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ABSTRACT 

 A credible deterrence is the central pillar of Pakistan’s security policy to raise the threshold of Indian 

aggression. There has also been a transition from defensive to offensive strategic thinking. “After 

BRASSTACKS” the Pakistanis carried out what they termed as a correlation of forces-there was an overall 

strategic reorientation with a focus of land- air war and barrier defences with interdiction capability to cause 

attrition.  Pakistan does not constitute any threat to India or any other country of the region; whereas, India enjoys 

considerable strength in overall national power potential and conventional military forces and poses threat to 

Pakistan’s existence. It is therefore, vital for Pakistan to build her nuclear and conventional capability to an extent 

that thwarts any aggression and maintain peace. Hence, the purpose of Pakistan’s nuclear policy should be to 

deter aggression by means of a strong nuclear and conventional capability. If deterrence fails, forces must be 

prepared to end the conflict on favorable terms to Pakistan.  

In order to address the viability of our nuclear deterrence and its impact on our conventional forces, this paper 

proposes options for Pakistan in the light of prevailing geo strategic environment to enhance her security. 

Keywords:   Nuclear Deterrence, Conventional Forces, Pakistan, threat 

 

 



 

 

  



 

 

INTRODUCTION:- 

 The laws governing deterrence through conventional forces are quite straightforward whereas nuclear 

weapons, because of their enormous scale of destructing, have a far more complex theory of deterrence. The 

induction of nuclear weapons in the Indian dub-continent has therefore, rendered the earlier conventional 

deterrence strategy between Pakistan and India invalid(Karnad, 2016). 

Nearly seventeen years after India and Pakistan demonstrated nuclear weapon capability, debate rages on as to 

whether or not the deterrence has worked in South Asia. If anything, the region has witnessed increased regional 

tension, a rise in religious extremism, a growing arms race, tense stand-offs, and even armed conflicts. Political 

attitudes towards conflicts resolution, domestic and regional compulsions and conditions generating nuclear 

tensions continue to foster instability. Furthermore, the region has demonstrated that below the nuclear threshold, 

space remains for low intensity conflicts, and dangerous assumptions regarding the feasibility of limited 

conventional war persist(Shankar & Paul, 2016). The specter of such a conventional war escalating into a nuclear 

conflict has triggered a fierce debate among deterrence theorists about whether or not nuclear weapons have had 

a stabilizing impact in south Asia. The dispute over Kashmir remains central to the acrimonious relations between 

India and Pakistan and foremost factor that must be acknowledged is that any limited or low intensity conflict 

now carries with it the threat of escalation and nuclear inadvertence.  

Tensions between India and Pakistan were at their highest, since their last war in 1971, from December 2001 until 

July 2002. Indian and Pakistan forces confronted each other across the international border and along the line of 

control (LOC). Concerned about the potential for a conventional conflict that could escalate to the nuclear level; 

the United States played a pro-active role in taking both states away from the brink of war. Although the 

withdrawal of troops from offensive positions and Islamabad agreement during the SAARC summit has reduced 

the prospects of imminent conflict, India and Pakistan’s cold war however, continues unabated. Pakistan India 

talks have also resumed in which Pakistan maintains the centrality of Kashmir dispute for the resolution of 

tensions and has assured India that its territory will not be used against any country by the extremist / terrorists. 

On the other hand, India, instead of soft pedaling its oppression in Kashmir is still continuing the killings which 

can adversely affect the support in Pakistan for the bilateral talks. While the potential for conflict escalation to 

the nuclear level might appear low, because of the mutual nuclear capability, the very fact that it cannot be ruled 

out highlights the importance of minimizing nuclear risks. This confidence is based on the belief that a stable 

nuclear deterrence is already in place. Clearly, the ongoing India-Pakistan dialogue is the first step towards crisis 

de-escalation. 



 

 

AIM 

 The aim of this paper is to examine the impact of nuclear weapons on Pakistan’s overall military 

deterrence and also determine if use of the nuclear shield could help reduce its conventional forces thereby 

affording decrease in overall defense expenditure. 

 

NUCLEAR DETERRENCE 

 

Definition of Deterrence 

 The well-known French General, André biasfree sums up the definition of deterrence by the expression,” 

makes a show of force in order not to use it”. Although deterring an enemy from using force has been in practice 

for a very long time, the importance of deterrence as a part of the national policy came in vogue only in the nuclear 

age. The damage caused by nuclear weapons is so extensive that neglecting its potential, both the defender and 

aggressor, would be suicidal. It is the threat of total annihilation of armies on the battlefield, and population 

centers outside war zone, that creates the deterrence. Nuclear deterrence therefore, is a prime factor in modern 

strategic thinking. 

