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Director’s Note

As mentioned in the previous quarterly, the Nuclear Security Programme (NSP) at the IPCS is a unique programme. In fact, it is one of the
few research programmes at the global level that organizes track-II dialogues and capacity-building workshops for young scholars, besides

nurturing alternative debates through its seminars, conferences and panel discussions.

The NSP within the I PCS has the |l argest number of r esN¥ualdarcher
Deterrence (Tanvi Kulkarni), Sino-Pak Nuclear Cooperation (Siddharth Ramana), North Korea s a country of nuclear concern (Ruhee
Neog), Assessing the Pakistani Nuclear Redlines (Abhijit Iyer-Mitra) and Nuclear Safety and Security (Alankrita Sinha).

During July-September 2011, the Nuclear Security Programme (NSP) has broadened the ambit of its research activity. This quarter has wit-

nessed a wide array of research undertaken in the realms of nuclear energy, technology, cooperation, proliferation, politics, and deterrence.
Three papers elucidate this variety at best. Prof @maasetrEns i s
ri chment' examines the nexus between technology and prbeidfi fer
titled _The Nucl ear Debate in Japan: Are There Al t Bukushimddisves?'
aster. Closer home, Siddharth Ramana explores the rhetoric of the China-Pa ki st an _al | weat her fC€hends|
Pakistan Nuclear Alliance: An Analysi s’

In addition to research, this quarter has also placed added emphasis on debates and deliberations within the NSP. A realization that a differ-
ence of opinion enhances understanding and provides invaluable insights into the subject in question has highlighted the importance of de-
bates. As a first, an NSP divergence which had transformed into a lively debate has resulted in two articles on whether a nuclear Iran will
indeed be a blessing in disguise for India. We are therefore

More importantly, in the previous quarter, the NSP had constituted a Task Force of experts under the chairmanship of Prof PR Chari for a
project titled, _lIndia‘s Nuclear Doctrine: Towar dsopraduceacani Si Or
crete and practical set of recommendations that ¢ oM hredhapsyeor v e
inform that the Task Force has held four meetings in this quarter with discussions ranging from the declaratory purpose of the Indian nu-

clear doctrine to its operational implications. The members of this Task Force include Maj Gen Dipankar Banerjee, Brig Gurmeet Kanwal,

Mr NS Sisodia, Dr C Raja Mohan, Dr Arvind Gupta, AVM Kapil Kak, Prof R Rajaraman, AVM Kapil Kak, Amb Leela Ponappa, Prof On-

kar Marwah, Amb Lalit Mansingh, Amb K C Singh, Cmde Uday Bhaskar, Dr D Suba Chandran, Dr Mallika Joseph and the NSP research

team. The Task Force is scheduled to meet in the coming months to finalize and publish its recommendations in the second half of the Octo-
ber-December quarter.

Qv

D Suba Chandran

Nuclear South Asia 3



[ssue Brief

Technology and Nuclear Proliferation:
The Problem from Laser Enrichment

PR Chari
Visiting Professor, IPCS, New Delhi

Technology is Janus-faced, so named after the Roman god
with two faces looking in opposite directions--eastwards and
westwards, symbolizing the imperative need to simultaneously
view the past and the future, beginnings and transitions,
endings and time. Janus was also the benign god of doorways.
His two faces looked outwards into the street and inwards
towards the house.

The same is true of technology. It has two faces that look in
opposite directions; it can find use for development, but also
for conflict. Everything depends on the intentions of the
progenitor. We are concerned here with the Janus-nature of
nuclear technology and, more specifically, with the recent news
that laser-based uranium enrichment has finally reached the
stage of fruition.

General Electric has succeeded now in harnessing this
technology on an experimental basis to enrich uranium. It has
also applied to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission to
permit a $1 billion commercial plant to be constructed for
producing reactor fuel. Enriched uranium, meaning uranium in
which the percentage of the desired isotope U-235 has been
concentrated, has multiple uses. U-235 only constitutes 0.7% in
the ore which exists in nature. Hence, it needs to be enriched to
3% for generating electricity, 20% to power submarines, and to
over 85 % for making nuclear weapons. Uranium enrichment is
generally undertaken by using centrifuges to separate the
desired isotope U-235 from its other isomers, which requires
large facilities to be established that utilize huge amounts of
electricity. They are, therefore, easily detectable.

Laser technology allows uranium to be enriched in smaller
locations that are easier to conceal, unless this activity is
undertaken on a commercial scale. Consequently, angst has
arisen in the international nuclear regime that aspirant nations
or non-state actors i.e. extremists professing various political
and religious hues that are desirous of acquiring nuclear
weapons capabilities could exploit this technology for weapons
purposes.

OThe possibility of terrorist
organizations gaining access to
functioning nuclear weapons is often
debated in the literature. But the
probability of this occurring is quite
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It is apparent that the chief obstacle to acquiring nuclear
weapons is access to weapons-grade fissile material like U-235
or Plutonium-239; hence their acquisition is an unavoidable
first step towards achieving nuclear capabilities. Consequently,
the proliferation pessimists have raised the red flag. They warn
that aberrant nations like Iran could establish a clandestine
laser enrichment plant and, indeed, there is some evidence of
Iranian scientists working in this direction. Hence, these
proliferation pessimists argue that a new and convenient route
has been found to the bomb. Besides, this technology would
interest non-state actors linked to Iran, but also the al Qaeda
that has long shown interest in acquiring nuclear weapons and
other Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD), and their related
technologies.

The other and benevolent Janus face to laser enrichment is that
it enables the  generation of nuclear power, which is
environmentally clean; it is therefore to be preferred to fossil
fuels (coal and oil), which generates pollutants like carbon
dioxide, sulphur dioxide and particulate matter that exacerbate
climate change, and are hazardous to health. Moreover, laser
enrichment is still at the laboratory-stage; so, scaling it up to
industrial levels lies in the uncertain future. Any attempt to set
up a laser enrichment plant of some consequence for
proliferation would soon be discovered. The proliferation
optimists are, therefore, reasonably assured.

I
MAJOR ISSUES

Where does the truth lie in this matter? Are the dangers from
laser enrichment technology coming of age realistic? Or are
these dangers being exaggerated? What exactly is the nature of
the threat?  Three questions need examination before
appropriate conclusions are reached

First, the acquisition of highly enriched uranium is,
undoubtedly, the first critical step towards acquiring nuclear
weapons capabilities. But, other steps remain to be mastered
l'i ke _shape technology*‘ or
explosive device from the fissile material. The art here lies in
hol ding together a
enough for it to be triggered and the chain reaction to be
initiated, which leads on to the nuclear explosion.

The two processes used for
method in which two sub-critical masses are propelled together
to produce a critical mas s,
sever al _l enses’ consi sti
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uniformly detonated to compress a sphere of sub-critical mass
into a critical mass.

These further technological steps to fashion an explosive
device are by no means trivial. Competent technical opinion
holds that these steps could become available to nation-states
with their greater economic and technical resources, apart from
access to foreign technology, but they are much beyond the
capacity of terrorist organizations, even if they are assisted by
rogue scientists. Possessi
enough; t he relevant
which requires the existence of an industrial infrastructure and
is quite beyond the capacity of non-state actors.

Second, the possibility of terrorist organizations gaining access
to functioning nuclear weapons is often debated in the
literature. But the probability of this occurring is quite remote.
Why? Quite simply because nuclear weapons are obviously the
Crown jewels in the national weapons inventory. Hence, they
would be guarded by multiple layers of protection and those
guarding them would be subject to some kind of personnel
reliability program to ensure their suitability, apart from
allegiance to the ruling regime.

Besides, in appreciation of the need for maintaining nuclear
safety, these weapons could be stored in a dis-assembled state
in different locations, and in a different location from the
delivery systems like aircraft and/or missiles. Similar physical
safety arrangements would also apply to stockpiles of weapons
-grade fissile materials. There are some residual concerns about
the security of both weapons and fissile materials in movement
from one storage center to another. But, several precautions are
being observed to ensure that nothing untoward happens en
route.

Third, the scenarios that are plausible but are considered
unthinkable are somewhat different, and relate to the possibility
of nuclear weapons or fissile materials being deliberately
provided by one nuclear weapon state to another. This has
occurred in the past between the United States and the United
Kingdom. It is also believed that China provided the design of
the nuclear device used in its fourth missile delivery test to
Pakistan.

A corollary to this state-to-state nuclear weapons transfer
scenario is the possibility of nuclear weapons or fissile
materials transfers by states to non-state actors, which is
possible, but it unlikely since the source would be easily traced.
The real nightmare scenario that is troubling the international
nuclear regime arises from the State itself falling under the
control of extremist elements. They could be guided by obscure
political agendas or apocalyptic visions of a New World that
requires the Old World to be obliterated.

Apropos, Dr Jack Caravelli, an adviser to several US
Presidents, has revealed that secret plans exist in the United
States to seize Paki
unthinkable scenario take shape.
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OThe real nightmare scenario that is
troubling the international nuclear
regime arises from the State itself

falling under the control of extremist
Al Al AT OO 8o

The fact t hat Pakistan's
maintained in a dis-assembled state and distributed over several
locations makes their seizure by the United States complicated;
equally, it makes their protection by Pakistan difficult.

I
PARSING THE THREAT: RDDS?

The laser enrichment of uranium, therefore, will add to these
burgeoning problems. But, proceeding deeper could enriched
uranium, and, for that matter, weapons grade plutonium,
which is also used for making nuclear weapons, be utilized to
make Radiological Dispersal Devices or RDDs? They are
commonly referred to
by a conventional explosive, or dispersed by mechanical means
like crop duster airplanes or inserted into buildings through air-
conditioning vents.

Strategic analysts are of the opinion that, since nuclear
weapons are not easy to either steal or manufacture, the easier
option for terrorists would be to use fissile materials like
uranium or plutonium to make RDDs? Even if their damage
potential is localized, and nowhere on the same scale as nuclear
weapons, RDDs have the ability to cause widespread panic,
and require costly clean-up operations. It is relevant to point
out here that the soil around the Chernobyl reactor, where a
major accident had occurred in 1986, cannot still be used for
either agriculture or grazing cattle. A nightmare scenario
envisages terrorists disseminating radioactive material across a
large area, which would, apart from causing widespread panic,
lead to loss of wages and business, force the demolition of
contaminated buildings, and require the disposal of
contaminated rubble and decontamination chemicals.

Due to their potential disruptive effects RDDs have been
classified as Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMDs) by a U.N.
Commission since 1948, along with chemical, biological, and
nuclear weapons. Some analysts argue that RDDs should be
classified as Weapons of Mass Disruption, and not Mass
Destruction, since they do not have the potential to cause the
extensive damage to life and property, which is a characteristic
of nuclear weapons. But, this might be understating RDDs.
Incidentally, the US Congress has been very sensitive to
possibility of terrorist attacks with RDDs against the United
States after 9/11.

Reverting back to the implications of the laser enrichment of
uranium, it should be noticed that enriched uranium can be
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used to fashion RDDs, but it is not considered the ideal
material for this purpose from a technical viewpoint. The
radiation emitted per gram of enriched uranium is small; hence
the biological hazard is limited. Plutonium is far superior for
this objective due to the alpha particles emitted that are
extremely poisonous—even a small quantity, if inhaled, could
be fatal. Spent reactor fuel, which contains a mixture of
uranium and plutonium isotopes, is probably the easiest
material available for making RDDs.

But there is another aspect to this proliferation threat that is not
being recognized. Reactor wastes, prominently cesium-137 and
strontium-90, can be chemically separated from the spent fuel.
Besides, reactors can also be used to convert cobalt-59 into
cobalt-60. These radioactive isotopes are capable of being
manufactured commercially, and transferred in sealed
containers (metal capsules), to ensure that they do not
contaminate people or pollute the environment.

They have many useful applications, in that they can be used to
treat cancers, preserve food by irradiation, monitor wells for
oil, create radiographs for inspecting cargo containers, and
utilized for medical and agricultural research. But, they can
also be used for malign purposes by anti-social elements.

From the perspective of terrorists it is easier to obtain these
radioactive materials by theft or purchase from insiders.
Despite being in sealed containers, the widespread distribution
of these radioactive sources adds very considerably to the
danger of their getting lost due to either carelessness or
malfeasance, since these sources are located in open
environments like hospitals, universities and research
establishments that are accessible to large numbers of
authorized persons.

By their intrinsic nature, these facilities are harder to protect
than military installations or nuclear power plants that have
inbuilt security measures. The dangers of leakages of
radioactive materials from these widely distributed facilities are
multiplied by the need for long-term storage of excess or
depleted or unwanted sources is steadily increasing worldwide.
The case of cobalt-60 source material being found in a West
Delhi scrap market in 2010 underlines the dangers of their
being lost or forgotten unless strict accounting measures are
enforced.

Further, it would be futile to expect that these dispersed
institutions holding radioactive materials have the trained
operators to sound the alarm or trained response teams
available to swing into action in cases of accidents and terrorist
attacks. An appropriate local response requires such incidents
to be detected and properly identified, and the first responders
to know what remedial actions have to be taken. Otherwise, it
might become too late to deal with leakages of radioactive
sources should a crisis occur, which would require proper
consequence management. A global need obtains for countries
to appreciate the threat arising from the widespread availability
of radioactive sources; the need to protect them cannot be over-
emphasized, as terrorists do not respect territorial boundaries.

