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Abstract

The journey of state security from conventional deterrence to nuclear deterrence is
covered with the death of millions during WW11. The attack of American nuclear
bomb on Japan transformed the old balance of power system into balance of
terror system and a race began among the nations to get nuclear deterrence, so
that they could secure their ‘existence’ in the world arena.

Nevertheless, the tragedy of the nuclear deterrence is that whenever a state
‘acquired this (nuclear) capability, it involved with all its might to block the ways
and means of other states to acquire it. History of the nuclear deterrence openly
confirmed this hypothesis — it was either McMahon Act of 1946 or the declaration
made by the Nuclear Supplier Group (NSG) in 1975 - both represent those
conscious efforts which were made to keep away smaller plus rival states from
nuclear power group. However, in reality these efforts were unsuccessful to
restrict the proliferation of nuclear power.

The American use of nuclear bombs in Japan in 1945 gave birth to two major
issues which the policy makers needed to be answered — whether atomic power
should be used again against any state and how to prevent other states to acquire
it. The magnitude of destruction which world witnessed in Hiroshima and
Nagasaki responded the first one positively negative but for the second the efforts
are still in progress.

In spite of all global efforts either collective or individual, the states which were
determined to acquire the nuclear power, succeeded to achieve it like France and
Pakistan. This research focused not only the roots of the obsession which forced
France and Pakistan to be nuclear power and announced it but also explains their
attitudes towards the use of nuclear power as security deterrence. Two major
questions are tried to be answer in this research: Why did France and Pakistan
obsess to achieve nuclear deterrence? How did they behave after achieving this
technology?

France and Pakistan (especially), were those states, which began to achieve their
nuclear deterrence in that age when the world had two nuclear powers in case of
France (US/USSR) and five in case of Pakistan (US/USSR/UK/FR/CH). All these
powers were extremely obsessed to maintain the nuclear status quo in the world,
to keep their monopoly and greatness in the world. French and Pakistani attitude
towards the use of nuclear power as security deterrence depends on the perceived
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level of threat perception that’s why France in 1990s even reached the conviction
of Zero Option while for Pakistan nuclear security is still a First Option.

Key words: Nuclear, deterrence, security, allies, prestige
Introduction

National Security defines as ability of a nation to “protect its internal values from
external threat”.! This definition of the word National Security might be in
comprehension of many in 21% century but when the journey of the state security
turned from conventional deterrence? to nuclear deterrence after the WWII with
the death of millions in Japan; it transformed the old balance of power® system into
balance of terror system*. National Security has become a synonym of nuclear
deterrence and this transformation began a race among the nations to get that
power which secure their ‘existence’ in the world arena.

Nevertheless, the tragedy of the nuclear deterrence was that when a state ‘acquired
this (nuclear) capability —it involved with all its might to block the ways and
means of other states to acquire it. History of the nuclear deterrence openly
confirmed this hypothesis — it was either McMahon act of 1946° or the declaration
made by the Nuclear Supplier Group (NSG) in 1975° - both represented those
conscious efforts which were made to exclude smaller plus rival states to be the
part of nuclear power group. However, in reality these efforts were unsuccessful to
restrict the proliferation of nuclear power.

American use of nuclear bomb in Japan in 1945 gave the birth of two major issues
which the policy makers needed to be answered — whether atomic power should be
used again against any state and how to prevent others states to acquire it. The
magnitude of destruction which world witnessed in Hiroshima and Nagasaki’
responded the first one positively negative but for the second the efforts are still
going on.

In spite of all these global efforts for non-proliferation of nuclear capability either
collective or individual, the states which were determined to acquire the nuclear
power, succeeded to achieve it. This research focuses not only the roots of that
obsession which forced France and Pakistan to be nuclear power and announced it
but also explains their attitudes towards the use of nuclear capability as security
deterrence. Two major questions are tried to answer in this research: Why did
France and Pakistan obsess with the wish to achieve nuclear deterrence? How did
they behave after achieving this technology?