The deterrence in its simplest form seeks to prevent the enemy from imposing his will through use of its armed 

forces. It aims at achieving the affects without waging war where force is applied to impose one’s will on the 

enemy. When deterrence is used to prevent an enemy from undertaking offensive action, its effect is defensive. 

On the contrary, when it is used to prevent the enemy resisting some action which we supposed to take ourselves, 

deterrence is offensive(Hussain, 2003). 

“Deterrence may be total if it is applicable to all shades of the use of force or limited if it applies to a portion of 

the spectrum only. But as soon as it is no longer total- as is generally the case-it becomes necessary to define its 

precise scope. This lead us to dissect a vital concept, that of the influence of the induction of nuclear weapons on 

the concept of deterrence”(Keohane, 1969). 

 

  



 

 

Nuclear Deterrence Theory 

 What is the theory of deterrence and how did it come to play the predominant role that it does is strategic 

affairs and international politics? The central thesis of the theory of deterrence is that it is the possession of nuclear 

weapons that ensures that nuclear war will never take place. Both sides should possess a retaliatory strike 

capability that is invulnerable, that will not be annihilated under any circumstances by a first-strike, which is 

called the concept of ‘assured second strike capability’. 

In the psychological battle arena, it is vital to convince the adversary that any aggressive designs by him would 

result in his own destruction. The theory of deterrence has its genesis in the concept of nuclear annihilation; it 

gains strength from the very fact that remaining balanced on the precipice of a nuclear holocaust is the only way 

of ensuring peace and stability. However, the dichotomy of deterrence theory is that publicly the stance remains 

committed to using, and threatening to use, nuclear weapons. Any indications that nuclear weapons would not be 

used in a conflict would shake the foundations of deterrence and render it null and void. 

 

Effectiveness of Nuclear Deterrence 

 Nuclear deterrence will only work if the opponent is susceptible to such deterrence because he has vital 

interests to defend. It could fail against irrational opponents or those willing to gamble away their assets at the 

throw of a dice. Hence the ‘rational actor’ behavior has to be a given for this concept to work. Nuclear deterrence 

carries a physical and a psychological content simultaneously. The physical requirement is to have such nuclear 

forces, which if used, would cause unacceptable damage to the enemy. The psychological content implies that 

there should be willingness and determination to use it, when necessary. For example, during 2001-2002 

escalation, Pakistan clearly warned India that any Indian military action would be responded with full force. This 

determination and will actually daunted India’s leader and thus the thinking of General Sunderajan Padmanabhan 

that “for India deterrence may not prevent limited war” just vaporized. 

Those opposed to the nuclear deterrence point out that deterrence is not a static phenomenon and that in fact it 

fuels a nuclear arms race, because as new weapons are developed, so are counter-measure to diminish or neutralize 

enemy capabilities to successfully deliver these. They also believe that those nations possessing nuclear weapon 

can mask their preparations for war. However, in this age of information, satellite imaging and global oversight, 

this may not be possible. 

 



 

 

Need for Nuclear Deterrence 

 The recognized nuclear powers maintain that a large and highly ready strategic nuclear force is a necessary 

condition for stable deterrence(Mazaar, 1997). US Secretary of defense Casper Weinberger reporting to US 

congress in 1984 stated that the deterrence remained the cornerstone of US defense policy(Byer, 1985). Paul G 

Kamunski, Under secretary of defense of acquisition and technology, while speaking at US air force base in 

Nebraska in august 1995, stated that US strategic nuclear deterrence forces would continue to play an important 

role in US post-Cold War defense strategy for the foreseeable future(Kaminski, 1995).  He maintained that 

“nowhere is my responsibility more serious than in preserving a credible strategic nuclear deterrent force”. 

An essential requirement for nuclear deterrence to be effective is the availability of reliable real-time intelligence. 

Technologically advanced nuclear powers had intelligence gathering satellite, relaying images of the changes 

taking place in enemy territory. Any development of a new threat in the form of upgrading the nuclear status by 

the adversary was immediately countered by a similar response. A surprise attack by nuclear weapons was, 

therefore, virtually ruled out. The possibility of failing of nuclear deterrent was minimized due to the sophisticated 

information gathering devices possessed by both the sides. The same may not be valid of India and Pakistan where 

the geo-strategic, geo-political and socio-cultural environment differs considerably from that, which existed 

between USA and USSR. Where the access to technology is limited, the system are reinforced through human 

factor, while, not much is known about such details on both sides, the political rhetoric by some political leaders 

comes out a bit too strong. This sometimes, unnerves Western perceptions, where it is thought that there are 

political leaders whose actions are based on emotions rather than rationality.  

