.  

The United States, for strategic and economic reasons, beginning in 2004, agreed 
to lift its embargo on nuclear sales to India. As part of this US-India nuclear deal, 
the United States also persuaded the NSG to relax its rules for India. Since then, 
India has signed deals for new power reactors with Russia, France and the United 
States. Pakistan has sought to have the NSG permit it to buy two additional 
power reactors from China, so far without success.10 The existing foreign power 
reactors in India (supplied by Canada, the United States and Russia) and in 
Pakistan (supplied by Canada and China) were acquired either before the NSG 
was set up or were supplied by the respective countries before they joined the 
NSG.       

Pakistan has limited capacity to maintain its nuclear and conventional arms race 
with India, to say nothing of keeping up in the larger economic and political 
rivalry. India’s economy has been growing at a significantly higher rate than 
Pakistan’s for most of the past decade. Pakistan also is struggling with an Islamist 
insurgency that verges on civil war and has claimed many thousands of lives and 
forced some 1.5 million people from their homes. Pakistan has limited scientific 
manpower and financial resources that can be applied to military programs.11 It 
has set military spending in 2010-11 at almost $8 billion, over 20% of its total 
budget.12 Pakistan’s major weapon systems are primarily imported, often funded 
by grants and military aid from the United States and increasingly from China. 
These issues are discussed below.  

India and China 

The relationship between China and India is an awkward combination of 
competition and co-evolution. China became an independent republic in 1949, 
two years after India gained freedom from British rule, and initially the two 
countries had very friendly ties – characterized by the famous slogan “Hindi-
Chini bhai-bhai,” (Indians and Chinese are brothers).  This period ended abruptly 
with the 1962 China-India war, in which India was decisively defeated, losing 
territory that it claimed as rightfully Indian. The sense of humiliation and the loss 
of territory has rankled nationalist parties in India, who have argued that India 
needed to become a stronger military power if it was to defend its national 
interests, and reclaim its territory. China’s nuclear test in 1964 fueled demands 
for India to launch a weapons program of its own. Seeking to be treated as an 



equal to China, India has also sought a UN Security Council seat, to no avail so 
far.   

To address the friction caused by the border dispute, in 1993 India and China 
concluded an “Agreement on the Maintenance of Peace and Tranquility along the 
Line of Actual Control in the India-China Border Areas.” This was followed in 
1996 by agreement on military confidence building measures, which included 
reductions in the numbers of troops, tanks and combat vehicles, heavy artillery 
and missiles deployed by both states along the border. 

The dramatic growth in the Indian and Chinese economies over the past two 
decades has introduced a new dimension to the cooperation and competition.  
While Chinese-Indian trade has soared and is likely to reach $60 billion in 2010, 
there is, however, also increasing concern in each country about where to get the 
raw materials and fuels to power their growth.  Both envision growing 
competition for increasingly scarce resources.13  Strategists and military planners, 
in turn, interpret this as a sign of an emerging great power competition, which 
will need to be backed by military power.  

Typical of this strain of thinking in India was the August 10, 2009 speech of the 
outgoing chief of the Indian Navy:  

“coping with China will certainly be one of our primary challenges in the 
years ahead. China is in the process of ‘consolidating’ its comprehensive 
national power and creating formidable military capabilities. Once that is 
done, China is likely to be more assertive on its claims, especially in its 
immediate neighborhood. Our ‘trust deficit’ with China can never be 
liquidated unless our boundary problems are resolved. China’s known 
propensity for ‘intervention in space’ and ‘cyber-warfare’ would also be 
major planning considerations in our strategic and operational thinking… 
On the military front, our strategy to deal with China must include 
reducing the military gap and countering the growing Chinese footprint in 
the Indian Ocean Region. The traditional or ‘attritionist’ approach of 
matching ‘Division for Division’ must give way to harnessing modern 
technology for developing high situational awareness and creating a 
reliable stand-off deterrent.”14 

Similarly, in December 2009, General Deepak Kapoor, India’s army chief and 
chairman of its chiefs of staff, revealed that the military has been working on a 
new doctrine and seeks major new capabilities.15 India’s armed forces are to be 
able to mobilize and deploy for war very quickly, and to be able to fight a two-
front war (against Pakistan and China). India also wants to be able to project 
military power from the Persian Gulf to the Malacca Strait (which connects the 
Indian Ocean to the Pacific).  This doctrine builds on the cold start doctrine 
described below. 