6 July-September 2011

I
CONCLUSIONS

Undoubtedly, the recent success in achieving the laser
enrichment of uranium opens up another route to acquiring the
wherewithal to manufacture nuclear weapons. A nuclear
aspirant could use this technology for meeting its ambitions,
but there is little reason, realistically, for it to prefer this
technology to the easier and more proven technologies for
enriching uranium like centrifuge enrichment. The belief that
laser enrichment can be accomplished in laboratories to
demonstrate the technology is true; but the quantities produced
would hardly suffice to establish a nuclear arsenal unless
commercial scale facilities are established that would be
difficult to conceal. The possibility of terrorists acquiring this
technology and using it to pose the danger of nuclear terrorism
is remote.

A technical evaluation of laser enrichment and the realistic
dangers it poses for nuclear proliferation has been requested by
the American Physical Association of the Nuclear Regulatory
Authority in the United States. A similar exercise could be
attempted by I ndi a“
specifically, the Atomic Energy Regulatory Board could
undertake this exercise--it is currently undergoing a drastic
revision of its charter in that it would report directly to
Parliament, and not to the Atomic Energy Agency, as
heretofore

Other Publications by IPCS

AN ALTERNATIVE STRATEGY
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[ssue Brief

The Nuclear Debate in Japan: Are there Alternatives?

Rajaraman Panda
Senior Fellow, IDSA, New Delhi

On July 13, 2011 Prime Minister Kan Naoto declared at a
news conference that Japan will gradually decrease reliance on
nuclear power, with the ultimate goal of achieving a nuclear
power plant-free society. The announcement ushered a historic
shift in Japan's energy
nuclear power as a key energy source.

However, such a radical policy shift requires clear plans and
effective strategies based on solid scientific, technological and
economic grounds. Kan gave no such details. The next day of
his announcement Kan realised that he had announced the
government ‘s denucl eari
cabinet members and claimed to be his personal opinion and
not the government'‘'s deci s

Kan had initially planned to coordinate opinions among his
cabinet colleagues regarding his denuclearisation policy.
However, in a meeting of the Nuclear Emergency Response
Headquarters that he chairs, Kan sensed that many of the
cabinet members were not favourably disposed to his stance
and he feared exacerbation of disunity among them.

He therefore went overboard and announced a fundamental
rethink of Japan' s basic
reliance on nuclear power. He did not discuss specific
measures to achieve the goal. However, he was apparently not
thinking in terms of an immediate policy change. He seemed
determined to start the process of decommissioning all nuclear
power plants in Japan while he was still in office.

Though the LDP and the opposition party New Komeito had
earlier promoted nuclear power, they found it difficult to
oppose Kan‘s idea of phasi
current public opinion. They therefore focused their criticism
on Kan's failure to
LDP had a pro-nuclear stance for half a century while it was in
power before August 2009.

Apparently, the Fukushima nuclear power plant crisis and the
public thinking against nuclear power have been responsible
for a gradual shift from nuclear power for both the LDP and the
New Komeito. However, the LDP has close connections with
the electric power industry and the party may find it difficult to
shift its policy. There is an apprehension among the law-
makers in the opposition that after Kan steps down his
successor may backpedal on his strident anti-nuclear stance.
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NUCLEAR ENERGY: WILL JAPAN OVERHAUL ITS
ENERGY STRATEGY?

not an easy task. Notwithstanding the anfi-nuclear sentiment
prevailing in Japan in the wake of the Fukushima nuclear
accident and Kan trying to capitalise on such a wave to his
advantage, Japan cannot afford to do away with nuclear power.
Japan is utterly deficient in domestic supply sources. The
formation of resource cartels and the fear of controlling
sppligsdy the gesourcorgxporking gpwntrics agernaf gpod signg g
to the "Japanese economy.
denuclearisation policy are said to be a minority in the cabinet.
Opponent s of Kan®s denucl
Yosano, the State Minister in charge of economic and fiscal
policy. Yosano said,
natural gas in the future. Prices will soar and concerns will
arise about a stable supply. Will we really prepare ourselves for
such troubl es?lI

Complete denuclearisation would harm the international
competitiveness of Japanese companies.

ergy policy that under | i
Kan“s news <conference

numerous questions. Aiming to achieve a society without
nuclear plants in the future may be attractive to the people
embedded in anti-nucl ear t hought s,
fut ur ell The MdinH Datlydn?an editorial raised the
fundament al question by
promote the development and introduction of substitute energy
sources?lI

out the industry because
The Genkai nuclear power plant remains suspended for regular

ingpgctogsy The Genkaig Togne Mayas \Hedeo pKiislgmotg o a |

notified the Kyushu Electric Power Company of his consent to

restart the plant‘s second
the safety measures of the plant, it was found that there were no

traces of earthquakes or tsunamis in the town over the past

2,000 years and therefore natural conditions indicated the town

as a secure location for a nuclear plant. The Mayor concluded

that since electricity supply insecurity emerged from the Great

East Japan Earthquake in March 2011, it would be unsafe for

the whole of Japan if nuclear plants in western Japan were

halted.

Since the <centr al
energy policy, it is unreasonable to hold a company or a local
government responsible for deciding the safety of nuclear
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reactors and restarting them. The Prime Minister holds the final the political world should find a way to bring an end to the Kan

political decision to restart the Genkai reactors. administration as soon as PposSs
The main issue in the debate is whether Japan can progress Indeed, Kan came under flak for numerous mistakes since the
without nuclear power. Assuming that Japan shifts priority as a triple disaster struck Japan. His choice of Kazuyuki Hamada of
policy option and deci des t iUpper House from the opposition LDP camp as Parliamentary S 0 U r
share of electricity generation, it will have to depend on nuclear Secretary for Internal Affairs and Communication without
plants to some extent for one or two generations. Japan already taking into confidence his
has been facing electricity shortages and this is affecting reputation. His choice of Ryu Matsumoto to the post of
adversely Japan‘s industr i al Reconstruction Minister was erronecous as Matsumoto resigned i n
will have an adverse impact on the health of the elderly, the on the ninth day on the job.
sick and the infants, in particular.

Kan‘s popularity may have ebb

Kan is under pressure to take a political decision regarding lambasted Kan for his mishandling but they have not offered an
restarting of operations at the Genkai plant reactors, paving the alternative figure to take his place. Four of the most recent
way for restarting other reactors whose regular checkups are Japanese Prime Ministers only served for about a year each.
compl et e. Kan‘s proposal t 0 Almost all of them started with high ratings but their popularitya y  f
nuclear plants without explaining its entire energy policy is soon dropped to dismal level. In the case of Kan, unfortunately
perceived as arbitrary with an ulterior motive to remain in the debate has centred on his alleged mishandling rather than
office longer. deliberating how to resume nuclear power plants.
Unfortunately, politics has taken the upper hand in handling the
II nation‘s most crucial issue at
THE NUCLEAR DEBATE IN MEDIA DPJ executive office are distancing themselves from Kan and
that their attention is focused more on when Kan is resigning, it
At this critical time, Japan cannot afford to waste energy on seems |likely that —the pursui:
political battles; rather it is time to focus on nuclear power end up being merely a Kan pet
plant issue and arrive at a maj or changes in the count‘rsy“

interests. In May 2011, Banri Kaieda announced that Genkai

Plant was safe to resume operations. Many major Japanese

newspapers were sceptical. Furthermore, Kan‘s announceme
) _ promote the use of natural gas-fired thermal power stations and

—d i s CcuUsSSi (gke other measures to make up for electric power shortages

achievement of his political career.

The Mainichi ar gued t hat

stil | ThadsakiiShinguh called on the government to fell short of details as it did not specify how the plans will be
—not rush to r e slok@SHimbun dedate® & I executed. The issue was more of safety precautions and how to
that a —premature resumpt i peotect the interests of the business. Apparently, Kan was using ' €
probl efalaiket Shimbun showed concern for power his anti-nuclear power policy to cling on to power longer than
shortage saying, —We wel C 0 M€ what was expected. i ng
t he direction of restarting he k
administration decided afresh to conduct stress tests on all Kan has been criticised for various statements, including those
nuclear power plants, it brought the re-launch of operations at requiring a —certain progress.l
the Genkai plant back to square one. on social security on July 14, Kan admitted those politicians in

general and he in particular are not trusted by the public.
The Mainichi was rather sympathetic with Kan. In an editorial, According to a poll conducted by the Asahi Shimbun on July 9-
it said —though questions re1o, approval rate for Kan'‘ '&e<s:
led to the decision, at least it is a step towz?rd confirming the below the 20 per cent mark for the first time. The disapproval
safety of the nati onlhesSankail C | g rose to 66 per cent, the highest since Kan took office in
however, was harsh and deman june2010. ar ol
with the issue of resuming Sion
Both positions have merits in their own ways. What angered I

the nation was the kind of d NUCLEARENERGY: SIGNIFICANCE FORJAPAN N st
and that of some of his senior cabinet colleagues, with Kaieda

hinting at his own resignation. What this means is the public Japan embarked on nuclear power generation in 1954, less than

distrust towards the government. The Yomiuri Shimbun 10 years after the end of World War II. The scientific

| ambasted the Kan admini str ¢community engaged in the development of Japanese nuclear n e i
power technology in the early stage was of the view that
nucl ear power was a prerequi s

OThe main issue in the debate is from the devastation wrought by the war. Atomic energy did
. S u ort Jwaapra n—esc opnoosnti ¢ mi r acl e
whether Japan can progress without PP P
1 OAT AAO P11 x A O8 &he Fukushima nuclear accident has led to a rethinking in

Japan about nuclear as an option and cast serious doubt over
continued dependence on nuclear power generation, especially

8 July-September 2011



when safety issues have
technology powerhouse is still grappling to cope with the
crisis.

The basic principle for phasing out nuclear power generation
should be shutting down old reactors that have reached the end
of their planned life span without building new ones. The
disaster-st r i cken Fukushi ma*®s
TEPCO is already 40 years old and the third oldest of all the
reactors that were in operation in Japan. The other two older
reactors are the No.l reactor at Japan Atomic Power
Company‘'s Tsuruga Nucl ear
and No.1 reactor at Kansai
Nuclear Power Plant in the same prefecture. The government
has approveda 10-y ear extension of t
plan of phasing out nuclear plants is adopted as a government
policy, these two reactors would be the first ones to be
decommissioned, especially because both are old and both are
located close to an active fault. However, old reactors are small
and even if they are closed after they reach 40, the impact on
Japan's total power

If all reactors in Fukushima are shut down after 40 years of
operation, total power generation capacity of the nuclear power
plants in Japan will fall by 20 per cent in 2021 and by 50 per
cent in 2029. It is only by the end of 2049 that all existing
reactors wil/l go out of
Japan has time for the next four decades to expand other
sources of energy such as solar, wind, and renewable. Can
Japan leapfrog to attain energy security this way?

A better option for Japan should be to work out new safety
standards and disaster prevention plans based on the lessons
learnt from Fukushima rather than doing away with plans for
the nuclear in the long run. The Central Disaster Prevention
Council needs to ensure that plants will be able to withstand the
most destructive earthquake and tsunami in future. It is also
necessary to establish an effective crisis management system to
mi ni mi se damage when an
system must be redesigned fundamentally from the viewpoint
of how to get a grasp of what is happening and how to respond
to the situation when multiple problems arise simultaneously at
a nuclear power plant.|

Japan needs to revamp its disaster prevention system. In the
past nuclear accidents, the evacuation zone was a 10-km radius
around the plant; Fukushima accident required evacuation 20
km from the accident site. This means more number of people
and local governments are affected. Therefore, it is necessary
to assess carefully the viability of any plan for such large-scale
evacuation.

Generally, electric power companies are reluctant to disclose
information on the safety measures of their nuclear plants.
Disclosing information could be inconvenient if accident
occurs. The government therefore needs to have an effective
system for critical assessment of the safety of nuclear power
plants by independent experts. The ability of the Nuclear
Safety Commission needs to be enhanced significantly. The
Nuclear and Industrial Safety Agency needs to be separated
from the Ministry of Economy, Trade and Industry as it

take
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premature and was only to assuage
public sentiment. The result has been
counter -productive as no details have
been provided on how to achieve the
AEAT CA80o
ture

running nuclear power plants needs to be re-looked. At present,
electric utilities run these facilities. It may be worth-
considering if government takes over by nationalising the
facilities or a new entity be created to handle the business. If
shutting down the nuclear plants is the final option, such a
decision would impact greatly on the local governments by
way of loss of revenue as well as job loss for the locals. Since
decommissioning a reactor will take 20 to 30 years, the
government can make a long-term plan to review its energy

policy. The government needs
assess the safety of reactors.
v
CONCLUSIONS ad

If phasing out nuclear reactors is the preferred choice in the
long term, Japan needs to move towards a clean energy future.
It needs to find new energy sources for the transition period.
Natural gas can be used for power generation. But it would
emit carbon dioxide and tackling this is another challenge.
Natural gas, however, can be used for micro-power generation
for individual households and buildings and the exhausts heat
could be used to supply hot water. Global natural gas supply is
becoming stable with the development of large-scale projects
to develop shale gas deposits under way in Russia and

In response to the Fukushima disaster, Germany decided to
phase out all of its nuclear power plants over the next 11 years
and looks for a nuclear-free future. Globally, the use of
renewable energy sources is growing rapidly. If the plans in
several countries proceed as schedule, several years from now,
the total capacity of wind power generation facilities is
expected to surpass that of nuclear power plants. If Japan
decides to reduce dependence on nuclear energy, it has to
expand its use of renewable energy sources.