Thomas Schelling, a leading exponent of nuclear deterrent, maintains that manipulation of credibility is the means 

towards greater deterrence. For small powers, a nuclear deterrent helps to make up for numerical inferiority in 

conventional weapons vis-à-vis a potential enemy. In case of Pakistan, a credible nuclear deterrent could prevent 

a fourth all-out war with India, even though skirmishes and limited attacks could still occur. Former Indian army 

chief, General (R) V P Malik is a dedicated supporter of the concept of limited war though many Pakistani analysts 

question the efficacy of this concept.  Richard Rosecrans, professor of International Relations and comparative 

politics at Cornell University, USA, rightly comes to the conclusion that’ deterrent does not always prevent 

attacks, if a nation is simply unwilling to accept an unfavorable status quo’. Mujahedeen incursions across the 

line of control in the Kargil sector of the disputed state of Jammu and Kashmir in May 1999 are a case which 

proves this point. This happened despite the fact that both India and Pakistan overtly possessed nuclear weapons 

at that time. The fact that India retaliated with a very heavy hand in Kargil, supports the conclusions made by 

Rosecrans that even when nations appear to be ground deteriorated rapidly. However the supporters of the 



 

 

deterrence theory hold the view that the deterrence worked during Kargil conflict since both nations did resist the 

possibility of a full-fledged war and use of the nuclear weapons. 

Deterrence in Indo-Pak context can also prevent India from escalating a conventional conflict into a nuclear 

exchange or to bring a conventional war to a speedy end. The reasoning that nuclear weapons can also assist in 

normalizing relations between nuclear powers because of terror can compel nations to keep their emotions under 

control is not valid in the case of nations with major territorial or ideological disputes(Rafique, 2014). Nuclear 

Weapons in hands of India and Pakistan have not helped is reducing the lingering animosity and mistrust between 

them, at least in the short term. Nevertheless, it has made many at the track-II level to stop and think of the 

devastating implications(Rafique, 2014). 

IMPACT OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS ON SOUTH ASIAN SECURITY ENVIRONMENT 

The nuclearization of South Asia has its origin in the antagonism and endemic hostility between India and 

Pakistan. Peace and stability in South Asia to a very large extent depends on the status of relations between its 

two largest neighbors, though the Indian perceptions always include the China factor as an important element. 

Unfortunately, Pakistan and India have been at loggerheads with each other ever since they gained independence 

in August 1947. This adversarial relationship has profoundly affected the congress and prosperity of the two 

nations, and the quality of life of the people on both sides of the border(Raza et al., 2015). The recent initiatives 

by both governments may change that to some extent, but the optimism does not run high, mainly because of the 

legacy of suspicion and mistrust on both sides. 

Both countries have indeed come a long way in meeting their security needs. India has acquired the expertise to 

absorb and even improve technology obtained from outside sources. Indian research institutions have worked for 

many years for achieving indigenization in various fields. Its armed forces are working vigorously to replace their 

vintage technology with state of the art weapon systems. Its global aspirations have also played a major role. The 

manifestations of the ‘Indian dreams’ include the acquisition of nuclear weapons as a symbol of prestige, the 

intent to get into the UNSC etc. Pakistan too, has made substantial progress in selected fields. However the 

frequent conflicts between the two countries and the mutual mistrust and suspicion, has forced them to divert their 

precious resources towards increasing the size of effectiveness of their armed forces. Their defense establishments 

take up a large chunk of their annual budgets, depriving the countries a high pace of development and prosperity 

essentially required by the masses on both sides. 

While India aims to become a dominant power in South Asia on the basis of its military and industrial strength, 

Pakistan is not prepared to live as a surrogate of its largest neighbor. So, when India alters the strategic balance, 



 

 

Pakistan makes every effort to re-establish it. The 1962 Indo-Chinese conflict resulted in modernization and 

enlargement of the Indian armed forces. Indian nuclear program was supposedly a response to the military defeat 

at the hands of China. Military weakness contributed to the humiliation of Pakistan at the hands of India in 1971. 

The former prime minister of Pakistan, Zulfiqar Ali Bhutto, vowed to make the defense of the country 

impregnable by all means possible inclusive of nuclear weapons capability. However, the facts substantiate that 

Pakistan’s strive for acquiring nuclear weapons was a direct outcome of its threat perception in view of May 1974, 

when India detonated a nuclear explosive device in Rajasthan Desert. Although described as a ‘peaceful Nuclear 

Explosion’ (PNE), the Indian test focused world attention on the growing threat. 

Impact of Nuclear Weapons in South Asia 

 The development of nuclear weapons in the Indian-subcontinent both by India and Pakistan has brought 

about fundamental changes in the concept of use of force for the conduct of war or maintenance of peace in the 

region. The nuclear tests conducted by India and Pakistan in May, 1998 received wide support from the populace 

of both the countries. 