France and Pakistan (specially), are those states, which began to achieve their
nuclear deterrence in that age when the world had two nuclear powers in case of
France (US/USSR) and five in case of Pakistan (US/USSR/UK/FR/CH). All these
powers were extremely obsessed to maintain the nuclear status quo in the world,
which was the source of their monopoly and greatness in the world. France and
Pakistan’s attitude towards the use of nuclear power as security deterrence
depends on the perceived level of threat perception. France in 1990s even reached
the conviction of Zero Option while for Pakistan nuclear security is still a First
Option.

A Hexagon Of Nuclear Deterrence For France And Pakistan
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The Passion for the Nuclear Deterrence: why?

The story of Franco-Pakistan struggle to be nuclear powers is full of hardships and
constraints including economic and political pressures from existing nuclear
powers, although in different decade — France in 1950s and Pakistan in 1970s.The
key question is that while both the states had apparent economic and security
umbrella of America during the Cold War (1945-1990) either it was through
NATO, SEATO or CENTO, why they decided to go with projects for their
security which needed billions of dollars? The answer of this question has
explained through the following reasons.

Security and survival

The security situation for Pakistan was more delicate than that of France in 19472
The fear to be vulnerable against external threat and the weakness of the internal
harmony created highest level of insecurity for both states (France & Pakistan)
after the mid 1940s.

At the end of the World War 11, although neighbouring Germen threat® was
diminished due to its division into East and West Germany but rising Soviet power
with communist ideology knocking at French doors with expansionist approach.
The NATO alliance provided a relative security for France within European
continent against Germany and communist Soviet Power but its colonial wars
(1947-1962) in Southeast Asia and in Africa enhanced the existing sense of
unreliability against the allies and opened many windows for its vulnerability
against the enemy. The French unreliability on the allies is linked with French
experience in two world wars.*°

During the Cold War, France had two apprehensions; it might be made the
cannon-fodder for the Anglo-Saxon powers in the event of a future war due to
alliance commitment and those powers (Anglo-Saxon) would abandon Europe,
and adopt a peripheral strategy™ to liberate the continent. The experience of Suez
crisis (1956) reinforced these apprehensions when Britain and Israel left France
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alone due to American pressure —to face the consequences.™® France could not
afford another devastating World War on its land that could any time definitely
turn into a nuclear war due to the involvement of three nuclear powers (USA,
USSR and Britain). To secure its existence and to avoid becoming a pawn in
Anglo-Saxon game — France decided to have those muscles (nuclear one) which
could save it from becoming a victim of the forced decision.*?

Pakistan’s apprehension against the Indian threat raised its security level high
when it had seen its (Indian) response against the unfavorable decisions of
princely states (forceful action against Hyderabad, Junagadh, etc) in 1947.
Kashmir dispute stamped Pakistan’s insecure feelings. To meet its security needs,
Pakistan joined the western security alliance SEATO and CENTO in mid 1950s
under the American Umbrella. The ineffectiveness of these alliances against India
proved within a short period of time (1965-1971) because the target of these
alliances was communist states of Asia not India. The failure of western allies to
protect Pakistan’s geographical unity in 1971 forced it to search those muscles
(Nuclear one) which ensure its existence from the future aggression.

Besides insecurity, another common factor helped France and Pakistan to reach
the same conclusion - to be nuclear power - was the consecutive failures of their
conventional forces to protect the geographical unity of the state.

French land army, the well recognized strongest army within Europe since the
time of Napoleonl, had to face humiliated defeat in 1940 against Germens and it
failed to protect its homeland. Later, in Indo-china, at Dien Bien Phu siege (1954),
once again, it had to lay the arms against the irregular force of Vietnam liberation
army. These tragedies further intensified the military weakness due to indecisive
withdrawal from Suez war. Consequentially, French decision makers reached on
one conclusion that they had to change the tone of their peaceful nuclear program
and transformed it to a weapon grade - to protect their geographical boundaries.