At present, Japan does not
statement of July 13 was premature and was only to assuage
public sentiment. The result has been counter-productive as no
details have been provided on how to achieve the change.
Nuclear power generation has become a major political issue in
Japan. The Fukushima disaster may have provoked calls for
reconsidering the nuclear energy policy within the Japanese
political community but any talks of phasing out, however
slowly, do not seem to be realistic. Japanese economy is
already ailing and it will be throttled if energy denial strategy is
taken too far.
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Special Report

China-Pakistan Nuclear Alliance: An Analysis

Siddharth Ramana
Research Officer, IPCS, New Delhi

|
INTRODUCTION

During the height of the Indo-US nuclear agreement, China
firmly opposed it on grounds of inequitable approach to the
region, thereby arguing that Pakistan too should be given the
same exemptions which India had qualified for. While Chinese
opposition waned during the important Nuclear Suppliers
Group (NSG) waiver to India in August 2008, a sting in the tail
soon followed. In April 2008, China assured Pakistan all help
and support to set up at least four new nuclear power plants to
meet iIits —growing energy d

In order to bypass the strident opposition following the
announcement, China muddied legal waters relating to the
agreement, by arguing that the sales were in fact
—grandfatheredl, under a
signed in 1986. China gained membership of the NSG in 2004,
and therefore it would be bound by the rules and regulations of
the NSG only for agreements signed post 2004. This argument
was unanimously supported by the NSG during its 23-24 June
2011 plenary meeting, clearing the way for the nuclear transfer.
However, what the Chinese cleverly sidestepped was the fact
that their pre-joining declaration to the NSG was to build an
additional reactor for their Chasma 2 power plant, not to build
additional nuclear plants.2

The nuclear agreement with Pakistan has created serious
ripples in the non-proliferation regime, and holds important geo
-strategic implications. This paper, shall elucidate on the China
-Pakistan nuclear relationship, and argue how it furthers
Chinese intent to proliferate beyond South Asia. It highlights
the implications of this relationship on the international
community, and suggests measures to counteract it.

II
CHINA-PAKISTAN RELATIONS: A SHORT
INTRODUCTION

To understand the nuclear alliance between China and
Pakistan, it is also useful to understand the political

041 O1 AAOOOGAT A OEA
tween China and Pakistan, it is also use-

ful to understand the political relation-
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relationship between the two countries. Pakistan was one of the
earliest countries to
becoming only the third country, and the first Muslim country
to recognize the Communist state in 1950. Diplomatic relations
were established the following year in 1951, between Beijing
and the then capital- Karachi.3 However, relations between the
two countries were not entirely cordial, owing to numerous
regional i ssues. These i
Western backed alliances, including South East Asian Treaty
Organization (SEATO) as also of the Central Treaty
Organization (CENTO).4

Significant movement on China-Pakistan relations followed the
China-India border war of 1962, which started a relationship
based on the old premise

The beginning of a

of
percei vabl
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n u India can be based to the developments after the 1962 war and g t g |
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was clearly seen in Chinese support to Pakistan against India,
during the 1965 India-Pakistan war.5 The upswing in China-
Pakistan relations were critically viewed by the United States,
who suspected that weapons sales to Pakistan were being
transferred to China in violation of agreements.

According to US National Security Archives, George C.
Denney, Deputy Director of Intelligence and Research, US
Department of State, wrote a report to Secretary Rusk, titled
—Paki stan and Communi st
4 December 1968. The report alleged that the Pakistani military
had given the Chinese access to US F-104 supersonic fighter
aircraft, in violation of the acceptance agreement with the
Pentagon, and in exchange for which, the Chinese provided
interest free loans to Pakistan.7 The fissures which such a
revelation should have caused were mitigated by the fact that
the new Nixon administration viewed Pakistan as important,
owing precisely to its growing relations with China.

Pakistan‘s wutility for Chi
military ruler Yahya Khan, played a constructive role in
progressing China-US relations, pushing for US National
Security Advisor Henry
when tensions in then East Pakistan were on the rise, which
culminated in the famous visit of President Richard Nixon to

EanRAO Al 1T EAT AA AAZ

The appreciation for Paki
letter by Chinese leader Zhou Enlai to Yahya Khan, who wrote
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safeguard state sovereignty
Regional geopolitics, particularly the fear of involving the both
the superpowers in a conflic
response and resulted in Pak
to take the form of nuclear cooperation, especially in the
aftermath of the Indian nuclear test of 1974.

111
CHINA-PAKISTAN NUCLEAR REACTIONS

Chinese-Pakistani nuclear cooperation began in 1971. Pakistan
Prime Minister Zulfiqar Ali Bhutto had famously remarked in
the aftermath of the I ndian
bomb, we will eat grass or leaves, even go hungry, but we will
get one of our own. I8 Zul f
reveals that 1976 was the inaugural year for China-Pakistani
nuclear cooperation9, with American concerns about this
cooperation following suit.

Talks between US Secretary of State Henry Kissinger and
Bhutto during this period, discussed the nuclear cooperation
between the two countries, however, the focus was on nuclear
reprocessing; uranium enrichment was not yet a concern.10 In
1986, a formal treaty outlining the nuclear cooperation between
the two states was signed. 1986 is also significant, since it
came at the height of the Cold War conflict in Afghanistan, and
therefore, an ideological battle for influence in the region was
being fought by the two superpowers. Pakistan recognized its
frontline role in being the vanguard for the Islamic world
against Communism, following which President Zia ul Haq
rhetorically declared the f
is our right to obtain technology. And when we acquire this
technology the I slamic world

C

The 1986 treaty, as mentioned, was the formalization of a
robust nuclear transfer which was already underway between
the two countries. According to letters written by Dr. Abdul
Qadeer Khan, the father of
nuclear cooperation between the two countries is documented
as early as 1982.

F

In his letters, he cited the case of a Pakistani military C-130
which left the Chinese city of Urumgqi with enough weapons-
grade uranium for two atomic bombs12. The yield for these
weapons is estimated at 20-25KT.13 The official patronage
given to this relationship can be established when he wrote

—Upon my personal request,
gifted us 50 kilograms of weapon-grade enriched
uranium. Il (sic)l4 Additional/l

develop the nuclear weapons. These letters are corroborated by
American journalist Bill Gertz, who in 1996, wrote that
Chinese diplomats refused i
answerll to queries about nuc

Cooperation between the two countries steadily increased in
the years following, with substantial transfers occurring in the
decade of 1986-1996. According to media reports during this
period of time, in addition to assisting with the Kahuta nuclear
reactor, the Chinese also transferred tritium gas, which is used
in the manufacture of a hydrogen bomb.16 Beijing also
supplied heavy water (D20) to the safeguarded Kanupp reactor

;e .
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tional obligations were evident during ‘l"
the immediate period after the end of
the Cold War, with Chinese firms acting
as fronts for transferring European
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(originally supplied by Canada) at a rate to make up heavy-
water losses of 2 to 4 per cent a yearl7. It is also believed that
China offered its test facilities at Lop Nor in 1989, to conduct a
Pakistani nuclear test.18 t am
While the international community was increasingly aware of
such transactions, the response to them was limited owing to a
variety of geo-strategic and diplomatic considerations. One of
them was economic; in 1985 the Chinese and US governments
signed a Nuclear Cooperation Agreement (NCA) that, when
enacted, would allow American firms to apply for licenses to
sell nuclear reactors to China. Implementing the agreement on
the US side required the president to certify to Congress that
China was not proliferating nuclear weapons.19 Additionally,
the Pressler Amendment was passed which required the US
government to certify at the start of each fiscal year, that
Pakistan did not possess a nuclear device. The government did
so, since Pakistan was a frontline ally, against the Soviet forces
in operation in Afghanistan.

)ons
On 30 May 1989, American officials questioned Chinese
diplomats over Chinese cooperation with Pakistan; an
unidentified Chinese diplomat denied the allegations, instead
stating that Beijing's accession to the IAEA in 1984 required all
its transactions to be conducted under safeguards.20 It was
largely owing to Chinese efforts that Pakistan was nuclear
weapons capable by 1989 itself. A partial admission was
provided by Former Pakistan Prime Minister Benazir Bhutto in
an interview, when she admitted that a cold test had been
conducted in 1989.21

e |

Despite international scrutiny, in 1991, China agreed to build
the Chashma 300-MW nuclear power reactor for Pakistan. In
order to lend international credibility to this exercise, Pakistan
was asked to sign an IAEA safeguards (limited-scope)
agreement for the reactor at Chashma.22 Significantly, while .
these proliferation rings were being strengthened, China was
not a part of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, and:
therefore not violating its principles. China signed the Nuclear
Nonproliferation Treaty in 1992 and the Comprehensive Test
Ban Treaty in 1995.

pri

V OCa
an. 1
China‘s tactics to violate th
evident during the immediate period after the end of the Cold
War, with Chinese firms acting as fronts for transferring
European technology to Pakistan. This was highlighted in an
American cable, outlining a Chinese ploy to buy German
cooling equipment for reactors to supply Pakistan, for use in its
Chasma reactors. A similar attempt earlier was rebuffed by
Germany, when it was disclosed that Pakistan was to be the

Nuclear South Asia 11



Khan's dealings with the coun
followed a whitepaper on non-proliferation which the Chinese

(Proliferation links to China have alleg- government released, which strengthened its case to an
. . . . international audience.
edly influenced major international pol-
Since the initiation of discussions on the Indo-US nuclear

ICY matters in the international Stage' o agreement began in 2005, China took an active interest in the

regional implications for its strategic partner, and opposed the
agreement on grounds that it is not equitable, and favored a

end recipient.23 Similarly, further attempts at proliferation similar NSG exemption for Pakistan. When the international
were seen in 1995, when 5,000 specially designed ring magnets communi ty expressed their- res
from the China Nuclear Energy Industry Corporation (CNEIC), proliferation record (based on inputs that Dr. Khan had further
were sold to an un-safeguarded Pakistani nuclear facility.24 proliferated Chinese designs to Libya, North Korea and Iran),

China took it upon itself to strengthen its nuclear relationship
China denied any such transfers, with a Chinese Foreign with Pakistan. It was here that the grandfather nuclear clause
Ministry spokesman <call i ng twasinvoked. i n t

with US officials, China eventually privately admitted that the
sale had taken place, but argued that China should not be

penalized for two reasons. First, China insisted that CNEIC had | AY

arranged the sale without the knowledge or consent of the UNDERSTANDING CHINA’S NON-PROLIFERATION

central government. Second, China argued that the ring VIEWS

magnets were not magnetized, and the Nuclear Suppliers

Group (NSG) Trigger List only covers ring magnets China has traditionally viewed multilateral control regimes to

magnetized at a specific tolerance.25 China escaped punitive be discriminatory and a means of control over third world

measures with a warning, after it publicly reiterated its states by western power s. —Ev

commitment to the Non-Proliferation Treaty. non-proliferation regimes, however, the Chinese leadership
professed an opposition to nuclear weapon states sharing the

It can be argued that the mid nineties, should have seen a shift bomb with non-nuclear weapon states and proclaimed that

in China‘“s f oc usprolifaratiom,respesialllg e rChi na woul d assi st ot her coun

since it was the period of but not weapons programs. 2@l e

ambitions were coming to the fore, however, while China

expressed concern over its Eastern neighbor, its proliferation China‘s progression into acce,

activities continued Westwards. According to a report by the and gaining membership to them in contemporary times reflect

CIl A Director, published i n Jits progression in policy, wherein it accepts some of the)r i m

source of nuclear-related equipment and technology to elements of the international order which gives legitimacy to its

Pakistan, during the second status as a great power30. Its interest in maintaining non-2 € r a

continued into the late 1990s, culminating with alleged proliferation double standards is linked to its great power

assistance to Pakistan in its response to the Indian nuclear test status, especially one as being the sole accepted nuclear power

of 1998. in Asia.31

According to former US Air Force Secretary Thomas Reed, It also ties into the strategic outlook of China, on what it deems

suspicions surround the Chi ntobeitsinterests and what it views as inconsequential irritants. t s i

1998. He pointed out that the United States itself took over two For exampl e, it is argued by

weeks to retaliate to a Soviet nuclear test, despite having the Middle East are less vital to China than is East Asia. China has

weapon for years. Therefore, the Pakistani device was a pre- been uncomfortable with the North Korean nuclear efforts and

engineered one, which their scientists had great confidence Beijing shares the desire of the US and Japan that the Korean

in.27 peninsula remainsnon-nucl ear . I 32

Chinese proliferation has not seen periods of low activity, even Former US Air Force Secretary Thomas Reed articulates

during periods of tumultuous developments in the region, China's thinking on prolifer:

including the Kargil Conflict of 1999, during which China —Chi na i n about 1982, under

maintained a neutral position. In the years 2000-2004, Chinese proliferate nuclear technology to communists and Muslims in

entities have been sanctioned by the United States, a total of 50 the third world. They did so deliberately with the theory that if

times. In 2004 alone, 14 Chinese entities were sanctioned a nukes ended up going off in the western world from a Muslim

total of 23 times’ most of which are related to the Iran Non- terrorist, well that wasn't all bad. If New York was reduced to

proliferation act,28 which indicates an upswing of proliferation rubble without Chinese fingerprints on the attack, that left

activity, corresponding with increasing American presence in Beijing as the last man standing. That's what the old timers

West Asia and South Asia. thought . II33 He adds that, whil
of thought, the new generation of Chinese leaders realizes the

In what was intended to be a corrective measure, China joined limitations of such a policy, and has therefore tempered their

the NSG as a full member in 2004, despite revelations of A.Q non-proliferation views.
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Chinese Vice Foreign Minister, Wang Guangya in an op-ed
dated October 16,
policy and
the complete prohibition and thorough destruction of all kinds
of WMD and firmly against the proliferation of WMD and their
delivery systems. For this, China has over the years been an

active participant in internationalnon-p r ol i f er ati oical cul ati ons,

He adds —we have
advocating, encouraging or assisting any other country in
developing weapons of mass destruction and made our
contribution with concrete deeds to the international non-
proliferation process. Il 34
interactions with senior Chinese scholars and former military

officials, the Chinese have continued to maintain their
deniability i n supporting
program.