Keeping in view the Indian attitude, Pakistan required nuclear weapons and missiles to deter hostility and political 

coercion. Some analysts are of the view that nuclear deterrence might foster peace and security in south asia, still 

some believe that, the deterrence might fail, India and Pakistan could still be drawn into a fourth conventional 

war-one that could go nuclear. Or as the Soviet experience reveals, the cost of creating and maintaining a credible 

nuclear deterrent could climb so high as to adversely affect the socio-economic developments in these countries. 

Based on generic cost estimates, partly on deductions from the costs of nuclear weapons production in the united 

states, and taking into account approximate labour, facility and material costs in India and Pakistan, it is estimated 

that each state has allocated more than $5 billion (in 1999) for the production of fissile materials and the 

manufacture of few nuclear weapons(Lavoy, 1999) . 

Moreover, besides spending huge amounts on developing nuclear and missile forces, the conventional military 

costs are also on the rise, as after the 1998 nuclear tests Indian defense spending rose by 11 percent(Mitra, 19, 

May 1998). In the same context in October 1996, the institute of defense studies and analysis. New Delhi (IDSA) 

argued that if the Indian government does not allocate 2.5 percent of the GDP on defense. The country will have 

to deploy nuclear weapons. Which are relatively less expensive and more effective than conventional forces(Sen, 

1999)? 

 



 

 

Some analysts are of the view that during the year long military escalation between India and Pakistan following 

attack on Indian Parliament, the deterrence between the two adversaries worked. Hence Pakistan achieved 

strategic parity with India. The equality of destructive power was to keep India at bay. In 1965, Pakistan wanted 

war to remain confined to Kashmir. That did not happen. India countered Pakistan’s initial successes by expanding 

the zone of conflict and increasing the cost of war for Pakistan(Haider, 2002). But with the nuclearization of 

South Asia, India has been denied the luxury to expand the conflict and capitalize on the conventional 

asymmetries. This aspect was proved beyond doubt during almost year long military escalation of 2001-2002. 

The nuclear arm race during the cold war period was conducted in uncharted waters where there were no 

precedents to refers to for guidance. Both India and Pakistan have the benefit of hind sight of the experience of 

USA and USSR. It is critical for peace, stability and progress in South Asia, that the nuclear capability attained 

at a huge cost by both the countries must function as weapons of conflict avoidance, rather than those of mass 

destruction. This should be the prime objective of nuclear strategies of both sides. 

Efficacy of Nuclear Deterrence in South East Asia 

 Kenneth Waltz has demonstrated the efficacy of nuclear deterrence by stating that nuclear weapons make 

the cost of war seem frighteningly high and thus discourage states from starting any wars that might lead to the 

use of such weapons(Waltz, 2002). These weapons, he points out, has helped maintain peace between nuclear 

powers and not led them into military adventures in the past and there is no reason to apprehend that the future 

will be different. “With more nuclear states” he argues, “the world has a promising future”(Waltz, 2002). John 

Mearseimer similarly argues,” Nuclear weapons are powerful force for peace because they are weapons of mass 

destruction”. Specifically for Ukraine, he says, “Nuclear weapons are the only reliable deterrent to Russian 

aggression because a conventional one would not be viable and Ukraine would remain vulnerable to Russian 

nuclear blackmail(Mearsmeimer, 1993). 

This may not be true for the two nuclear capable belligerents in South Asia. An essential requirement for nuclear 

deterrence to be effective is the availability of reliable real-time intelligence. Technologically advanced nuclear 

powers had intelligence gathering satellites, relaying images of the changes taking place in enemy territory. Any 

development of a new threat in the form of upgrading the nuclear status by the adversary was immediately 

countered by a similar response. A surprise attack by nuclear weapons was, therefore, virtually ruled out. The 

possibility of failing of nuclear deterrent was minimized due to the sophisticated information gathering devices 

possessed by both the sides. The same may not be valid in the case of India and Pakistan, but having a credible 

second strike capability would prevent any war or nuclear exchange. While, not much is known about such details 



 

 

on both sides, the political rhetoric by some political leaders comes out a bit too strong. This sometimes, unnerves 

Western perceptions, where it is thought that there are political leaders whose actions are based on emotions rather 

than rationality. 

Both India and Pakistan do not have the ability to watch over each other’s activities in peacetimes, especially 

through sophisticated electronic means. The inter-services intelligence (ISI)  of Pakistan and research and analysis 

wing (RAW) of India, do intrude into each other’s country to keep them informed about each other’s troops 

movements towards the borders and the weapon systems, but, there are large gaps in the intelligence gathering. 