Chinese officials, for their part, have repeatedly maintained that China poses no 
threat to other countries. For example, in 1982, Chinese leader Deng Xiaping 



declared, “There does not exist a threat to India from China, nor one to China 
from India”; and “We [the] Chinese people hope ourselves to be economically 
developed and hope India to be the same as well” .16 In the nuclear arena, China 
has repeatedly reiterated that it has a no-first use policy, and has argued that this 
should put Indian fears to rest.  

China’s assurances do not seem to suffice for Indian policy makers. One area of 
concern has been the help offered by China to Pakistan in developing its missile, 
nuclear weapons and nuclear energy capacities. This was particularly clear in the 
letter that Indian Prime Minister Atal Bihari Vajpayee wrote to President Clinton 
justifying India’s May 1998 nuclear tests, citing the “overt nuclear weapon state 
on our borders, a state which committed armed aggression against India” and 
claiming that “an atmosphere of distrust persists,” and that “to add to the distrust 
that country has materially helped another neighbour of ours to become a covert 
nuclear weapons state.”17 Most recently, Indian officials have expressed their 
concern over China’s proposed sale of two nuclear power reactors to Pakistan, to 
add to the two reactors it has already provided.18  

China began to supply weapons to Pakistan in the 1965 India-Pakistan war, i.e. 
soon after the China-India war, when Pakistan was subject to an arms embargo 
by its major supplier, the United States.  China expanded this to relationship in 
the early 1970s to provide assistance to Pakistan’s nuclear weapons and missile 
programs. Several reasons underlie China’s interest in military and nuclear 
cooperation with Pakistan. Among these are China’s search for allies once its 
special relationship with the Soviet Union ended in the early 1960s, its 
confrontation with India, and “as a riposte to Washington’s support of Taiwan”.19 
The role of the United States in motivating such actions has become even more 
central with the new US-Indian strategic relationship, and is manifest most 
clearly in the US-India nuclear deal.  
 
The US, China and South Asia  

The United States has been part of the larger context of the Pakistan-India-China 
relationship for sixty years. The United States has sought fitfully to have India 
become a part of American political, strategic and economic plans for Asia since 
India won independence from England. The US goal was to have India join the 
US side in the cold war against the Soviet Union and, in time China. The CIA and 
the State Department argued that India was the only potential regional power 
that could “compete with Communist China for establishing itself as the 
dominant influence in south-eastern Asia.”20 Indian leaders did not embrace this 
vision. 

Pakistan, on the other hand, was happy to accept a role in US plans for south 
Asia. It built an enduring relationship with the United States, starting in 1954. 
The United States provided economic and military aid, and Pakistan provided 
military bases, prepared to be the frontline in a possible war with the Soviet 
Union, and supported America in international fora.  



The United States tried again with India during the early 1960s, under President 
Kennedy. Even before becoming president, he had argued that the United States 
and its western allies put together a package of aid and support “designed to 
enable India to overtake the challenge of Communist China”. As president, he 
sought to put together such a package. But US efforts to enlist India in support of 
US policies and in particular, the effort to counter China were frustrated. When 
Kennedy and Nehru met in 1961, they apparently clashed over Vietnam and 
nuclear disarmament among other things, and it is suggested that “particularly 
frustrating to US officials was Nehru’s refusal to accept the mantle of leadership 
in south-east Asia”.  

Recently declassified reports from May 1963 reveal that President Kennedy and 
his aides considered whether and how the US might support India in case there 
was another China-India war.21 The defence secretary Robert McNamara argued 
that “Before any substantial commitment to defend India against China is given, 
we should recognize that in order to carry out that commitment against any 
substantial Chinese attack, we would have to use nuclear weapons”. The 
chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, General Maxwell Taylor, worried about the 
long-term and “the overall problem of how to cope with Red China politically and 
militarily in the next decade”. Kennedy took the position that “We should defend 
India, and therefore we will defend India”.  

Nuclear weapons figured large in other ways. In 1964, amid American concerns 
about China’s first nuclear weapons test, George Perkovich has documented how 
senior officials in the state department and the Pentagon went so far as to 
consider offering “the possibilities of providing nuclear weapons under US 
custody” to India.22 Perkovich reveals that the plan envisaged helping India 
modify aircraft to drop nuclear weapons, training crews, providing dummy 
weapons for practice runs and information on the effects of nuclear weapons for 
use in deciding targets. At the same time, the US atomic energy commission was 
considering helping India with “peaceful nuclear explosions”, which would 
involve the use of US nuclear devices under US control being exploded in India.  