However, proliferation links to China have allegedly influenced
major international policy matters in the international stage.
One of the regions in addition to South Asia is West Asia. This
can be attributed to the China-US rivalry for resources in the
region, especially since

increasingly dependent on fossil fuels in addition to alternative
energy resources. By proliferating, nuclear and missile
technology, it seeks to leverage against the United States in
these regions. The expectation in Beijing is that the supply of
these materials to the Middle Eastern countries will increase
Chinese influence, thereby reducing American influence.35

\%
WHY PROLIFERATE TO PAKISTAN?

China‘'s proliferation to
objectives of encirclement of India, and a proliferation buffer,
wherein Pakistan in turn further proliferate Chinese nuclear
technology, giving China leeway in investigations.

According to Robert Ross, China continues its support for
Pakistan by supplying nuclear and missile technology because
—China views a <credible

effective way to guarantee the security of its sole ally in
Southern Asia against | ndi
postulated by T.V Paul,
power capabilities to South Asia and thereby constrain New
Del hi*s aspirations to
emergence as a peer-Cc o mpet i t or in Asi
predominant position in the region. However, if acute conflict
and an intense arms race between India and Pakistan persist,
India would continue to be bracketed with its smaller regional
rival Pakistan and

Proliferation to Pakistan, also offers China a certain leeway in
their doctrinal stance of No First Use, since Pakistan does not
subscribe to that element. China can make use of its proxy in
instigating a nuclear conflict in South Asia, wherein the
affected parties would be Pakistan and India, with China
attempting to emerge unscathed.38 For China, using Pakistan as
an extended deterrence proxy was much more practical than
merely extending its nuclear umbrella onto Pakistan. This

not wi t h

would likely explain the Chinese aversion to Pakistani Foreign
Minister, Shamshad Ahmed's re

2 0 Pdliferat®n u nuclear protection should India attack.39
pra@bithaehasstansi

While growing Indian aspirations in the region are clearly
opposed by China, the original reason for the Sino-Pak
relationship was | argely econo
Pakistan was not
the Atlantic and the Indian Ocean It was to be the route for

st eadf as t Chinese access to Middle Eastern oil, and resources to Africa,1 0 t

and therefore there was a need to build upon an economic and
military relationship with the country.40 This argument is
bolstered through the fact that China has been deeply involved

in building of a deep water naval port at Gwadar,l 0 Or
Balochistan,41 and has consistently advocated Pakistan as a
trans-national corridor for Middle Eastern energy transport to
| its mainland.42 zati
The nature of the China-Pakistan military/nuclear alliance

makes it beneficial for China to extend its nuclear-proliferation

tentacles worldwide through proxies; thereby holding a level of
plausible deniability in international forums. This is
exemplified in the case of proliferation rogue states of North

C h Korea, Iran and Libya, wherein Chinese nuclear components 0 me s

have been found, courtesy the proliferation ring run by A.Q
Khan Laboratory®s. 43 Therefor
scapegoat for any eventual international sanction, gambling on

Paki st astrategc ingp@tance for furthering its own

interests beyond the region.

VI
IINTERNATIONAL IMPLICATIONS OF ALLIANCE

A consequence of the China-Pakistan nuclear trade has been
further proliferation from Pakistan to additional states, thereby at e
weakening the non-proliferation regime, and indirectly
furthering Chinese strategic interests in these countries. The
implications for regional peace and stability in South Asia are
also critical, since Pakistan continues to hold ambiguous red
lines on its nuclear doctrine, allowing it to extend a nuclear
umbrella over terrorist groups based in Pakistan, operating

P a against India. mo s
alPakistan‘s nuclear 1links tios Na
t h ¢October 2002, when press reports suggested that nuclear n d i

materials and technology for uranium enrichment were

b e ¢ 0o transferred to North Korea since 1997.44 In July 2011, AQ | nd
a Khan made further revelations on the nuclear trade between

Islamabad and Pyongyang, alleging that $3.5 million was paid
to senior Pakistani officials to facilitate the agreement.45

*EET AG6O0 pPOI 1 EEZAAOAQE
achieves twin strategic objectives of en-
circlement of India, and a proliferation

buffer 6

Nuclear South Asia 13



Collaboration with North Korea for missiles was acknowledged
by Benazir Bhutto, who said
Khan told me we could get their (missile) technology (so) that
we can compare (it) to our own. So I took (it) up with Kim Il
Sung..December 93 | tal ked
cash, they needed money and so it was done for cash, with no
exchange of nuclear technology. Exchanging nuclear technology
for missiles was never even

It remains unclear whether the government was in the know
about nuclear transactions. However, the spread of the network
to countries including Libya, Iran and allegedly to Myanmar,
make it difficult to accept that the Pakistani government or
Army headquarters was completely unaware of these
transactions. Especially in the realm of nuclear transfers to
North Korea, as pointed earlier, China would have been aware
of the ongoing transfers, owing to the sensitivity of its interests
there. The fact that China did not broach this topic with
Pakistan, and on the contrary continued its nuclear relationship
with Pakistan, leads this author to believe that China tacitly
approved of these transfers. Similarly, the implications of
Pakistan furthering Chinese products to West Asia can be seen
in how Pakistan is trying to play both sides of an ideological
divide, by having contributed to the Iranian nuclear program,
and having a suspected tie up with Saudi Arabia to arm them
with nuclear warheads t00.47

I n an interview, A. Q. Khan
in acquiring nuclear technology, we will be a strong bloc in the

diplomacy the Chinese had to engage in to get this agreement
passed.

The ominous implications of such an alliance on non-

1 proliferation are risks of a nuclear umbrella to terrorist groups, 1 S

and an unconventional arms race. Therefore, the impact on geo-
strategic considerations is grave. If the international community

ra,

cannot work effectively in imposing international law against || 4 6

what are perceived to be impenetrable defenses, the old proverb
of — f you can‘t beat them
tables.

Because of its proximity to this alliance, the immediate
concerned country is India. It would therefore be prudent for
India to put China on notice by strengthening its alliance with
the United States and Chi
Japan, Vietnam and Taiwan, especially in the nuclear areas, and
securing a nuclear alliance, similar to the China-Pakistan
nucl ear alliance, with
unabated support for proliferation.

By pushing forward for a nuclear agreement with Japan, it
would be a twin benefit for India, who can then get access to
further nuclear technology which is denied to it under present
regimes, and would also open a new front in its rivalry with
China. Furthermore, the blessing of the United States to this
alliance, will ensure that any Chinese reaction is measured, lest
lin invokes further American involvement in Asia. The same
holds true for Vietnam, which is presently in talks with the
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region to counter i nt ernat i United States for a nuclear agreement, which would provide it t
nucl ear capability wi || n e I with enriched Uranium.52

having been associated with the nuclear program, would be well

aware of the strategic implications of the ideological divide I f the international communi
between Saudi Arabia and Iran. It is alleged that Saudi Arabia nucl ear obstinacy, and | ran
also played a role in supporit wi || drive home a renewae
return for an extended nuclear umbrella against Iran. This is the  present nuclear waiver to Pakistan should be tied to increased
reason argued for Paki st a#m’ ¢scrutiny of its nuclear facilities, including nuclear watchdog o d u
cater for its own demands, and those for West Asian access to A.Q Khan, to further unravel the suspicions which

deterrence.49 The Chinese ambivalence in pushing for sanctions
on Iran, and its missile transfers to Saudi Arabia, add to these
suspicions of collaboration.50

VII
WHAT CAN BE DONE ABOUT THIS ALLIANCE

With decades having been lost, the China-Pakistan alliance, and
its further expansionism is increasingly being accepted as fait
accompli by countries across the globe. Despite initial
opposition to another blatant violation to the Nuclear Non-
Proliferation regime, in the form of the grandfathered
agreement, the Nuclear Suppliers Group acqueisance to the
agreement reflects a deflated hope for traditional norms of non-
proliferation to be applied.

Jabin Jacob, an India based China analyst, argues that the

American approval to the nuclear agreement is among other
things —symptomatic of the

hand vissavi s China since the gl
fact that China decided not to bring up the discussions of
grandfathering at the preceding NSG meeting held in
Christchurch, is probably indicative of the elongated backdoor

14 July-September 2011

surround Pakistan's
for this would have been for the IAEA to approve additional
protocols as a requirement for any future reactor sales to any
country. These protocols provide for —f r e e
including attended and unattended transmission of information
generated by Agency containment and/or surveillance or
measurement devices. 53 Thi
access to real-time information generated by its on-site
surveillance devices rather than by physically accessing that
information after inspecting the safeguarded site.

A factor which has contributed to non-proliferation has been
continued delays in moving towards sincere disarmament
measures. A definitive measure forward on disarmament will
weaken the Chinese position, which can help have a domino
effect across the countries which desire nuclear weapons.
Therefore, the upcoming NPT review conference in 2015 will
require stringent time bound measures which can strengthen the

( hands of non-proliferation advocates. 2
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Commentary

Iran’s Climb Down:
The Quixotic Backdrdop

Abhijit Iyer-Mitra
Research Officer, IPCS, New Delhi

Iran‘s seemingly conciliator ?"er Sines Aénpadmslqd Waé U % S\Kgi by 6haanﬁ‘ garligy y 4
i nspectionl of nuclear faci f) rItueng
i mmedi ately opinions from t go%eA@TtOl bh%lﬁ arfeq, y§erma{1mlts Bl ayi
tacticl; and some other ana ICS’/”@SEI% thec“‘l’“’“aﬂ’i“" gniial clecfjog, and §s well awarg of 7
UN sanctions have begun to pinch and panic has set in. The the political irrelevance reserved for past presidents this may
assert.i very well be Ahmadinejad's st

on t-doantis a letayanp tactc is dullidrons b
since the question arises - delaying against what? Military action
doesn‘t seem i mminent and i
sanctions seems muted. The economic argument similarly is
nothing new since the Iranian economy has been in the
doldrums for a long time and has learnt to deal/circumvent
these. Analyzing some seemingly unrelated quixotic moves
coming out of Tehran may on the other hand provide some clues

as to what is happening.

What are these quixotic moves? To begin with Iran decided to
haul Russia, its main arms supplier and prime defender against
harsher sanctions to International arbitration over the non-supply
of the previously contracted S-300 missile systems. And if that
was not enough on 8 September,
President Ahmadinejad decided to
openly call for its closest ally - the
Assad regime - to end its crackdown on

AAntagonizing Russia - if
Ahmadinejad pursues to its

effectively eroding the value of Iranian diplomatic assets to

ve a po hali ind for hig sucge —andery
Iﬁ?ltamezrfelw etdhi;sqiaﬁigﬂr 1nsf§kftle I%Irglse f and thegclﬁétrgys Ide
from accountability. Yes the clergy can prevent the president
from doing anything constructive, but evidently they cannot
prevent him from being destr uc
end game?