Adequate C3 I systems play a pivotal role in guarding against launch on wrong premises and unauthorized 

launches. Hence adequate C3I would be needed not only to deter adoption of strategies as LoW (Launch on 

Warning) but would also provide safety against unauthorized use. So far, both countries do not know in detail 

about each other C3I systems which surely contribute to the confidence against pre-emptive and unauthorized use 

scenarios from occurring(S.Rashid).  

United States and Soviet Union, which were separated from each other by mighty oceans, had adequate strategic 

warning time for their ICBMs and their forces did not come face to face in any part of the globe. In South Asia, 

both India and Pakistan share long common border where troops of both countries sit eyeball to eyeball especially 

along the LOC and frequently get involved in exchange of fire. As both countries are geographically contiguous, 

the time of flight of the missiles to their intended targets would only be a few minutes. This would give a little or 

no warning of an impending missile strike, thus rendering the launch on warning concept impractical and 

devastating. However, with both India and Pakistan having assured second strike capability, nuclear deterrence 

will be in place. 

A theoretical simulation exercise, done by RAND for the purpose of formulating US policy responses in the event 

of imaginary crises in Russia, Middle East, Korea and South Asia estimated that a nuclear war between India and 

Pakistan would cause 200,000 instantaneous deaths in the initial phase of detonations over military targets and of 

as many as 100 million if the war moved to cities(RAND). The projected devastation vividly manifests in itself 

the magnitude of nuclear deterrence.  

Possible Scenario of Future Indo-Pak War  

 The contiguity of the two countries reduces the early warning time to virtually nothing. This entails a very 

high level of conventional force readiness. War in South Asia would most likely begin with a conventional 

confrontation whose escalation may lead to a nuclear breakout. Indo-Pak war could take the shape of a low 

intensity conflict (LIC) instigated by India and kept at a level that does not break Pakistan’s nuclear threshold. 



 

 

This could be initiated by a bi-service application in the disputed territory of Kashmir or at sea. The conflict would 

be destruction oriented and not space oriented to inflict maximum destruction and attrition on the armed forces 

of Pakistan while remaining within nuclear threshold. Some of the probable war scenario that could emerge are:- 

(a) India getting frustrated of continuing losses in Kashmir opts to go for a swift sharp low intensity conflict. 

This could be attained by the employment of forces already present in the area and application of IAF to 

inflict maximum damage to Pakistani forces in the valley. 

(b) India launches a Land / Air offensive in a crucial sector gaining sensitive Pakistani territory thereby fixing 

Pakistan’s offensive forces in penny-packets and finishes the war on its own terms. 

(c) India could adopt a policy to achieve economic strangulations through global opinion against Pakistan at 

one end and the possibility of a naval quarantine at the other end. Thus forcing Pakistan to a military 

response and allowing India to propagate Pakistan as an aggressor. Pakistan while specifying its nuclear 

threshold must also not lose sight of the aspect of economic dominance and strangulation carried out by 

India(Ashraf). 

(d) An Indian air campaign might attempt to interdict Pakistan’s mobile missile nuclear delivery systems and 

nuclear weapons production plants using conventional precision bombing alone. Successfully executing 

such a campaign would be no easy task, but if even incrementally successful, they would be bound at 

some point to cross Pakistani red lines and conceivably push Pakistani decision makers past the nuclear 

threshold. 

(e) A cold start to a war involving India with Extra Regional Forces (ERF) i.e. USA against Pakistan’s nuclear 

assets to deprive Pakistan of its potential as a nuclear weapon state. This would be the most dangerous 

however, unlikely scenario as taking out all nuclear sites would require precision targeting and if it fails 

to take out all the nuclear weapons it might lead to a nuclear response. 

 

NUCLEAR WEAPONS / DETERRENCE AND THEIR IMPACT ON PAKISTAN’S CONVENTIONAL 

FORCES 

While examining the impact of nuclear weapons / deterrence on conventional forces, we must keep in mind 

National aim and objectives: 

(a) Maintain credible deterrence level and retain adequate conventional defense capability. 

(b) Defeat aggression and retain the ability to defend territorial integrity of Pakistan including AJK 

over land, sea and air. 



 

 

(c) Maintain adequate balance of power in the regional context, to enable pursuit of independent 

policies on all national and international issues. 

 

It needs to be understood that deterrence is aimed at preventing an enemy power taking the decision to use armed 

force, be it conventional or nuclear. However, mere possession of nuclear capability may not always prevent war; 

still it acts as an intra-war deterrent, limiting it to a certain level / time / threshold. Nuclear deterrence has many 

aspects, which include: 

 

(a) Nuclear War Fighting Strategy. This allows a state to make nuclear deterrence 

credible. 