It was not just the Americans who thought this way. Homi Bhabha, the founder 
and head of the department of atomic energy, in 1965 urged the US to give India 
a nuclear device or just the blueprints for one to help it catch up with China’s 
nuclear development. But his plans came to naught.  

Increasingly bogged down in Vietnam and worried that its future wars in the 
third world would be even more difficult if nuclear weapons continued to spread, 
the US decided that it preferred instead to stem the spread of nuclear weapons. It 
joined with the Soviet Union, which had similar worries, in crafting a nuclear 
non-proliferation treaty. The treaty was negotiated in 1968 and came into force in 
1970. At the same time, the US began to improve its relations with China. India’s 
1974 nuclear test further eroded hopes of a US-India nuclear relationship as a 
new regime of non-proliferation restrictions took shape.  



New Alliances in the Post-Cold War Era  

As the cold war ended, the US determined that no other power would be allowed 
to emerge as a potential rival. The now infamous 1992 draft Defense Planning 
Guidance prepared by Paul Wolfowitz, the under-secretary of defense for policy, 
for defense secretary Dick Cheney that was leaked to the press declared “Our first 
objective is to prevent the re-emergence of a new rival. This is a dominant 
consideration underlying the new regional defense strategy and requires that we 
endeavor to prevent any hostile power from dominating a region whose resources 
would, under consolidated control, be sufficient to generate global power.” In 
particular, it noted “we must maintain the mechanisms for deterring potential 
competitors from even aspiring to a larger regional or global role”.23 In other 
words, the geopolitical order must be stabilized and the United States maintain 
its relative superiority not just globally, but even in the different regions of the 
world.  

China again became the focus of attention as it increasingly became a major 
economic and political force in international affairs. This time story was to be 
different. India had new leaders. Prime Minister Vajpayee and the Hindu right 
wing Bharatiya Janata Party have long believed that Nehru was mistaken to 
pursue non-alignment in the cold war and have argued that India should have 
made common cause with the US against communism and against China.  

In the wake of the May 1998 nuclear tests, a US sponsored Security Council 
resolution unanimously called on India and Pakistan to “immediately stop their 
nuclear weapon development programs, to refrain from the deployment of 
nuclear weapons, to cease development of ballistic missiles capable of delivering 
nuclear weapons, and any further production of fissile material for nuclear 
weapons.” The Clinton and Bush Administrations largely ignored it once it was 
passed.  

The new direction in US-India relations became clear in March 2000, when 
President Clinton visited India. The joint statement that he issued with Prime 
Minister Vajpayee declared “In the new century, India and the United States will 
be partners in peace, with a common interest in and complementary 
responsibility for ensuring regional and international security. We will engage in 
regular consultations on, and work together for, strategic stability in Asia and 
beyond.” The shared goal of “strategic stability in Asia” can be read as India 
finally accepting US ideas about what should be the relative balance of power in 
Asia, and in particular, US concerns that a rising China could in time constrain 
the exercise of US power.  

The ‘new direction’ identified in Clinton’s March 2000 visit was taken up 
concretely in the ‘Next Steps in Strategic Partnership’ agreement of January 
2004. This announced that the United States and India would ‘expand 
cooperation’ in civilian nuclear activities, civilian space programs, and high-
technology trade, as well as on missile defense. It is worth pointing out the 



obvious, namely, that cooperation in this context is a euphemism for the US 
providing India access to aid, information and technology in these areas.  

The US officials have made clear the purpose of this agreement. A senior official 
announced that “Its goal is to help India become a major world power in the 
21st century….We understand fully the implications, including military 
implications, of that statement”.24 The deputy state department spokesman 
explained further that the US was ready to ‘help India’ with command and 
control, early warning and missile defence, and noted that “Some of these items 
may not be as glamorous as combat aircraft, but I think for those of you who 
follow defense issues you’ll appreciate the significance”.  