On contrary, Pakistan’s confidence on its conventional military bit dwindled after
1965 war with India when consequential Tashkent Treaty had failed to solve the
root cause of the conflict - Kashmir dispute. This semi-compromised treaty made
the emerging politicians in Pakistan think some other way to equalize the Indian
power in the region.™ Foreign Minister, Z.A. Bhutto prophesized after the
Tashkent treaty that the next war against Pakistan could be a total war and
therefore our plan should be to achieve the nuclear deterrence”,™ because answer
of nuclear bomb can only be a nuclear bomb.*’

The tragedy of 1971 when more than ninety thousand Pakistani soldiers laid down
their arms and surrendered to India further strengthened the idea and consequently,
the modest and still nascent nuclear program turned into weapon grade. This
transformation made it a source of security and national sovereignty after 1971.
So, it was right to say that Pakistan’s nuclear option meant to deter the Indian
nuclear threat although entered late in the political discourse of Pakistan,® yet
when it was adopted, Pakistani psychology began to consider the security,
independence and nuclear weapon as synonym.

This feeling of vulnerability further strengthened when Soviet Union invaded
Afghanistan and a proxy war between two powers started in Pakistan’s
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neighborhood. The continuous attacks of Soviets and Afghan forces on Pakistani
borders and a possible tripartite alliance among the USSR/India/Afghanistan
raised the possibility of 1971- tragedy again — dismemberment of Pakistan. To
deter all these security threats, Pakistan had one option —to be a nuclear power.

Pro-Active Scientific Community

The role of an active nuclear scientific community is probably most important in
Franco-Pakistan nuclear programs; the objective behind was mostly identical —
scientific development and deterrence for the state. The early decade of both the
states linked to the infrastructure development and a pacifist nuclear program, but
the gradual politico-regional issues particularly linked to the security of the state
became the source of the rise of those scientists who were supportive to the
weaponization of the nuclear capability.

In France, nuclear scientists had established international recognition in the field
of atomic research before the WWII. The political and military failure of France
during the WWII gave a severe blow to their research development. They had
dispersed but remained linked to the nuclear research either in England or in
Canada. The American monopoly on nuclear research and raw material after
joining the allied camp and non-recognition of French efforts in the field of
Atomic development *° had created irresistibility among French scientists. The
American suspicions, due to main French scientist Frederic Joliot’s communist
attachment, also deeply wounded French susceptibility. That’s why in July 1944,
the French scientists rather than politicians urged French President de Gaulle to
launch an atomic energy program.?

Pakistani nuclear scientists like France, had established their international fame
before the beginning of the nuclear program led by the noble laureate Dr. Abdus
Salam. The organic security threat from India when turned from conventional to
nuclear — Pakistan took some time but adapted the need of rising modernity in
deterrence. The East Pakistan tragedy and Indian explosion (1974) became the
stimulus for that.

The practical existence of the concept (Pakistan Nuclear Program) and its
organization is credited to Dr. Ishrat Usmani. However, it was Dr. Munir Ahmed
Khan who insisted and later strengthened Dr. Usmani’s foundations, to create
deterrence against India. After Indian nuclear explosion, Dr. Abdul Qadeer Khan’s
offer to serve Pakistan’s nuclear program has linked to the same reasoning which
was the driving force behind the French scientists to work for — security for the
motherland.

The following events describe the significance of nuclear energy and the role
scientists to promote it in their respective states.

Indo-Pakistan clash in 1965 changed Pakistan’s President, General Ayub’s
approach a bit towards conventional deterrence but still he was not interested in
the nuclearization of weapons. Yet this war and a meeting with Dr. Munir
nuclearized his foreign minister Z.A. Bhutto’s politics further. Dr. Munir Ahmad
Khan — a Pakistani scientist who was working in International Atomic Energy
Agency (IAEA) — met Z.A. Bhutto in Geneva and informed him about Indian
advancement in nuclear field. He also highlighted the chances of Pakistan’s
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availability for the nuclear capacity and insisted that Pakistan should have ‘nuclear
deterrence’.?* Z.A. Bhutto was convinced but Munir Ahmed failed to persuade
General Ayub during their London meeting in December 1966.% In spite of
reluctance, General Ayub initiated the nuclear program and signed contracts with
USA and Canada for nuclear cooperation which later become the milestones for
the nuclear program.

Contrary to Pakistan, the French political and scientific community was more
anxious about nuclear development. Their dependency on the allies for their
liberation from Germens forced them to keep their eyes open and availed all
opportunities for their comeback in global politics as a decision maker through
nuclear power.