Antagonizing Russia - if Ahmadinejad pursues to its logical
conclusion - would kill two birds with one stone. It would
remove | ran'‘s short term secu
and diplomatic aid) and signi
insurance (Russian nuclear technology and fuel — so critical to
Il ran‘s bomb effort).
to Syria be burnt, decades worth of
effort that has gone into making
Hezbollah a potent tool of Iranian
foreign policy would go down the

csuzoflselr?a > eppostt] 0|O(\Z}]\IC&|"@9I1C;‘UET>N)‘9 .(.i VYOUl‘drk,ﬂl ~ \d ' a_i NS b’u tA . ?\I so ¢ Io
OxT AEOAO x EOQOEvrl foyke fog gyfpofiryAand §
Hauling Russia to arbitration and §ssent1als. A weakened Assad th§refore
rhetorically stabbing its closest ally — . 15 a catastrophg for Iran. Whll? th.e
Syria, in the back both bear the Ahmadinejad stamp of approval. genesis of the rupe'e-f‘or-qll' a'lgr'eem'ent is hard to determine if
The enormity of this action should not be underestimated. this was an Ahmadinejad initiative, it marks a rather dang_erous
precedent for Il ran‘s prime sol

Russia is possibly the only buffer Iran has against both military
action and harsher sanctions. Bilaterally for now, all the cards
are in Russia‘s hands, be i
Bushehr reactor, shielding Iran from harsher sanctions and
possibly in the future vetoing any resolution calling for the use
of force against Il ran.
come online however, the equation changes, since nuclear
deterrence is a far more persuasive tool against military actlon

than any UNSC veto. Similar
foremost ally not just In
—Shia Arcl dreams come true,I

busting — especially military equipment. Antagonizing both
these countries then is an inexcusable self goal for a country that
feels vulnerable and
of friends is small, and its propensity to bargain or manoeuvre
next to non-e Xi st ent wi t hout said
president has still chosen to go ahead with the pointless
antagonization of these allies. So what is Ahmadinejad up to?

isolate%esoKun

is relatively stable, other countries that leverage this agreement

£ (RO @YD QO VRIIRR Y 9L RYP SARlF cuengies e | |
strong economies. The net result elng that along with
destroying Ilran' mo st i mport

On ¢ e Ahpadigejad has alswi;dcthe grognds fomssoefl%% A hopg & g i 1
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Commentary

North Korea and the Six Party Talks

To or Not To Resume?

Ankita Shree
Research Intern, IPCS, New Delhi

international assistance to tide over the crisis for which d

The Democratic People‘s Repu X ¢ ks h b d ou
of Six Party Talks in April 2009 following United Nation resumption  of = talks as ccome mandatory.

Security Council (UNSC) condemnation of its attempted The economy unviable at the best of times has become even
_satellite launchl 't dec]| gmore precipice ever since 2006 when DPRK pulled out of

stocks and restrict inspections of its nuclear sites, since then all multinational talks on grounds of p reserving {ts .nuclear

attempts to resume the talks have failed. Recently, however, arsenals. The New York Times on the basis of sat.elhte imagery

DPRK signalled a willingness to resume talks during visits by has reported that .thrfre out every four fagtory in DPRK has

its Vice Foreign Minister Kim Kae-gwan to the US and Kim b,e en ,Shut dqwn. Smkn,lg of the Cheonan ship has Worsene,d Fhe

Jong 1I to Russia, but refused to meet the preconditions set by situation as it has deprived DPRK of a further US$33,3 million

t he US and Republic Of Kor (annual trade of seafood sales and other exports which it used to i ts
nucl ear programme |t rat her &t from ROK. Further depreciation in the Won and growing —rec
six party talks Wi t hout bre need for trade and energy have also compelled DPRK to revise at e "‘

article explores what are the persisting major hindrances to
resumption of these talks? What has compelled the DPRK to
signal its willingness to resume talks and what could be its
future implications?

There are many obstacles in the way
of resumption of the Six Party
Tal ks. DPRK"® s
proliferation and nuclear sabre
rattling is foremost. Excluding
nuclear issues from the ambit of pre-
conference, bilateral, preparatory
sessions has further resulted in
grave scepticism amongst ROK and
its allies. DPRK has always
maintained ambiguity in its nuclear
status to maximize its bargaining
power vis-a-vis negotiating partners. While this kind of
diplomacy yielded some temporary results for DPRK, in the
long run it has proved to be an obstacle for the talks. Rising
tensions between the DPRK
attack on DPRK's ship, f ol
warship Cheonan and the attack on Yeonpeong Island have
further diminished the possibility of resumption of these talks.
DPRK's sudden willingness t
optimistic future. Rather, such willingness seems to be enforced
by the international isolation of DPRK and must be measured
against reports of major food crisis and floods that have once
more plagued DPRK's |
problem in DPRK since the 1990s, when it had temporarily
overcome the disaster mainly due to international and especially
American assistance.

The DPRK has not received any aid since it walked out of the

talks. In addition, the floods have caused large scale
displacement and disruption which has compelled DPRK to seek
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its stand and made it give indications for resumption of the
talks.

Economic crises are well known to lead political instability and
with Kim Jong-Il terminally ill and the succession not firmly

_ settled the instability might get
X E Worke | futL@
need on the part of DPRK to
strengthen its ties with other
economies of the world for which
resumption of talks is the key. In
this context, the DPRK views
Russia and the
of China (PRC) to be the major
stake hgolders and DPRK has made_
dssvfanbesAd RBubeAveid. Bhd
Hindu indicated that joint exercises
may have been linked to concrete
assurances by Kim Jong-il to Medvedev to this effect.

a

C
compulsions and even if the talks are resumed they are highly

unlikely to yield any res
nuclear programme. As Daniel Pinkston of the International

o Crisis Group points out that if DPRK had any intention of
denuclearization, it had several options to signal such an intent
- either by announcing compliance with international non-
proliferation norms especially United Nations Resolution 1540,
or by freezing its programme pending a safety review. Analysts
are also sceptical about the Kim Jong-Il regime ever giving up
its nuclear status or programme. They believe if it ever
intended to denuclearize it would largely be self initiated and
not a result of international pressure per se. In such a scenario
the talks become a futile exercise.
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Commentary

Nuclear Security Summit 2012:
The Challenges Ahead

Siddharth Ramana
Research Officer, IPCS, New Delhi

The Washington Nuclear Security Summit in 2010 brought
international consensus on the issue of nuclear terrorism.
Primary focus during the last Summit was on eliminating Highly
Enriched Uranium (HEU) stockpiles, which underlines one of
the arguments that nuclear disarmament advocates. As the
Summit prepares for its second meeting, the threat posed by
nuclear terrorism remains predominant and three interrelated
nuclear safety and security aspects can be discussed.

Nuclear Terrorism: Insider Threats and Safety

The Nuclear Security Summit 2012 in Seoul, South Korea, will
be held in a region that has faced disturbing nuclear
developments including the Fukushima disaster in Japan. The
Fukushima disaster publicized the damages caused by a nuclear
accident. Terrorist groups celebrate the publicity that
accompanies the damage caused by their actions, and therefore,
while Fukushima was a natural disaster, the fears of nuclear
terrorism perpetuated especially by insider threats, have gained
greater concern.

Instances of mischievous activity in nuclear
installations have been reported worldwide
with varying fatality. They have however
merited the lowest incident rating concern
level. Although the foucs post Fukushima has
been to assess seismic damage to nuclear
reactors, the continued threat posed by insider access to nuclear
plants and facilities continues to remain of vital concern. For
example, Kenneth N Luongo of the Arms Control Association
highlights that different countries hold different operational
standards of security clearances for nuclear facilities and no
standardized approach to nuclear security exists. While technical
guidelines are governed by the TAEA, the pressing need is to
strengthen individual security facilities at all installations where
highly radioactive substances are located. This would include
laboratories, hospitals, and other facilities where such substances
can be found.

Nuclear Proliferation

While the main focus of the Summit is on nuclear safety and
security, there is an additional underlying theme of the
elimination of nuclear weapons stockpiles to further minimize
the threats posed. Developments in East Asia and North Africa
highlight the failure of the international community in
advocating this measure. North Korea, for example, has shown
that it cannot be conventionally deterred anymore, after it sank
the South Korean naval ship Cheonan, and shelled Yeonpyeong
Island in 2010. It has even threatened to test a nuclear device
later this year, possibly in response to being kept out of the 2012

OThe threat posed by nuclear
terrorism remains predomi-
nant 8 O

Summit.

Similarly, sustained NATO action against Libya in 2011, after
it voluntarily gave up its nuclear weapons programme,
underlines the vaunted deterrence capabilities through
acquisition of nuclear weapons. Consequently, an increase in
states producing fissile materials will flood the already existing
high stockpiles of these resources, which returns to the focal
point of the Summit: safety and security. Tellingly, there have
been three cases of nuclear fuel being held for ransom.

Global Nuclear Disarmament: For a Better Future

As per figures released by the International Panel on Fissile
Material, 1,670 tonnes of HEU exist worldwide. Over 95 per
cent is divided between the US and Russia, and worldwide
stock of separated weapons grade plutonium is about 500
tonnes, of which again Russia and the US have the largest
amounts. Only a fraction of this nuclear material is needed to
produce a nuclear weapon, and therefore, if smuggled to a
rogue state, the threat of a nuclear conflict increases.
Consequently, nuclear security
cannot be de-linked from the larger
objective of moving towards Global
Zero.

The US was understandably wary of

pushing countries on the contentious
issue of fissile material in Washington, since it was then
battling domestic opposition to the New START agreement
with Russia. The passage of the treaty in December 2010, and
the present economic crisis in the US, however, presents
opportunities for it to lead from the front. The United States
should focus its defense spending on warhead and delivery
system upgradation, while simultaneously securing its national
interests by working with the international community in
securing nuclear materials worldwide, instead of the current
situation where it is pursuing cost cutting in nuclear security.
Given that America usually leads, presumably other major
powers would follow.

Conclusion

The Nuclear Security Summit in Seoul presents opportunities to
learn from the developments in the region where it would be
hosted. The interrelation between the three aforementioned
aspects indicates that focus is not limited to nuclear terrorism
alone; there are also pressing concerns of nuclear proliferation
and global disarmament, which could possibly widen the ambit
of all future Nuclear Security Summits.
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Commentary

India’s Nuclear Doctrine:
Contextualizing Deterrence

AlanKkrita Sinha
Research Officer, IPCS, New Delhi

The Indian Nuclear Doctrine rests heavily on the conceptual
framework of nuclear deterrence, which is suited to the security
environment of the Cold War era and is very different from the
South Asian context. Thi s
imperatives and the adopted conception of nuclear deterrence
may have arisen because |
the aftermath of the international backlash post the 1998
Pokhran 1II tests. Hence, at the systemic level, India attempted to
justify the nuclear tests by projecting a more defensive nuclear
stance to evade being labeled an international belligerent. In
doing so, India not only diluted the efficacy of its nuclear
deterrence, but also sacrificed its conventional one at the altar of
misguided moral pretence.

South Asia: A Unique Paradigm?

Nuclear deterrence worked well for super-power rivalry during
the Cold War because it was engineered to deal with threats
which existed then. However, this is

not so in the South Asian context.
South Asia is characterised by three )
nuclear neighbours with unresolved
territorial claims and ethnicities that
spill over territorial borders.
Geographical proximity, along with
the geopolitics of the region, implies

t hat _threat' t o
adversarial states. For example, a major threat for India since
independence has been the tactical use of non-state actors as a
part of its adversaries
strategy undertaken by adversarial states has given rise to
prolonged low-intensity conflicts between India and these states.
The Cold War conceptualization of nuclear deterrence is not
tailored to address either the question of non-state actors or that
of low-intensity conflicts. Therefore, the framework which is
supposed to guide I ndia's
consider the myriad possibilities that exist today.

Identifying Loopholes: The Divide between Conventional
and Nuclear Deterrence

I ndia‘s nuclear doctrine
Cold War premises of nuclear deterrence, but does not
adequately contextualize it within the Indian security
environment . Loophol es i n
because of this. Nuclear deterrence is supposed to deter
adversarial states, not non-state actors. A nuclear deterrent
prevents inter-state conflicts, not low-intensity conflicts.
However, the South Asian scenario is characterised by both
these anomalies. It is because of this fact that the mere western
conceptualization of nuclear deterrence is not enough in the
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South Asian context. Adopting the Cold War conception of
nucl ear deterrence, wi t hout f
environment, divides deterrence into two clinical categories,

d i conventional and nuclear. We as a state are expected to deter 5 e ¢

an adversary who relies on nuclear deterrence as an
enhancement of their conventional capability; while our g f -
deterrence hinges on pure retaliatory purposes and that too only

if we are first attacked by a nuclear weapon. As a result, India

ends up diluting its nuclear deterrence as well as conventional
deterrence.

Cases to this point are the 1999 Kargil incident and the 26/11
terror attacks-i ntTemrmanetdy acco naf |
Kargil incident highlights how this division between
conventional deterrence and nuclear deterrence abetted the
failure of Indian deterrence as a whole. Moreover, even when
the 26/11 terror attack was traced back to a particular state,
India held back from even an
offensive conventional posture.
clearg A
rrlgg @eA O
low-intensity conflict and sponsoring
{Brrorism, nor was our conventional
deterrence equipped with handling a

sover ei gnt nuclear adversary using sub-conventional means. As these, fr

conflicts form the bedrock of present day divergences in South
Asi a, the credibility of I

‘ o v e by the categorical division between nuclear and conventional. 7 @

Therefore, India‘s nuclear do
in which nuclear deterrence strengthens its overall deterrence

by first taking into consideration the realities of its security
environment.