Former senior US officials and countless strategic commentators have pointed 
out the inference that is to be drawn from the new US effort to ‘help India’. 
Robert Blackwill, who served in the Bush administration as US ambassador to 
India and then as a deputy national security adviser for strategic planning, has 
wondered, for instance, “Why should the US want to check India’s missile 
capability in ways that could lead to China’s permanent nuclear dominance over 
democratic India?”  His adviser, Ashley Tellis, drew a direct analogy to the critical 
role of US support for the nuclear programs of Britain and France during the 
Cold War and argued that “If the United States is serious about advancing its 
geopolitical objectives in Asia, it would almost by definition help New Delhi 
develop strategic capabilities such that India's nuclear weaponry and associated 
delivery systems could deter against the growing and utterly more capable 
nuclear forces Beijing is likely to possess by 2025.”25  

Tellis outlined in particular a path forward for US-Indian cooperation on India’s 
nuclear weapons program:  

“In a previous generation, the United States assisted the British and 
French nuclear weapon programs in critical ways so as to deny the Soviet 
Union permanent strategic immunity vis-à-vis these two smaller states. 
U.S. aid to the French nuclear weapon program is particularly pertinent: 
first, because it occurred despite President Charles de Gaulle’s withdrawal 
of France from the unified military command of the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization (NATO); and second, because of the form it took, namely, 
the quiet but effective practice of “negative guidance,” through which U.S. 
weapon scientists were able to tell their French counterparts when and 
how they were in error, even if the Americans could not always provide the 
French with the information to  remedy those mistakes…there is good 
reason to believe that the latter may come to resemble the former at some 
point because of the anticipated growth of Chinese power. If this turns out 
to be the case, the only strong argument against U.S.-Indian cooperation 
in strategic weaponry will be not that it is undesirable, but that it is 
premature.”26 

Such efforts will only make China more concerned and drive its leaders to build 
up its capabilities further.  



The Arms Race in Asia 

One aspect of the arms race between Pakistan, India, and China involves making 
material for new nuclear weapons: Highly Enriched Uranium (HEU) and 
Weapon Grade Plutonium (WGPu). Among these countries, China is believed to 
be the only one that has stopped manufacturing fissile materials. Both India and 
Pakistan are believed to be making as much as they can within their technical 
limits and resource limits and expanding production capacity. 

China is estimated to have as little as 1.7–2.8 tons and as much as 4 tons of 
WGPu, and 20 tons of HEU.27 The larger estimates would permit China to 
produce about 800 plutonium-based and HEU based weapons (assuming it takes 
5 kg of WgPu and 25 Kg of HEU per weapon, including losses). The public 
estimates of the size of the Chinese nuclear arsenal are less than 200 warheads.28  

According to public reports, China’s production of fissile material for weapons 
stopped in the early 1990s.29 Since this was around the time that the Chinese 
economy was beginning to take off, Li Bin, a prominent Chinese nuclear analyst, 
has suggested that this must be interpreted as a political decision rather than a 
decision taken on account of economic constraints; this, in turn, has been taken 
to mean that that “China’s leaders felt that the Chinese did not need more than a 
relatively small nuclear force at the time” and “there is no evidence that China’s 
emphasis on nuclear weapons has increased since.”30  

While not increasing the size of its arsenal, China is engaged in a program of 
modernizing it – as are the other nuclear weapon states. In an effort to reduce the 
apparent vulnerability of its nuclear forces, China is moving from liquid fueled 
land-based mobile missiles such as the DF-3A to the solid fueled DF-31A 
missiles, increasing its reliance on ballistic missiles submarines by building 
additional submarines, and has started to deploy nuclear-capable cruise 
missiles.31   

As part of its 2010 Nuclear Posture Review, the Obama Administration noted that 
“China’s nuclear arsenal remains much smaller than the arsenals of Russia and 
the United States” but observed that “the United States and China’s Asian 
neighbors remain concerned about China’s current military modernization 
efforts, including its qualitative and quantitative modernization of its nuclear 
arsenal.”32 The Posture Review committed the United States to developing 
conventionally-armed long-range ballistic missile systems for Prompt Global 
Strike, and missile defenses, even though it recognized that China and Russia are 
“claiming U.S. missile defense and conventionally-armed missile programs are 
destabilizing”33  

The United States is engaged it its own large scale modernization program. The 
Obama Administration has announced plans for spending “well over $100 
billion” over the coming decade on modernizing its nuclear weapons delivery 
systems, including new missiles, new submarines and new bombers and another 



$80 billion on modernizing the nuclear weapons research development and 
production complex.34      

India’s nuclear weapons are based on WGPu, which is believed to come primarily 
from two production reactors: the 40 megawatt thermal (MWt) CIRUS and the 
100 MWt Dhruva. Together, these reactors could have produced about 0.55 to 0.7 
tons of weapon grade plutonium, sufficient for about 110 to 140 nuclear weapons 
of the kind used on Nagasaki in 1945.  