(b) Nuclear War Avoidance Strategy. In this nuclear capability may acts as a blackmail 

to avoid war and exert pressure through other elements of national power to achieve 

the ends of policy. In this case threat of colossal damages to the opponent in case of 

war may provide requisite support to non-military strategies to achieve the ends of 

national policy. Such a condition did prevail between India and Pakistan immediately 

after the Indian nuclear tests. 

(c) Status quo strategy. When both belligerents are maintaining credible nuclear 

deterrence a strategic balance prevails. It may seem that in such case the military 

instrument would not be optimally utilized for achieving the state policies for 

attainment of desired ends. 

 

Interplay of Nuclear Deterrence on Conventional Forces 

  “Since the degree of nuclear deterrence may differ considerably depending on the nature 

of the equilibrium produced by the nuclear forces, the influence of the nuclear level upon conventional 

forces may be total, partial of non-existent. Even with nuclear deterrence in place, conventional forces are 

both important and necessary, their role being either to round off nuclear deterrence if it is not complete, 

or even to replace it if its influence at the conventional level is negligible. A more encompassing role of 

conventional weapons is that in case of an impending conflict, it can help in controlling the nuclear 

threshold by offering a conventional option. If in a hypothetical case, a nation was to depend on nuclear 



 

 

weapons only; even small skirmishes would either mean going nuclear or not responding to aggression, 

which could both be equally problematic”(Hussain, March 2003).  

For developing nations like Pakistan which had developed its nuclear deterrence against very heavy odds 

and stiff opposition of the developed world in order to balance the conventional as well as nuclear 

superiority of a belligerent neighbor, conventional forces are absolutely essential to complement the 

nuclear deterrence. The West concedes that the only method of achieving stability in nuclear deterrence 

is to base upon independent nuclear forces; they however maintain that the stability provided by nuclear 

weapons is attainable only between ‘reasonable’ powers. According to Andre Beaufre, “Boxes of matches 

should not be given to children”. Weak conventional forces would lower the nuclear threshold to a 

dangerously low level leading to great instability. The west is already nervous about the nuclear capability 

of Pakistan and India, as both are perceived as ‘not very reasonable’ states. With the insinuations of alleged 

transfer of technology to North Korea, Iran and Libya by some individual, Pakistan is likely to face this 

problem of credibility more that India. If Pakistan was to fall back upon the nuclear threat even for minor 

skirmishes, raising the specter of a nuclear exchange frequently, it could be considered a risk taker. Thus 

the concern on the respective level of responsibility as perceived in the West can have serious 

repercussions, especially for Pakistan.  

“For nation having a defensive ‘minimum deterrence’ policy, credible conventional forces with the ability 

to thwart minor enemy incursions becomes absolutely essential. In its absence, the enemy can mount a 

swift offensive, capture a minor objective, declare ceasefire and present a fair accompli to the defender, 

who would then be confronted with an excruciating choice of either accepting the loss or opting to commit 

mutual suicide by resorting to the use of nuclear weapons in response to a small scale conventional attack. 

Conventional forces with the ability to react successfully against any conventional aggression by the 

adversary must complement the nuclear deterrence of such nations”(Hussain, March 2003).  

History also reveals lessons that deterrence had been useful in conflict resolution; for example in October 

1962, Soviet Union established secret missile bases in Cuba, a mere ninety miles off the shores of Florida. 

President Kennedy weighed all the options ranging from armed invasion of Cuba, air strikes against the 

missile and naval blockade etc. He ultimately adopted naval blockade because he concluded if U.S invades 

Cuba, the missile base crews in Cuba are likely to fire at least some of the missile at U.S targets and 

evacuation of civilians from cities would not be possible(Stein, 1962). Hence mutual deterrence forced 

both U.S and Soviet leaders to resolve the dispute without using the lethal ordnance.  



 

 

Likewise, during World War II, Andrew Roberts, the military historian writes that in September 1944, 

Hitler began Operation Penguin, raining hundreds of V2 rockets down on Britain. These rockets were 

armed with 2,000 Ib warheads, could travel faster than the speed of sound and were the deadliest in Hitler’s 

inventory. These attacks killed 2,274 people in London alone. Britain considered using the atomic bomb 

against Germany, which had been in development in the United States since 1942. The dangerous V2 

attacks continued because an effective deterrence was not available with Britain. Andrew Roberts believed 

“I think it’s undeniable that if the allies had the atomic bomb a year earlier, the war in Europe would have 

ended there and then”. This also supports the idea of deterrence, which forces leaders and policy makers 

to evade the catastrophic disasters(Chris Hastings, 12 February 2002). 

Option for Pakistan 

 Analyzing the doctrines and delivery options of the five de-jure nuclear powers the following 

points are noteworthy: 

(a) The aim and purpose of nuclear forces has shifted from actual fighting to the theory of 

deterrence. 