India’s Nuclear Deterrence: Incredulity of Credibility qui

Conventional wisdom suggests that both credibility and
capability form equal parts of the nuclear threat on which
nuclear deterrence rests. India has to realise that the credibility

of its nuclear threat is continuously being challenged by the
lack of an effective contextualizing of its nuclear doctrine .
Moreover, it pre-supposes a clinical divide between
conventional deterrence and nuclear deterrence. Therefore,
nuclear deterrence as envisaged in the Indian nuclear doctrine

is not tailored to fit the reality of security challenges that

pl ague I ndi a, but is rather i
challenges into a framework which is as alien to India now as it

was back when _nucl ear deterr
coined. The idea of _nuclear c
-edged sword for India, one which is as much pointed towards

itself as it is pointed towards an adversary.



Commentary

India-ROK Nuclear Cooperation

Is It a Win-Win Situation?

Pranamitra Baruah
Researcher, IDSA, New Delhi

The India-Republic of Korea (ROK) civil nuclear cooperation
agreement was signed on 25 July during President Pratibha
Patil*s visit to Seoul
President Lee Myung Bak hoped that it would demonstrate the
strong strategic partnership between the two countries.

Discussion on a civil nuclear cooperation agreement was
initiated for the first time during Indian Foreign Minister SM
Krishna“s vVisit to Keren uJbint

f

when the much hyped India-Japan nuclear cooperation
agreement is going through a rough phase. The Fukushima crisis

currently pose major challenges to the proposed Indo-Japanese
nuclear deal. Over the last few years it has became difficult for a
number of western countries to enter the Indian nuclear energy
sector as Japan holds the licenses for critical components of
these reactor designs. French nuclear firm Areva and General
Blactric Cohofthe ($Sieatlieragreed to sbll raiclear reactors to

Ter mindg Ttohkey oda gr edeenceinsti onhitsda ogi ‘e,

Committee Meeting on 17-19 June 2010. At that time, both Il ndi a. However, they faced me
Krishna and his Korean counterpart, Yu Myung-hwan, agreed to support as Japan Steel Works produced reactor vessels used by
launch negotiations on nuclear cooperation. Later, during their both companies. Although in 2008, Japan, as part of the 46-
meeting on the sidelines of the ASEAN Summit in Hanoi in nation Nuclear Suppliers group (NSG), agreed to grant a crucial
October 2010, Indian Prime Minister Manmohan Singh and waiver to India, Tokyo continued to avoid nuclear trade with
President Lee emphasized the necessity to start talks on a civil India because the latter declined to join the NPT.
nuclear deal. This accelerated the process considerably making
possible the conclusion of the agreement within a year. I ndia‘s ambitious plan to exp:

= . capacity to 63,000 megawatts by 2032
The agreement seems to put both India Oro Indla’ The ROK would necessitates concluding agreements
and Kor eawiinn® asi_t vwiarts'éﬁ/é as Q&ﬁéaper nuclear with uranium-rich and technologically
the last few years, to ensure energy advanced countries. South Korea
security, India has signed nuclear Supp]ier and provide analter- currently is the wo
agreements with a number of countries, . . nuclear exporter, including nuclear
including the US, Russia, France, Canada Native chain for nuclearreac- technol ogy. The saf
and the UK. South Korea is the ninth . nuclear plants is very impressive and
country to join the list. The agreement tors and Components.o the TAEA has made highly positive
would help the ROK in getting access to evaluations of them. South Korea also
I ndia‘“s civil nucl ear ener gy proved itsrcapability by corhpetingavith countries like France for

a massive nuclear deal worth $20 billion in the UAE and

The ROK, with its twenty nuclear plants, currently generates 35 winning it in December 2009. To India, The ROK would serve
per cent of its electricity needs. It is keen to export its nuclear as a cheaper nuclear supplier and provide an alternative chain
technology to fast developing countries like India. Seoul also for nuclear reactors and components. The agreement of 25 July
aims to export as many as 80 nuclear reactors to various wi || al so reinforce I ndia‘s de
countries by 2030. The nuclear deal will provide the South Supplementary Compensation (CSC).
Korean companies a framework to participate in the former
ongoing nuclear expansion programme. India now has 20 power The India-Korea nuclear agreement could also help New Delhi
-generating nuclear reactors. It plans to build about 40 more by di pl omatically. So far, I ndi a

2032. The agreement would facilitate South Korea to join
countries like Russia, France and the US in these projects. In
August 2009, the state-run Korea Electric Power Corporation
(KEPCO) struck a MoU with Nuclear Power Corporation of
India Ltd (NPCIL) for bilateral cooperation on technical
exchange of data and experience. KEPCO has expressed interest
in exporting to India its APR-1400 (Advanced Pressurized
Water Reactor). The new deal would certainly make it smooth
for KEPCO as well as other such Korean companies to enter the
Indian market.

India will also benefit from the agreement, especially at a time

Asian countries have been very limited. With the help of the
deal, India could expand its civilian nuclear network in that
region and subsequently conduct better nuclear diplomacy. Both
India and Korea have the potential to emerge as the leaders of
the next generation of nuclear energy. Democratic values shared
by both the countries might help them in becoming role models
in the field of civil nuclear cooperation. The recent deal could
also be instrumental in bringing them closer in economic and
strategic fields. Seoul ‘s
with India would certainly usher a new era in India-Korea
relations.

‘
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Commentary

NSG Guidelines:
Possible Implications for India

Pradeepa Viswanathan
Research Intern, IPCS, New Delhi

The decision of the Nuclear Suppliers Group (NSG) on 23-24
June 2011 to strengthen guidelines on the transfer of sensitive
enrichment and reprocessing technologies concerns countries
which are non-NPT members, and those who have not adopted
TIAEA full scope safeguards. India fits both criterions, but was
depending on the _clean
bypass these norms.

What is ENR technology and why is it vital for India?
Enrichment and Reprocessing (ENR) technology is a part of
the comprehensive nuclear fuel cycle. Enrichment is the
process by which uranium is refined for use either for energy or
military purposes depending on the percentage of purity.
Reprocessing or separation of spent fuel is undertaken to make
it safe but also to extract by-product isotopes for other civil or
military applications. ENR technology therefore can be used to
manufacture highly enriched uranium (HEU) or separate
plutonium, both of which are fissile
materials required for building a
nuclear weapon. It is primarily this
weaponization possibility which has
led to tightened guidelines over
transfer of ENR technology.

India is among the few countries to

possess an indigenous ENR

capability. However, it still requires access to advanced ENR
technology. Given the target to expand its nuclear energy
production from the current 3 per cent to an ambitious 25 per
cent by the year 2050 to meet its growing energy demand, the
import of these sensitive technologies will save India the cost
of constructing advanced indigenous ENR facilities.

How do the guidelines affect Indian interests?
Technological implications:

It would be an aberration to suggest that the guidelines put
I ndia‘s nuclear interests
the guidelines restrict the transfer of ENR technology they do
not affect the commerce relating to nuclear reactors (including
their fuel supplies) or
recycle spent fuel. Second, the NSG not being a formal
organization, its guidelines are not legally binding. So member
states have the flexibility to deal individually with issues
relating to nuclear commerce.

This right became evident
major nuclear technology partners, the United States, Russia
and France, affirming bilateral commitments to take

20 July-September 2011
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precedence over the renewed guidelines. For instance, US
Secretary of State Hilary Clinton during her India visit had
stated, —Not hing about t
construed as detracting from the unique impact and importance
ofthe US-l ndi a ci vil nucl ear
important, given the willingness of French and Russian
suppliers to look past NSG guidelines to further their trade with
India, and the inability of American firms to rival European
entry into the Indian market.

Political Implications:

Contrary to the technological implications, the guidelines have
succeeded in generating domestic political heat. The Indian
ruling elite has been vulnerable since the details of the Indo-US
nuclear cooperation agreement was tabled in Parliament. The
current ruling simply strains the existing position. Internally,

this issue appears to have
the NSG° and those who fee

> e Aorm ort he
E &tgdictierfg ﬂie s@{rt i
the nuclear deal and the exemptions
provided to India. Anil Kakodkar,
%rlﬂler AhgrnfAn &f ¢he Atomic Energy

ommission, viewed the ruling as a "big
departure, or betrayal of the exemption
NSG had granted India." The latter, led
by the opposition, notabl vy
political leaders against the deal, assert that the government
knew of this impending decision and should have prepared for
it. These groups have stated that not just the citizens but the
Parliament of the country has been misled by the ruling elite as
well.

What could be a possible Indian response?

The decision has more political than technological
consequences for India. The ruling has undermined, on one
hand, the promise of the deal and the exemption leading to
domestic discontent against the Indian Prime Minister, and on
the other, I ndi a“s
‘ A possible I ndia
feature two imperatives: external and internal. Externally, New
Delhi should exert the available leverages in bilateral dealings
with its nuclear partners and internally, it should pursue a more
transparent approach towards securing domestic consensus.
This said, the possible Indian response, whether it takes stock
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the leverages, continues to remain uncertain and unclear.
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Commentary

Understanding Nuclear Power in Singapore:

A Necessity, Not a Choice

Lim Yu Hui
Research Intern, IPCS, New Delhi

The recent Fukushima nuclear disaster puts on the forefront the
issue of the safety of harnessing nuclear energy. Soon after
Fukushima, the Singaporean leadership stepped out to confirm,
once again, that a pre-feasibility study conducted to assess the
suitability of harnessing nuclear power has not been shelved or
cancell ed. I ndeed, Singapore
strong force compelling the Singapore government to at least
consider the possibility of harnessing nuclear power. However,
beyond the obvious issue of energy supplementation, a greater
concern looms above - the enthusiasm that our geographical
neighbours have displayed in exploring the nuclear option and
the positive steps that many of them have already undertaken to
put them firmly on the course of harnessing nuclear power.

Fukushima reminded us of one important fact - a nuclear
disaster affects not only the citizens of one country, because the
transnational effects of a radioactive material leaked into the
oceans and the radioactive plumes snaking into the skies will be
felt thousands of miles away. Indeed, Singaporeans and
Malaysians will be able to vividly replay
how their cities experience a yearly haze
inundation from the fires blazing in |' A C) A U
I ndonesia‘'s forests. One
imagine the panic and hysteria that

more nefarious substances like
radioactive particles emanating from a
power plant accident.

T AAA

It is precisely because Singapore will be at the mercy of its
nei ghbour s activities that
more urgent need than before. Understanding how to build,
operate and maintain a nuclear power plant and building up
local expertise to understand nuclear energy as a science and a
technology will ensure that Singapore can engage its
neighbours in more meaningful ways. Undoubtedly, choosing to
wal k down t he nucl ear path
sovereign right and Singapore certainly has no business telling
its neighbours not to adopt nuclear energy. However, Singapore
may provide expertise, knowledge and support to ensure that
the nuclear facilities constructed in Indonesia, Malaysia,
Vietnam and Thailand meet international safety and security
benchmarks so that the lives of Singaporeans may indirectly be
secured. It may also spearhead regional cooperative regimes to
bring ASEAN partners to a common consensus over safety and
security requirements and to promote regional information-
sharing.

As a regional political and economic organization, ASEAN
must start to take ownership of developing and maintaining a
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ties which makes the stu

would arise if the haze was replaced by nuclear energy a more urgent

Southeast Asian nuclear cooperation platform. The ASEAN
Nuclear Energy Cooperation Sub-Sector and Safety Sub-
Sector Networks are steps in the right direction. ASEAN
members should assist each other in civilian nuclear energy
use and also utilize regional pelatforms to monit({{ nuclear
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Furthermore, an ASEAN network for notifying members of
safety and security incidences is necessary to ensure the timely
dissemination of information when nuclear accidents occur.
The European Community Urgent Radiological Information
Exchange (ECURIE) would be a good model for ASEAN to
study, emulate and improve upon.

It is important for Singapore and ASEAN to recognize that
these broad regional frameworks must be implemented even as
individual countries pursue nuclear energy. The simple fact
remains that the effect of any nuclear incident happening
within any ASEAN country would have immediate adverse
consequences on all members of
x ESEAN. ThA Alose fgeQerapipgE A
- roximity .of ASEAN countries means ~ ~
| A aGadioobie k0 Gduiingn A O E
I’al 361: Y Rtmam will be felt in Malaysia within
y a matter of days, if not hours. Every
sector from agriculture to
~  emanufacturi nd: tourism will be
A Aﬁ?i‘: d ﬁ réli@lctive materials are
released because the world will shun
ASEAN products due to fear
wellbeing hinges, therefore, on the vigilance, transparency,
fgs?solﬁsg%&ess alhi eexpe?tige uoldaYI AéSgN (Q)lﬂ'lt?llés. §t3s"
abundantly clear that even if Singapore decides at the end of
its pre-feasibility study that it would not pursue nuclear
energy, it must still continue to build expertise. Singapore
schools must offer programmes to ensure that there are at least
some professional engineers, physicists, lawyers and doctors
that ive ] ngrlgin)g kn&w‘iz & be I;anlea§ scidndd hfur ent
technology and are ready to respond with advice and counsel
should the country face a nuclear disaster occurring offshore.
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The study of nuclear energy and the building of expertise is a
policy imperative for Singapore. Even if Singapore decides
that nuclear energy is not a feasible choice, it needs to be able
to engage its neighbours who will pursue nuclear energy. This
is only possible if the country possesses sufficient technical
capacity and depth to conduct meaningful engagement. The
simple message is this: start understanding nuclear energy now
so that we will not be confused or befuddled when we face
threats to our safety and lives later.