India also has a rapidly expanding uranium enrichment program that is used to 
produce fuel for nuclear submarines. In 2008, the Director of the Bhabha Atomic 
Research Centre stated “Great strides have been made in development of 
advanced gas centrifuges for uranium enrichment program. The latest fourth 
generation design, with output 10 times the early design, has been successfully 
developed and an experimental cascade is in operation at BARC. These would 
soon be ready for induction at RMP. Third generation design, with 5 times output 
of early designs, are presently being inducted at RMP.”35 

There could be additional sources of WGPu because Indian policy makers have 
always sought to maintain the capacity to use the civilian nuclear power program 
for weapons purposes if they felt it was required. This became apparent during 
the negotiations on the US-India nuclear deal, when Indian policy makers 
insisted on not allowing safeguards on the accumulated spent nuclear fuel and 
reactor grade plutonium separated so far, as well on several power reactors, 
including India’s first fast breeder reactor under construction.36 The fast breeder 
reactor, for example, would be fueled with reactor-grade plutonium and could 
produce up to about 140 kg of WGPu each year.37 India would not be the first 
country to use a breeder reactor for military purposes: France used its Phénix 
breeder reactor to produce plutonium for weapons.38  

India has also an estimated 6.8 tons of reactor grade plutonium, as of 2009, not 
all of which has been separated yet from spent nuclear power reactor fuel.39 This 
reactor grade plutonium has a different mix of the plutonium isotopes from the 
plutonium produced specifically for weapons. However, reactor grade plutonium 
can be used to make a nuclear explosive.40 An estimated 8 kg of such plutonium 
is needed to make a simple nuclear weapon. If this accumulated spent fuel and 
the plutonium extracted from it are not put under IAEA safeguards, India would 
have enough plutonium from this source alone for an arsenal of over 850 
weapons.  

Pakistan’s policy makers see India’s unsafeguarded reactor grade plutonium as 
contributing to a much larger Indian fissile material stockpile. Pakistan’s 
National Command Authority, which has responsibility for its nuclear weapons 
program, declared in August 2007 that “the US–India Nuclear Agreement would 
have implications on strategic stability as it would enable India to produce 
significant quantities of fissile material and nuclear weapons from un-
safeguarded nuclear reactors”.41 Similarly, in February 2010, Pakistan’s CD 
ambassador expressed concern that the FMCT might not “include other bomb 



making materials such as reactor grade Plutonium, U233, Neptunium or 
Americium.”  

a disparity between the Indian and the Pakistani fissile material stockpiles. 
Pakistan is believed to have only 0.1 and 2.1 tons of WGPu and HEU respectively, 
sufficient for about 20 Nagasaki type and 84 Hiroshima type weapons.42 It does 
not have any separated reactor grade plutonium even under safeguards.  

Pakistan has been building new facilities that will allow it to significantly increase 
the size of its nuclear arsenal. It has been working on two new nuclear reactors to 
make plutonium for weapons, one of which began operating in late 2009/early 
2010.43 It has also been constructing facilities to make fuel for these reactors and 
to separate the plutonium that will be produced in the new reactors.  

The differences in the sizes of the Indian and Pakistani stockpiles, and in turn the 
Chinese and the Indian stockpiles, will likely be a major issue in the path of a 
fissile material treaty.44 Even if they allow talks to go forward at CD, India and 
Pakistan will probably not agree to be bound by an FMCT for several more years, 
until they have built up much larger stockpiles. 

Country  Nuclear Warheads Weapon 
grade 
Plutonium 

Highly 
Enriched 
Uranium 

United 
States 

9,400, of which 4200 
are awaiting 
dismantlement 

38 tons 250 tons (for 
weapons) 

China < 200 2-4 tons 20 tons 
Pakistan  70–90 0.1 tons 2.1 tons 
India 60–70 0.7 tons 0.6 tons 

Nuclear warhead and fissile material stockpiles: Source: NRDC/FAS and IPFM 

The other arms race is in the arena of delivery vehicles.  