The secrecy of American nuclear program (Manhattan Project) and non-sharing of
information with the allies caused irritation in French political and scientific
community and the outcome was — a meeting between French scientists and the
delegate of the free French army including de Gaulle in Ottawa, Canada in July
1944. Frédéric Joliot-Curie, Bertrand Goldschmidt, and Francis Perrin (all of
them were working on Manhattan project in Montreal) met first in Ottawa with
Free French delegate to Canada, Gabriel Bonneau on 11" July 1944 and informed
him that - a weapon of extraordinary power, based on uranium, would be ready in
one year, to be used first against Japan.? They also highlighted the strategic
importance of the weapon which would give America considerable after war
advantage in the world. They insisted that it was absolutely necessary to resume
atomic research in France as rapidly as possible,?* because — atomic energy was
invariably not only associated with the economic reconstruction of a country, but
also make a significant impact on defence.?

French scientist (Pierre Auger, Bertrand Goldschmidt and Jules Gueron) met De
Gaulle as the President of French Provisional Government® and forced him for the
recommencement of French Nuclear Program. After the meeting, de Gaulle
remarked, “thank you, I have very well understood”. 2" This de Gaulle’s
understanding led the foundations of “le Commissariat I’ énergie atomique”™®
(CEA) on October 8, 1945 through an ordinance.? It had a peaceful orientation, so
there was no plan to build a nuclear weapon at the early stage.*

‘

French nuclear program “........ foundation arose out of humiliating military
defeats, a desire for the restoration of French pride, the development of France as
an international power, and a mean through which France would restore its
greatness and prestige.”*! This Adam Deyoe’s justification for French nuclear
struggle successfully explains Pakistan’s obsession for it, too.

Deterrence against Allies

The attainment of nuclear capability for France and Pakistan has dual objectives,
they wished to liberate themselves from the dependency of allies’ security
guarantees and secondly, they also wanted to have those muscles which forced
their allies to intervene at that time when they were reluctant to help.

According to Walter Lipman, France wished to acquire the possibility of
constraining the United States to intervene, even though it did not wish to do it to
save Europe.* Walter Lipman could be right in his observation because during the
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World Wars America joined the war after enough destruction in Europe generally
and French particularly. France could not afford it in future nuclear war, so they
wanted to have that power which forced America to intervene to save Europe
before total destruction.

This hypothesis was partly true for Pakistan because its shattered confidence on
American security guarantees after mid 1960s forced it to have those muscles
which made American intervention in Indo-Pakistan Conflict mandatory.
Consequently, American active involvement during Kargil crisis in 1999 and Indo-
Pak standoff in 2001/2002 proved the above mentioning hypotheses. Contrary to
Pakistan’s nuclear diplomacy against India, France has never needed to adopt
nuclear tactic although it specifically links its use to the self-defence (Article 51 of
UN charter).®

This nuclear strategy of both states (France and Pakistan) has its roots within the
allies’ attitude and approach. Through NATO, France had a security guarantee
against its communist enemies but it had to fight against them in Vietnam and in
Algeria partly alone. America was reluctant to support France there due to the
involvement of French colonization issue. America preferred, again during Anglo-
French Suez adventure - against Soviet nuclear threat — to use its financial
leverage to force Britain to withdraw, leaving France alone. This French sense of
diplomatic isolation further enhanced due to that “special relationship” which later
propagated between the two Anglo-Saxon nations on nuclear field. France joined
EURATOM and signed nuclear cooperation deal with Israel to end this feeling of
isolation.

For Pakistan, alliance with the West was a symbol of security guarantee against
one and the only presumed cum realist adversary - India - but its expectations
ended like bubbles during 1965 and 1971 wars. when the enemy was an immediate
neighbor and allies were unpredictable and at distance, the choices of a state like
Pakistan can neither be else than to equalize its powers with a nuclear weapon as
an ultimate deterrence rather to accept a satellite status in the region. So it can be
analyzed that the choice of atomic France is more in terms of competition between
allies rather than the threat for an enemy* while in case of Pakistan it is an effort
to survive among the fittest.