(b) They have realized the attendant problems of nuclear arsenals and that large numbers do not 

necessarily signify enhanced deterrence. 

(c) Necessarily reductions in nuclear weapons and delivery platforms are continuing, while 

striving for higher technological regimes. 

(d) There is a continued trend for adoption of limited nuclear deterrence tending towards a 

minimalist posture. 

 

The options available to Pakistan are:- 

(a) To proceed with weaponization along with suitable delivery systems to ‘deter’ outside 

aggression. 

(b) To join the non-proliferation regime and sign the NPT. 

(c) To voluntarily opt out of the nuclear option; and settle bilateral dispute and differences with 

India. Although this scenario is not likely to materialize in the near future but this does not 

mean that it should not be considered. In case diplomacy bears fruit, stop short of deployment 



 

 

of nuclear weapons and enters into a dialogue with India for achieving de-escalation on the 

nuclear and conventional fronts. 

 

In the existing scenario, India and Pakistan are likely to develop their nuclear arsenals because 

politically it is difficult to move away from the nuclear path after the euphoria of detonation and 

glorification of the bomb. It may be possible to go down this road for a while but not indefinitely 

for its high economic and political costs. The world at large does not seem willing to be silent 

spectator economic meltdown.  South Asia has enormous problems and potential for initiating a 

nuclear conflict at the regional and global levels, which the world so desperately want to avoid. It 

is, therefore, possible that the nuclearisation will bring into play forces of mediation, 

disengagements and reconciliation to ultimately bring peace to this troubled region. 

Changes Required in Existing Military System 

Having been designed for the conventional weapons scenario, Pakistan’s military system will now have 

to be suitable modified to cater for nuclear weapons. In this context, the military system needs to be reviewed in 

light of the following:- 

(a) Restructuring of Conventional Military Capability. Considering the economic situation, any 

increase in defense expenditure is difficult. A decision on the level of conventional forces required by 

Pakistan to face up to the Indian conventional might is a double edged sword. The greater our conventional 

capability, lesser would be the chances of us reaching the nuclear threshold and vice versa. 

 

(b) Effects of Advent of Nuclear Weapons on Conventional Forces Structure. If one examines the 

debate about the relevance of conventional weapons in the post-nuclear tests, two important questions are 

taken into account. First, can nuclear weapons ensure maximum security to our territorial integrity in case 

of war and second, will it be possible for us to modernize our nuclear arsenal in such a manner that there 

is a little need for a huge conventional set-up? Some analyst believe that while nuclear capability makes 

a regression from military stance affordable but it does not permit any sizeable reduction in forces. 

 

  



 

 

Impact on Military System.  

Deterrence is likely to play increasingly important role in future arms struggle. This puts a great burden 

on the conventional forces, which would be required to prevent the reaching of a stage where the use of nuclear 

weapons becomes unavoidable. Hence, they must continue to be employed as long as they possibly can. 

Conventional Force Reductions 

  Any conventional force reductions would have to be an integral part of a nuclear nonproliferation 

move from Pakistan. From her perspective, conventional forces reductions in South Asia would greatly enhance 

Pakistan’s security perceptions since it is in this field that it finds itself unable to sustain either a qualitative or a 

quantitative balance with India. India would have to make some commitment not only to thin out troop 

deployment along the borders but also carry out overall troops and weapons reductions. Eventually, this initial 

move by India could lead to a conventional force reduction agreement for South Asia perhaps on the lines of the 

1990 Paris Treaty which lay the grounds for force reductions in Europe (CFE Treaty). 

 

In view of the prevailing environment in South Asia, there is not only an increasing inter linkage between the 

psychological and structural dimensions of the conflictual Pakistan-India relationship, the former is increasingly 

aggravating the latter. This means that unless the psychological dimension is dealt with, the structural dimension 

of the conflict will remain inaccessible to resolution by peaceful means. 

 

Strong Conventional Defense Forces 

 In consideration of the evil designs of our adversary Pakistan cannot afford to compromise on this issue. 

We must continue strengthening and modernizing our armed forces in order to raise our nuclear threshold and 

also to effectively check any aggression form outside. This is further substantiated by the Indian nuclear doctrine 

which reveals New Delhi’s goal of acquiring massive nuclear war-fighting capabilities-a ‘triad’ of up to 400 

operationally deployed ground, air and sea-based nuclear weapons. Not all the five NPT nuclear weapon states 

possess such a triad. A nuclear force as large as this may be credible but it will certainly not be ‘minimum’. The 

Indian doctrine also envisages the maintenance of ‘highly’ effective conventional military capabilities’ ostensibly 

to ‘raise the threshold’ of conventional and nuclear conflict. This argument is, of course, only an ex-post facto 

justification for the huge conventional arms buildup in which India is already engaged. The growing imbalance 

in conventional capabilities will accentuate Pakistan’s reliance on nuclear deterrence. This will have the 

consequence of lowering, not raising, the threshold of possible use of nuclear weapons in South Asia. 