India launched its first nuclear–powered submarine in July 2009, with plans to 
deploy several of these.45 India joins the United States, Russia, the United 
Kingdom, France, and China in the club of those owning such nuclear-armed, 
nuclear-powered submarines.46 In 2008, India carried out its first successful 
underwater launch of a 700 kilometer-range ballistic missile, Sagarika, intended 
for the submarine.47 

Analysts in Pakistan have called for the country to develop its own nuclear 
submarine, lease a nuclear submarine from a friendly power (i.e., China), deploy 
nuclear-armed cruise missiles on its diesel submarines, and continue fissile-
material production for the “foreseeable future.”48  Pakistan already has a naval 
strategic forces command charged to “exercise technical, training, and 
administrative control over the strategic delivery systems”, but it is not yet known 
if this command has been issued nuclear warheads like the air force and the army 
strategic force commands.49   



India is also developing an array of land-based missiles with frequent tests of 
variety of missile systems In February 2010; it tested the 3,500 kilometer-range 
Agni-III missile from a mobile rail launcher.50 The missile is reported to be “fully 
inducted into the armed forces.” In March 2010, India tested the 250-km range 
land-based Prithvi-II missile,51 as well as the 700-km range Agni -1 missile.52  
India also tested its nuclear capable BrahMos cruise missile which the army and 
navy both are inducting into service.53 India is working on a missile with a range 
of over 5,000 kilometer.54 

In May 2010, the Pakistan Army's Strategic Force Command carried out 
operational readiness test launches of the 300 km range Hatf III (Ghaznavi) 
missile and of the 650 km range Hatf-IV (Shaheen-I) missile.55 The Shaheen-1 is 
believed to be a reverse engineered Chinese-supplied M-9 missile.56 In 2008, it 
carried out a test which was said to have “validated the operational readiness of a 
strategic missile group equipped with the Shaheen-II missile.”57 Shaheen-II has a 
range of 2000 km. Pakistan also has tested the 350 km  range air-launched cruise 
missile, Ra'ad.58 It has also developed a 700 km range ground launched cruise 
missile, Babur, last tested in May 2009.59 

India has been testing components of a ballistic missile defense system, aimed at 
intercepting Pakistani ballistic missiles. In 2009, it carried out the third test of a 
missile interceptor.60  Responding to India’s pursuit of missile defenses, the 
Director of Arms Control and Disarmament Affairs at Pakistan’s Strategic Plans 
Division, which is responsible for managing the nuclear-weapons complex and 
policies, has indicated possible responses could be for Pakistan to build more 
missiles, including cruise missiles, and build more warheads, develop decoys and 
multiple warhead missiles, and move to an alert deployment posture.61  

In parallel with the nuclear and missile arms race there is a conventional arms 
race underway. In January 2010, India's Defense Ministry announced that it 
plans to spend over $10 billion this coming year on acquiring new weapons.62 
This was made possible by a 34 percent increase in India’s military budget for 
2009-2010.63 India has become a major market for U.S. arms sales, with weapons 
makers like Lockheed Martin and Boeing procuring deals worth billions of 
dollars. But the real bonanza is still to come. India is said to be planning to spend 
as much $55 billion on weapons over the next five years.64 The International 
Institute of Strategic Studies expects that “the United States seems poised to be 
the main foreign supplier under India’s new arms acquisition program.”65  

Pakistan also has been building up its own conventional forces, paid for in large 
part with U.S. military aid, with arms sales agreements worth over $6 billion 
since 2001, including for new F-16 jet-fighters.66 Pakistan has asked for 32 F-16s, 
which is about the size of its current fleet.67 Delivery of the aircraft started in 
June 2010. Pakistan also has agreed with China to purchase and to jointly 
produce Chinese designed jet fighters.68 It has also arranged to buy four early 
warning planes from China and seven surveillance planes from the United 
States.69 Pakistan is also expanding its naval forces with U.S. and Chinese 
supplied frigates.  



Conclusion 

 The intertwined and overlapping Pakistan-India-China-United States security 
relationships are driving a profoundly destructive dynamic in South Asia, one 
that is increasingly becoming globalised as Pakistan, dominated by its army, 
seeks Chinese and US military and economic support in its struggle with India; 
India seeks US support against China, and to satisfy its great power ambitions; 
and, as the United States tries to defer and limit its decline as the dominant world 
power by constraining and balancing the rise of Chinese power and influence, 
and as China seeks to establish itself as an emerging global power able to reorder 
the international system.  

A basic reordering of priorities in each of these countries is long overdue. The 
first principle of their policy in the region and globally should be to do no more 
harm. Rather than feeding the fire between India and Pakistan, China and the 
United States should cooperate to damp down and put out the nuclear and 
conventional arms race. Only an end to the South Asian arms race can begin to 
undo the structures of fear, hostility, and violence that have sustained the conflict 
in the subcontinent for so long. The search for regional peace may then have at 
least a chance of success. 
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