Nuclear Power Source of Status in the World

The nuclear capability of the five UNSC permanent members with the gradual
process is enough to prove the world that nuclear power and great power status has
some close linkage. When this thought coupled with the statements of the leaders
of those nuclear powers verified the belief, “the independent contribution ... put us
where we ought to be, in the position of a great power” (Macmillan, British Prime
Minister),® “a great state that does not have nuclear weapons when others do, does
not command its own destiny” **(de Gaulle, French President). Even Indian Prime
Minister, Atal Bihari Vajpayee announced that “we have a big bomb and now
India is a nuclear power state (means great power)” * (italic added) These
statements correlated the presence of nuclear weapon with the independence,
sovereignty and a great power status in the world, in such a situation, a rational
and resourceful state can’t afford to deprive itself from a “great power” status.
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So nuclear deterrence, in France was the answer of Charles de Gaulle
announcement, “France cannot be France without greatness,” and in Pakistan, it
fulfilled its thirst to have an equalizer status with India. *

French position after the WWII, was equivalent to a middle sized power,
devastated economically and psychologically, but still had certain aspects of
global importance - its second biggest colonial empire and a permanent
membership in the UNSC. France linked both the aspects to a great power status,
yet, it failed to maintain its colonial empire and felt to encircle itself among the
hostile rival powers during the first decade after the WWI1.* It required some
alternatives and the nuclear capability was the substitute which helped to maintain
— the “incontestable prestige for France”*’ across the world and its international
stature, through providing nuclear parity with Anglo-Saxon and Soviets. ** De
Gaulle’s motives for setting up the CEA in 1945 were fairly clear and centered on
the independence and greatness of France and its mission in the world. *
According to Pompidou (French President, 1969-1974) if France did not maintain
its nuclear program, it would be reduced to the within ten, fifteen and twenty years
at most to the status of an underdeveloped country.*?

British nuclear blast in October 1952 also stamped French resolute for the nuclear
weaponization. The old Anglo-French rivalry, although became a story of the past
in 20" century but it was difficult for the French to see the rise of English in a field
in which their scientists were excelled and which ensured them the super power
status.

Pakistan’s creation as the biggest Muslim state and its unconditional support to the
Muslim cause around the world gave it a different type of recognition in the
Islamic world and since the beginning, it was considered as a bridge between the
two worlds - Western and Muslim. The leadership also emphasized Pakistan’s role
as the champion of Muslim cause and unity around the world which strengthened
the above-mentioned hypothesis.

This status and recognition severely affected when Pakistan joined hands with the
western alliances for its security needs in 1950s. It disapproved the Arab Muslim
world where a widespread hatredness existed due to western (Anglo- French under
American umbrella) imperial policies in the Middle East and Colonial Muslim
world in Asia and Africa. This diplomatic isolation further enhanced due to the
Indo-Pakistan clash in 1971 which truncated Pakistan less than half and weakened
it psychologically while the Indian nuclear explosion in 1974 made it more
traumatized because it added another hegemonic indication from Indian side. A
nuclear India could force Pakistan to be its satellite like the other South Asian
countries*: for Pakistan it was an unimaginable presumption. The answer of this
‘unique kind of anxiety’*and isolation which Pakistan was facing in early 1970s
was the escalation of the efforts to have such ‘deterrence’, which could ensure
Pakistan’s existence as a sovereign state and also forced other states to reinitiate
their relations with Pakistan. That could be done only through one technology: the
nuclear one. So, unlike India which achieved nuclear power to strengthen its
hegemonic tendencies, Pakistan’s adaptation of nuclear weapon option was “more
an act of desperation to build a weapon of last resort.*® For Pakistan, the tragedy
of 1971 proved that the conventional military equilibrium with India was not
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sufficient for the security of Pakistan in future. So the Z.A. Bhutto government in
Pakistan (1971-1977) calculated that for the restoration of semi balance in South
Asia, to elevate Pakistan’s prestige in Muslim world and to establish personal
supremacy on coup-prone army, nuclear deterrence was needed. *’ His calculations
proved right consequently, the announced nuclear deterrence provided a different
sense of security to Pakistan and Pakistanis in 1980s and being first Islamic
country to be nuclear — also- gave it, a moral edge in the Islamic world.*

Regional Determinant

States, having nuclear capability, not only have succeeded in keeping an
international standing but also thriving to maintain a regional supremacy — except
the Southwest Asian region where three adjacent nuclear powers (China, India,
and Pakistan) are surviving side by side. America, in American continent, France,
in Western European and Russia, in Eastern European region blocked the
possibility of any other nuclear rival, so that they could induce their desires in the
relevant regions. French desire to contain rising Germen economic power and
equalize British nuclear capability in the continent and Pakistan’s need to stabilize
its position in Middle Eastern region and equalize Indian military power had the
same ends - the nuclear deterrence.