Nuclear South Asia 21



Commentary

Covert Nuclear Facility in Syria

Ankita Shree
Research Intern, IPCS, New Delhi

Syria was recently the subject of international attention, over its
suspected nuclear weapons program, after the IAEA, in its latest
report, recommended the issue to the United Nations Security
Counci l (UNSC) . Syria‘s nu
following an Israeli air-strike on a suspected nuclear facility at
Dair Alzour in 2007. The IAEA in its findings buttressed
Western claims, concluding that Syria was indeed developing a
covert nuclear facility. Attempts to punish Syria in the UNSC
were thwarted by Russia and China, who argued that the facility
having been destroyed, the need for punishment had become
redundant. The TAEA, however, called upon Syria to sign an
additional protocol to the NPT, for violating articles 41, 42, and
XII C of the agency statute. These protocols would allow the
agency intrusive inspections at undeclared facilities. This
episode has raised important questions- First, what are the
reasons behind Syria
and what are the regional and international implications of such a
programme? Second, what is the relevance of the NPT in such a
scenario?

Syria‘'s ambitions
fulfilled only by 2020, when a reactor
being built with Chinese assistance goes
critical. The covert weaponization
program however may be dictated by the
Syrian military, which has been a major
stakehol der i n

programme since the 1970s. Though
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community by eliciting overt nu-
clear assistance from the IAEA the signatories are violating the treaty,

The destruction of one of its nuclear facilities does not mean that
Syria‘'s nucl ear
IAEA report, Syria has three more secret sites, similar to Dair
Alzour, where its weaponization developments are taking place.
A US think tank, Institute for Science and International Security
(ISIS) released satellite images of three additional sites which
are functionally related to Al-Kibar. These are located near the
cities of Maysaf, Marj as-Sultan, and Iskandariyah, and all three
are situated in naturally secure locations, or have added security
elements, according to imagery analysis.

Syria‘'s nuclear ambitions
implications. The Middle East has traditionally been a zone of
instability, and the presence of an additional nuclear weapon
state will only aggravate its volatility. Owing to the symbiotic
nature of Syria and Il ran'
spectre of a conjoined nuclear umbrella, which enhances the
chances of direct confrontation with the international
community. Failure to halt such a programme will be a setback
for t he international

Aproli%\ration, ~
OE

This raises concerns about the
relevance of the NPT, especially when

by developing secret nuclear facilities,

gtﬂiﬂ&l, ;R‘ugsia, and covert assis- as seen in the preceding cases of
tance from Iran and

Libya, North Korea and Iran. These

Syria has denied allegations of fears are accentuated by the lowering
developing nuclear weapons, it has T OOE +1 OA A(é tBe technology threshold and the
pl ausi bl e reasons t o do S C connivance of proliferators, such as

adversarial relationship with Israel is a significant one. Others
include the insecurities caused by American presence in the
region, and dwindling Syrian influence in the region, following
its withdrawal from Lebano
action against Li bya wo ul
ambitions, to use its nuclear programme as a survival tool.

Syria played the international community by eliciting overt
nuclear assistance from the IAEA, China, Russia, and covert
assistance from Iran and North Korea. According to a statement
given to the Guardian newspaper, an Israeli advisor suggested
that Syria could produce the plutonium desired by the Iranians.
For this assistance, Syria would get reprocessing technology,
which its nuclear facilities lacked. This claim was earlier
reported in Der Spiegel (June 23, 2008). According to the US
intelligence community, Syrian cooperation with North Korea
began in 1997, with its covert reactor design matching those of
North Korea‘s Yongbyon
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Pakistan, Iran and North Korea, which
lends them to becoming business models for nuclear weapons.
The NPT in such a scenario loses its relevance both as a security

mechanism as well as being a move towards nuclear non-j t g
proliferation. The treaty needs to be revisited and revised to | ¢ | ¢

emerge as an effective mechanism towards international
security.

With Syria presently battling a domestic crisis; international
pressure on President Assad, has forced Damascus to take a
moderate approach with the IAEA. While Syria has ducked a
UNSC censure, the crisis possesses characteristics which can
worsen matters in the future. With serious ramifications for both
Middle East and international security, the Syrian nuclear case
needs to be addressed before it turns into another unstable
nightmare like North Korea or Pakistan.
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Commentary

Why Don’t Nuclear CBMs Work?
Indian and Pakistani Perspectives

Pradeepa Viswanathan
Research Officer, IPCS, New Delhi

As repeated attempts at confidence building remain far from
implementation, this article look into two specific questions.
One, what are the major impediments to nuclear CBMs between
India and Pakistan and second, how similar or different are the
Indian and Pakistani perspectives over these impediments?

What are the impediments to nuclear CBMs?

India and Pakistan have had several CBMs comprising bilateral
agreements, peaceful initiatives and dialogues at Foreign
Minister, Secretary and Joint Secretary levels. However,
implementation of nuclear CBMs continues to be overpowered
by four prime impediments.

The first impediment gains weight from the emotional dimension
of Indo-P a k
misinterpretations and the irregularity of actual dialogue. India-
Pakistan talks have been suspended several times in the last
decade owing to the acts of violence unleashed by proxy actors,
believed to be sponsored by Pakistan.

Second, the involvement of a third party, Q
either as mediator or as conflict manager E
impinges on bilateral negotiations. South

Asia has witnessed the recognized

nucl ear power s, the US and
occasional appearances during periods of escalated tension. This
has further led to lack of concretization of bilateral mechanisms.
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Third, crucial elements of a successful CBM like communication
- creation of hotlines, constraint - pre-notification of military
exercises, transparency - data exchanges and verification - aerial
or on-site inspections, also remain beyond true realization in the
South Asian context.

Fourth, the media
country with wusage of
years of hostility"*,

representation in the symbolic expression of their relationship.
On one hand, sections of the Indian media have preferred to link
every terror attack, home-grown or otherwise, to Pakistan. On
the other hand, Pakistani media and the vernacular press,
highlight I ndi a
policy is driven by enmity and sheer intolerance of its
neighbour.

Understanding Indian and Pakistani perspectives
The impediment which has found resonance in both Indian and
Pakistani perspectives has been the lack of trust between the two

60
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S hegemoni c

neighbours. No doubt, the essential premise of any CBM should

be trust but their successful implementation is certainly not
stalled by this factor alone. According to an Indian strategist
Happymon Jacob, _Sstates ar e
entities and as such the suc
the structures and agreements of peace and cooperation reached
upon by the parties. Another strand of similarity has been in
context of institutionalization of bilateral mechanisms, both as
binding agreements and as nuclear commissions (nuclear risk
reduction centres). Pakistani perspectives on lack of
institutionalization have been linked to the presence of a third
actor. The two countries also unite over the need to continue
with the dialogue process.

rel at i ednesfhiicpi.t * _ Tfreuast Indian and Pakistani perspectives have differed most evidently

over the role of a third party for conflict mediation. While
reports suggest t hat Pakistan
f r i e @hihd to bridge the gap in Indo-Pak relations, Indian
decision makers have stated their disapproval over the presence

of a third party in bilateral negotiations as early as the Simla

- reement 0f..1972. Differences have .
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over pre-notification o allistic

missile tests and cruise missile tests,

| and whether the latter is covered by the 2005 agreement on the

pre-notification of missile tests. Another difference of opinion

among Indian decision-makers exists on whom to and whether

to engage with in Pakistan; the army, the civilian government or
the Taliban directly.
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What next?

While the comparison undertaken brings to light the varied
perspectives in India and Pakistan over the impediments to
successful nuclear confidence building, the fact of these causal

proj ect i orfactorsbeingviciously intertwined with one another complicates ¢ ¢
t efoums the situation. Moreover, some other questions also remain | yx t
e st r a runanswered. If trust is a major impediment, then what explains | ¢

the recurrence of these talks? Will both countries satiate
themsel ves by restricting to
merely wishes CBMs to fulfil its basic function - that of
reducing anxiety in a relationship and eventually making the
behaviour of the other side predictable, then one can spend the ¢ g j
next few decades waiting for the same. But if concrete measures

are to be put in place with regards to clarity in nuclear behaviour

and faithfully following existing agreements as well as defining

new ones, then it is time to discount the emphasis on trust or the

lack of it in our relationships. Institutionalization of bilateral
mechanisms is the way ahead.
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Commentary

Ten Years After:

Prompt Global Strike and US Deterrence Post 9/11

Alankrita Sinha
Research Officer, IPCS, New Delhi

11 September 2011 proved that the logic of deterrence which
had prevented a nuclear war during the Cold War era was
incapable of dealing with challenges which had arisen thereafter.

Adapting itself to a new security environment which was riddled demands that the US employ a
with adversaries that were not easily located, understood or adversaries considering an attack using Weapons of Mass
threatened required the US to reconsider its time-tested reliance ~ Destruction (WMDs), high priority targets (non-state actors), or
on nuclear deterrence. Post 9/11, the Bush administration situations where a fleeting serious threat was located in a region
released the National Security Strategy of the United States of NOt readily accessible by othe
America in September 2002 according to which the US would restructuring of the STRATCOM along with the PGS mission
evolve a new strategy based on a more offensive military has worked towards evolving a new level of strategic planning
posture. One of the outcomes of this was an up-gradation of the ~ and response system for the US, one which is better suited to
uUus:- C 0 n Vv e {ighting docrihe which rook shape in the address the security environment as it has emerged post 9/11.
form of Prompt Global Strike (PGS) intended at destroying
targets in as less as an hour. The other was a restructuring of the Moreover, the PGS mission is different from previous missions
US Strategic Command (STRATCOM) which would ensure a undertaken by the US According to Hans M. Kristensen, PGS
prompt conventional strike if deterrence failed. Both these  has evolved into a massive conventional war-fighting doctrine
developments worked towards broadening the scope of rather than merely pertaining itself to deterrence. In addition to
deterrence by threatening a prompt conventional attack on the this, PGS is intended to locate and strike targets within one hour
adversary using precision conventional weapons instead of as compared to the days and weeks of planning which goes into
nuclear. This article seeks to delve into the manner in which the ~ Other missions. More importantly, ‘{he PGS mission Pllllts
US strategic command was transformed T N P N .conpventiona eterrence at _the ..
to suit tlgle security environment post O4EA 53 EAO OA : N?E.Eflwe. llgllaterrtﬁce(}lg?ad X
9/11. To this end it is argued that the US ; of relying primarily on nuclear
has redefined its owng conception of COﬂCGptIOﬂ of deterrence pOSt deterrence. Thus, a PGS would work
deterrence post 9/11 and included 9/11 and included conventional towards deterring any potential
conventional deterrence and military o adversary by threatening the use of
offensive as a backbone of strategic deterrence and mllltal’y offen- conventional strikes using precision
planning. . . devices within an hour along with
sive as a backbone of StrateglC inducing the fear of conventional
According to the US Department 'of Pl AT 1T EI] C 8 0 forces already stationed at various
Defense, the STRATCOM which bases around the world.
controlled plans and operations involving US strategic nuclear
weapons was merged with the US Space Command in October This heightened level of conventional power projection is
2002. After undergoing further changes in 2002 and 2003,  intended to broaden the scope of deterrence while
STRATCOM established a Joint Function Component Command simultaneously building pre-emptive capabilities. Therefore,
for Global Strike (JECC-GS) in July 2006. Amy Woolf in a PGS signals a change in the deterrence logic of the Cold War
recent Congressional Research Service report emphasized that era. As Kar | Heinz Kamp poin

—t hi s change i n command
emphasis on long-range, strategic missions in conventional war-
fighting doctrine./l Hence,
high level of emergency preparedness which relies primarily on
long-range conventional strikes to destroy targets while still
maintaining the nuclear option as a last resort.

The vision of such an attack is encompassed in the US PGS
system which would use the threat of such an attack to deter and
target (in case deterrence fails) adversaries (both states and non-
state actors) in far-away regions which are not easily accessible
by US bases around the world. According to Leon Panetta, the
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US Secretary of Defense in the Obama administration since Juiy
2011, the PGS effort is as relevant today as it was in the period
immediately after 9/11. The current security environment

damage through nuclear destruction. Now, the option of nuclear

{retaliation remains, but it is complemented by the element of g
hel

_CcCircumvention' with the
restructuring of the STRATCOM and the evolution of the PGS
system prove that the US is yet again developing strategies to
combat newer threats and challenges which have surfaced in the
past decade. It also proves that the US does not shy away from
abandoning or modifying strategies and command structures
which have been successful in the past but have little relevance
today. A conventional extension to an already strong nuclear
deterrent has been a step in this direction.

s t r (during the Cold War) came from the threat of unacceptable g i
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Commentary

Seeking Alternatives to Nuclear Deterrence in India

Maj. Gen. (Retd.) Dipanker Banerjee
Mentor, IPCS, New Delhi

The March 2011 meltdown of Japanese civil nuclear reactors at
Fukushima has again focused our minds on the potential
catastrophic consequences of nuclear radiation. We are reminded
that the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons has actually been
the mainstay of deterrence strategy since the latter half of the
20th century. This despite the severe odds that dependence on
nuclear weapons only makes the likelihood of its use, through
accident or intent, more probable.