 



 

 

Pakistan’s nuclear program is not aimed at attaining a certain global status (as is India’s aim) but simply deterring 

India from flexing its muscles against Pakistan. India propose ‘triad’ of land-based, air-based nuclear forces is an 

exercise in overkill, designed not to deter Pakistan but to underline its aggressive posture as major world power. 

It is not in Pakistan’s interest to emulate the Indian ‘triad’ for both economic and political reasons. Pakistan, under 

no circumstances, should enter into a nuclear arms race with India as this would merely lead to Pakistan’s 

economic collapse on the pattern of what happened to former Soviet Union. In fact, India’s real aim may be to 

economically destabilize Pakistan by engaging it in an armament race. Pakistan should leave it to China to 

neutralize India’s growing power and provide a balance to India’s superiority in the nuclear field. Pakistan should 

merely maintain the minimum essential nuclear force to deter any potential aggression form the Indian side. 

Pakistan’s response to India’s nuclear doctrine must emphasize that it would not enter into a nuclear arms race 

with India, would maintain the minimum essential nuclear and conventional forces as a deterrent to safeguard its 

national security, would use its nuclear forces when it becomes inescapable for national defense, would decide 

the timing and place of the use of nuclear weapons according to the requirements of the circumstances to inflict 

maximum possible damage upon the enemy, and would not use weapons against non-nuclear weapons states. 

To overcome its disadvantage vis-à-vis India in nuclear and conventional forces, Pakistan may have to enter into 

friendly arrangements mutual support with China and other neighboring countries like Iran and Afghanistan. 

Pakistan does not constitute any threat to India or any other country of the region. Whereas, India enjoys 

considerable strength in overall national power potential and conventional military forces and poses threat to 

Pakistan’s existence. It is therefore, vital for Pakistan to build her nuclear and conventional capability to an extent 

that thwarts any aggression and achieve peace. Hence, the purpose of Pakistan’s nuclear policy should be to deter 

aggression by means of a strong nuclear and conventional capability. If deterrence fails, forces must be prepared 

to end the conflict on favorable terms to Pakistan. 

 

CONCLUSION 

 The theory of deterrence is that both sides should possess a retaliatory strike capability that in invulnerable, 

a capability that will not annihilated under any circumstances by a first-strike. Additionally, for the efficacy and 

credibility of deterrence, the adversary must be certain that there is a “will” to respond with nuclear weapons it 

national sovereignty and security is at stake. The induction of nuclear weapons in the Indian sub-continent has 

rendered the earlier conventional deterrence strategy between Pakistan and India invalid. Nuclear weapons in 

hands of India and Pakistan have not helped in reducing the lingering animosity and mistrust between them. 

Nuclearisation of South Asia in being considered a threat to peace and stability in the region, entailing increased 

role of international community in stabilizing the security environment of South Asia. Therefore, worlds’ non-



 

 

proliferation concerns have focused on South Asia. The 2002 escalation indicates that chances of all out 

conventional war between India and Pakistan are considerably reduced due to nuclear deterrence and international 

concerns. Deterrence in Indo-Pak context will also prevent India form escalating a conventional conflict and 

bringing it to a speedy end on own terms. However tensions, military incidents and arm race are likely to continue. 

India wants to drag us into a nuclear as well as conventional arms race to exploit our economic weakness and 

engineer an economic collapse. With the recent insinuations of alleged transfer of technology to North Korea, 

Iran and Libya by some individuals, Pakistan will face the problem of credibility. Under the circumstances, weak 

conventional forces would lead to greater instability whereas a credible nuclear deterrent will prevent a fourth all-

out war with India.  

 

Recommendations.  

In the light of conclusions drawn above following measures are recommended:- 

 

(a) Conventional forces must be maintained strong enough, so that the nuclear threshold is not 

lowered; that includes purchase of new generation aircraft, naval vessels and air defense 

weapons. 

 

(b) Pakistan must achieve and maintain a credible minimum deterrence against India, compatible 

with threat and resource constraints, but never indulge in arms race (both conventional and 

nuclear). 

 

(c) Pursue indigenous space satellites that would enable Pakistan to monitor the movements and 

disposition of Indian Strategic units / formations during peace time. 

 

(d) Pakistan must endeavor to acquire second strike capability. 

 

(e) Pakistan should regain the credibility of the country as a responsible nuclear state by actively 

cooperating with the international community in unveiling the proliferation network and 

joining international arrangements for nuclear non-proliferation like Nuclear Supplier Group 

(NSG). 
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