French attitude towards European Economic Committee (EEC) during de Gaulle
era (1958-1969) represented that confidence which it had after nuclear blast
(1960). Its, two rejection of British application for joining the EEC, its empty chair
policy to get decisions in its favor in 1960s, its opposition to American Vietham
policies openly and an initiative to have détente with Soviets were the small
consequences of French independent approach during the Cold War after
achieving the nuclear capability.

Pakistan could not use its nuclear ability like France to raise its regional status and
to solve its issues with its neighboring rivals. But its nuclear capability has given it
not only a regional standing vis-a vis India but also among other South Asian
states and in the Middle Eastern region. Pakistan’s technical superiority and
unconditional support to each Muslim cause in the past helped it to end Arab
Worlds’ cold behavior during alliance period.

The failure of Iragi and Libyan efforts to get nuclear ability and success of
Pakistan in this esoteric technology could facilitate Pakistan to enhance its
influence and prestige by being first among its fellow Muslim nations.* Z.A.
Bhutto believed that among the rich and security conscious Arab states...it
[nuclear capability] enhances Pakistan’s stature and importance incalculably.>

Pakistan also highlighted the idea in which Pakistan is considered as nuclear
protecting shield not only for its territorial boundaries but also for safeguarding the
ideological frontiers of the Muslim world”.** Both above mentioned hypothesis are
assumptions and practically, Pakistan never committed any deal with any Muslim
state for providing them any type of nuclear security.

Nuclear power as an Energy Source

At present, nearly 70 civil nuclear power reactors are under construction
in 15 states.”* Although, Fukushima tragedy in 2011 forced states to revisit their
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nuclear lust, in result, Italy has banned the use of nuclear power and Germany
decided to close its nuclear power reactors until 2022. Developed states can make
decisions like this in 21% century but in mid 20" century when the alternative fuel
resources were limited, every state which could afford rushed to achieve civil use
of nuclear technology to decrease its oil bill.

The use of nuclear power as energy source was another incentive for Pakistan to
have this capability. In 1970s and 1980s, the propagation that it was the cheapest
source of energy was quite common globally in spite of the dangers involved in it.
Pakistan and France both kept this “use” on top.

France after oil crisis in 1973 planned to use this source as an alternative and now
it is the biggest user of the nuclear energy as power generation.>® Pakistan, since
1970 stressed this use due to the scarcity of its natural resources particularly in
the1980s when the government started the ‘load shedding’ process to maintain a
balance in supply and demand. Pakistan could not solve this issue like France and
the situation in Pakistan has now reached on catastrophic position.**

Politics of National Security and Nuclear Deterrence

“Atom bomb and hydrogen bomb are great source of security. No one whether he
is capitalist or a communist is going to calls an act worthwhile which is going to
destroy the world”.> (Lord Birdwood) This belief has justified the proliferation in
the world.

The devastation which caused by the American use of nuclear weapon generated
two types of approach in the world. One group®® began to support the non use of
the nuclear weapon — due to the fear of great Armageddon - linking it with
insufficient technical experience to manage the crisis among the medium and
small powers. Another group defies this argument and linked it with the
monopolization of the major powers and supported the positivity of ‘nuclear
deterrence’ to manage the global peace because of the frightenedly high cost of
war.*” The tragedy of the argument was that both groups were using the same
quality of the weapon for the justification of their arguments, the awesome
potential for the destruction.