Even as deterrence remains the most essential strategy to prevent
the outbreak of war, it is this dependence on nuclear weapons
that needs to change, especially for two reasons.

First, the nature of threats has fundamentally changed and is both
non-military as well as conventional force-related. From cyber
attacks to possible climate wars, to terrorist strikes, there are
several others. Nuclear weapons are inadequate means to deter
these threats, yet their availability and presence makes their
possible use likely.

Second, the character of adversaries and Q ) |~ Q Q !E
the nature of war too have changed. | AAEAT
Instead of sovereign nation states

opposing each other, accountable to international law and
lending their arsenals capable of being under careful state
control, one or more opposing forces today may be a terrorist
group owning up to no nationality or shadowy groups owing
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actually be termed as the first war made possible because of the
existence of nuclear deterrence. Therefore, deterrence enabled
through nuclear weapons is a poor tool and a rather frightening
one in the present circumstances.

We are presently undertaking in Asia a dialogue among experts
and former senior officials to examine these very issues. This is
a track II dialogue between senior experts, former senior
officials and scholars from India, China and Pakistan, being
undertaken by the Institute of Peace and Conflict Studies
(IPCS). Four rounds have been held between December 2008
and January 2011.) Is nuclear deterrence the sole means of
ensuring security or do other options exist? Can we ensure a
more safe and secure Asia even as we move steadily away from
our dependence on nuclear weapons?

India faces Pakistan and China over unsettled borders which
sometimes lead to a state of high armed tension, all with nuclear
weapons. This is a precarious situation. Today, it is imperative
~ . to look for alternatives.

| EUAOEI | | £ AEI /
O Braine stcfiatiyes ify € oo 8
process, requiring confidence among
negotiators, willingness to engage and
lots of time. First, it will need to eliminate points of threat or
dispute between nuclear adversaries. Resolving boundary
disputes, eliminating territorial threats and addressing potential
issues of conflict before they assume a serious dimension are the 1 t h
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indirect all egiance to seve é :
conflict is sudden unprovoked attacks through clandestine means essential initial measures. Secon‘d will be adopting postures of -
symbolized by the suicide bo=no first use under all ciprg

world is that such a group could acquire a nuclear capability.

The continued emphasis on nuclear deterrence is perhaps
amongst the most important reasons for the proliferation of such
weapons today. Yet, apart from the realities of the present state
of geopolitics, what did nuclear weapons deter after all?

It may have deterred a major war in Europe during the Cold War.
As the Soviet Union acquired the hydrogen bomb by 1954 and
demonstrated its willingness to use the mammoth 50 MT Tsar
Bomba soon afterwards, the thought of massive destruction and a
possible nuclear winter was terrifying in the extreme. But it did
not prevent Hungary in 1956 or Czechoslovakia in 1968 or the
erection of the Berlin Wall.

Finally, nuclear weapons could not prevent the break-up of the
mighty Soviet empire. China and Russia engaged each other in
an armed confrontation on the Usssuri River when both had
nuclear weapons. Pakistan initiated in Kargil in 1999 what may

and implementing measures that will make these steps credible.
This will in turn call for transparency and confidence-building
leading eventually to mutual inspections of arsenals and their
readiness.

The third set of measures will be in developing alternative
conventional capabilities. While in militarily advanced countries
conventional weapons already have considerable destructive
power, asymmetry again poses challenges and increases threat.
This is where new ideas are sorely needed. Would greater
interdependencies through economic cooperation help? Would
conventional arms reduction be possible through cooperative
measures, such as stopping short of sophistication or in reducing
numbers or in matters of deployment of forces and weapons?
Would collective arrangements through common regional
organizations provide greater assurance? We do not quite know,
yet these and several other options will need to be seriously
considered.
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Debate

Is Nuclear Iran Good for India?
Arguments in Favour

Abhijit Iyer-Mitra
Research Oficer, IPCS, New Delhi

An TIranian nuclear bomb is now fait accompli. No military
action can stop it, while sanctions and stuxnet can only slow it
down. The negatives are
—opposed to any new nucl ear
why is it keeping quiet? What are the regional dynamics of an

Iranian bomb? And lastly, what impact will it have on India

domestically and on I ndia‘s
India was never happy about giving up its relationship with Iran.
The reasons for that friendship were energy (which India needs
desperately and from diverse sources), a bargaining lever against
America, a conduit to playing the great game in Central Asia
and finally to encircle Pakistan. Iran going nuclear may just
provide an opportunity to snatch victory from the jaws of defeat.

The threat to India whether jihadi or nuclear has always been
Sunni, Pakistan being the launching pad and Saudi Arabia the
intellectual home. In such a scenario, creating another enemy for
Pakistan and strengthening any ideological enemy of Saudi
Arabia is critical for India. The problem is that India cannot take
any direct action against these two
simply out of fear of derailing US
interests. A nuclear Iran changes all that.

First, a nuclear Iran is a much more
revisionist Iran which presents an
existential threat to the gulf monarchies
that have viciously oppressed their Shia
minorities, while providing a safe-zone
from where to carry out destabilization
free from the fear of conventional retaliation. A nuclear Iran
may very well arm and train peninsular Arab Shias — something

O4EA AAOO PAOO
India's goals are achieved with-
out India having to lift a finger

or in any way alienate
America. 6

in motion. So if Pakistan claims that the US presence is the
main destabilizing factor, then the US withdrawal will be an

b o
Machiavellis have persistently failed at vis-a-vis Pakistan -
continued internal destabilization and geostrategic

gngirplamenth ces abr oad?

obviedwa! I yuidephabhl §200n8i EREF 0D O
er Wil begtkharhef ogruee s tajcod ey £

Third, Il ran's Sunni minoritie
extremities—t he | r aqi and Pakistani
resources will have to be split on 2 fronts — Kashmir and
Iranian Balochestan-Sistan. Since the terrorism imperatives of
the Pakistani state only increase with an Iranian bomb, its
international isolation (which will almost certainly ensue post
2014) is only likely to wor se
main patrons - the Gulf Sheikdoms will be forced to publicly
and substantively cut ties should they seek a continued US
shield against a significantly upgraded Iranian threat. America
having burnt its fingers relying on Pakistan, will hardly make
the same mistake again by enlisting Pakistani cooperation in
containing Iran. . . . s A
EO OEAO | Al U
The best part is that many of India's
goals are achieved without India
having to lift a finger or in any way
alienate America. The internal
political dynamic that a Shia-Sunni
polarization produces may very well
be to Amer i cTh¢Skia adyv
-Sunni split in India by most accounts
settles at a 30:70 ratio. Whil
as a bl oc, the Shia's tend to

it has been too cautious t o FReleizaton however wilt ensurg thagany party eowrting thei | i t
a potent guerrilla force gi vMuylimyaeswloeffectigely hage togdeclsrela peefigreneg foh g a
Israel in 2006 should not be underestimated. Given that  Shia or Sunni thereby alienating one or the other — with the
peninsular Shia concentrations sit atop most of the oil reserves, current balancing act virtually impossible to sustain. In
significant disruption in these regions along with competitive ~ practical terms this will mean a significant weakening of the
radicalization within the Gulf states will strain finances —Muslim vote bankl and a deci

(important for Wahhabi proselytization abroad). Much of the
Gul f*s stability being pu
strained finances almost always result in social disruption. This
turmoil mated with Al-Qaeda‘' s peni nsul ar
to attract Arab Jihadis back, bringing the chickens home to
roost.

Second, post 2014 a renewal of hostility between Iran and
Pakistan over Afghanistan is likely as was seen prior to 9/11.
Any gains by Iran in Afghanistan may lead to increased attacks
against Pakistani Shia and set a destructive action-reaction cycle
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may ultimately force left leaning and centrist parties to move

Ideological strengthening of the American alliance and a

weageging sof @nfi-fmericgh ndemagoggiesyr ip ghe Indian
political discourse.

Whet her this was the <cal
sheer ineptitude of the Indian Foreign Service is impossible to
tell. Whatever the case, India should learn to love the Iranian
bomb — the best things in life after all are free.
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Debate

Is Nuclear Iran Good for India?
Arguments Against

Siddharth Ramana
Research Officer, IPCS, New Delhi

¢

Irans defiance of
the hilt when Abbasi Davani was appointed the head of its
Atomic Energy Organization. Davani who survived an
assassination bid in January 2011, announced earlier this week
that the Natanz facility which was under-scrutiny by
international bodies was firmly on road towards tripling its
Uranium enrichment capacity; much above the requirements for
nuclear energy. The writing is therefore clear; Iran wants to
acquire nuclear weapons. Then, what are the implications for
India? Should India welcome the move or join international
efforts in doubling efforts against Iran?

First, the myth of Shiite
against Sunni militancy should be debunked. Shiite Iran is not a
role model to be adopted against Wahhabi-Salafist Islamo-
fascism, since it too has engaged in radicalization and patronage
of terrorist outfits to further its own ideals. Recognizing this,
Iran has even worked out a pragmatic working relationship with
groups which should theoretically be an anathema to them. This
includes relationships with the Muslim Brotherhood affiliated to
Hamas in the Gaza Strip, and even al
Qaeda. For India, it would be disturbing
that Iran is a conduit point for even
Haqqani group affiliated terrorists (The

that Iran has managed to make a deal
with the Tehreek-E-Taliban, to serve its
interests in Pakistan (Asia Times, 30
May 2010).
Il ran‘s game plan 1is
deflecting attention from ideological differences, towards Pan-
Islamic causes such as the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, and of late
an increasingly anti-Indian view on Kashmir. With an extended
nuclear umbrella which can comprise a North Korean-China-
Pakistan-Iran alliance, the revisionist ideology of Iran will most
certainly see a centripetal expansion with South Asia, which is
also on its radar. This can be seen in the fact that the Iranian
influence has made its presence felt in West Asia in the form of
the Moqtada Sadr militia in Iraq, Hezbollah in Lebanon, and
Hamas in Gaza and alliance with Assad in Syria. Towards its
north and Central Asian states reflect tactics in controlling major
energy transit routes, and expanding influence in the region with
equally ambitious Turkey, and Iranian backed groups in the
region such as the _Sepak
alliance.

For South Asia, the first move will come in Afghanistan
particularly following the international withdrawal from the
country. To augment pan-Islamic support towards Iran, attention

-Shitte arsag leyu r

favorable to Israel-India. It will be entirely plausible for Iran to
foment internal disturbances within the Islamic constituencies
of India. According to Pew Research Center (2009), the Shia
muslims in India constitute 10-15 per cent of the Islamic
populace. Needless to suggest, the fracturing a largely cohesive
sub-group in the country is not a solution towards future peace
and tranquility.

Second, a nuclear Il ran wi
Presently, the overwhelming fossil fuel requirements for India
are met by the West Asian states, of which Iran is the second

i nter nat i ocankeldiregied fowargs a gon-Islamic enfite which has kegnfise s ¢

Aighesteswppllier pfcepude ¢jlelg the jcqurgry. Acgpidingdo as b a
study conducted by _The Enerdg
India (TERI)*®, the requirement

of energy-coal, oil and gas will continue to remain high for the
coming decades, despite a
progr am. Any af firmative

program, will automatically earn the ire of the other Gulf
States, and any fence-sitting measures by India, will lead to

= N N . e~ . . L lran's.acquisi ti
04 EA OA‘DAOAOOOE\‘/hiclhiQanﬂlenﬁEeaéaQ)v%rko
clear outgrowth will have strong
Long War Journal, 13 April 2011), and jmplications for South Asia and
Indian interests in the West. 6

encourage Shia unrest in the mineral
rich areas of the Arab states. Unrest
in the region will spike speculation
which will further domestic inflation
and unrest in India, and as a result
India will be increasingly involved in
West Asian developments- an activity it has long been averse
to. Iran also seeks to control energy transit points in Central

Asia-gnqther compligator.e st s i n non

Third, the diplomatic endg
nuclear possessions will point a strong finger on India. Nuclear
hardliners will fault India for having driven the preceding hole
in the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty through its nuclear
agreement with the US. Belying claims of strong strategic
relations with Iran, Foreign Secretary Nirupama Rao
articulated that they are
because Iran is difficult to deal with (Wikileak Cables, 28
January 2010). In addition, the implications of strengthening
the Saudi-Pakistan combine through their purported nuclear
agreements to counter Iran will put India in a dark spot.

Thej Ippniana puglearp pgogrpmg has  farp teo] Magye grave
consequences for India for it to be supportive of such an
endeavour.
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