Major Powers used their influence, pressures and sometimes control over the
technology and raw material to block the means of other states to move towards
nuclearization.®® But they are partially successful because these efforts — when
espoused with the belief that nuclear weapon is a strategic instrument and a vital
source of great power status or prestige — every attempt for non- proliferation has
been collapsed. This approach has given a new life to that resort in which the
nuclear war is considered as instrument of diplomacy.>®

Franco- Pakistan Approach towards Nuclear Security

Nuclear diplomacy and nuclear security is a part of statecraft for France and
Pakistan. Although in 1994, French announced that, “France does not currently
have any specified adversaries .....” ® (Italic added) yet it launched a series of
nuclear tests in 1995-1996. This French action was considered as a precursor of
Indo-Pakistan nuclear blasts in 1998.
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The practical use of nuclear power as diplomacy depends on the level of threat in
which a state survived. So, in the course of French nuclear history, one can find
that they never threatened any of their enemy for nuclear attack. Why did France
adopt this attitude? The answer comes from its security guarantees which it had
after WWII for all existing threats: centuries-old enmity with Britain changed into
an alliance, the neighboring threat of Germany diminished due to its division
between East and West Germany, and against Soviet Communist threat —
American Umbrella in the form of NATO forces. So, if it is said that the
underlined objective of France to have nuclear weapon was that, they could force
Americans to intervene in any European affair where it was reluctant through
nuclear war threat, seemed to be true. **

But for Pakistan, the story is bit different. It is reported that, “India threatened
three times for nuclear attack, two times from Pakistan, first time 1987, second in
1990 and once when US threatened to send its nuclear warship in Bay of Bengal
(in 1971)".%

The hard-core reality of the South Asian politics was that Pakistan could not afford
an arm race with India in conventional armament, but it was different in nuclear
field. The ability to inflict unacceptable damage played an important role in
creating a successful deterrence. So, nuclear capability in fact, became a weapon
of deterrence for Pakistan reduced the adversary to silence or paralysed its
conventional superiority. After the nuclear blast of 1998, the conventional war has
become unthinkable between the two old rivals of South Asia.®®

According to Pakistani diplomat, Igbal Akhund after Indian explosion in 1974, one
of his western colleagues in the UN, said, one would have expected that in this
particular field Pakistan would have been first.®* His argument was felt to be
justified because being a smaller and weaker state — Pakistan had more strategic
motive to rely on nuclear weapon to neutralize its disadvantages in size and
resources. This discussion also indicates the general prevailed psychology about
the nuclear bomb — a smaller state having a regional and neighbouring rival if
wished to sustain as an independent nation has only one alternative— to become a
nuclear power. Being a comparatively smaller and insecure state in the Sub-
Continent, when India exploded its ‘Peaceful Nuclear Explosion’ in 1974, then
Pakistan had no option except to nuclearize itself.

Although before going to the nuclear way, Pakistan tried to get nuclear guarantee
from the western nuclear powers and Pakistan Prime Minister, Z. A. Bhutto and
President, Zia repeatedly assured west - if there was no problem in conventional
weapon supply than Pakistan could avoid the nuclear deterrence. Z. A. Bhutto,
during his visit to America in 1975 made a direct link between the nuclear
program and arms aid and said if Washington met his requirement in conventional
arms, he was ready to accept international safeguards for nuclear program,® and
Zia, during an interview to an American TV channel said if America continued its
assistance, Pakistan would not make the atom bomb.*®

Pakistan’s nuclear history although started during the1960s but it was able to use
its deterrence as an instrument of security in the mid 1980s. India had planned the
biggest army exercise near Pakistani border, named as Operation Brass Tacks®’ in
November 1986.The threat of war, said to be cancelled due to Pakistani
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President’s dual policy, at one side by using cricket diplomacy® and on the other
side “informing Indian Prime Minister about Pakistan’s nuclear capability”.*® This
time nuclear deterrence saved the South Asia another open war unlike the previous
three ones, in 1948, 1965, and 1971.

After 9/11, when India tried to follow American philosophy of pre-emptive strike
and presuming Indian parliament attack,” similar to World Trade Centre attack,
put all its army on Pakistan border, Pervez Musharraf, Pakistan’s President ,during
that standoff in 2001/2002, while addressing the nations said, “we don’t want war.
But if war is thrust upon us, we would respond with full might, and gave a
befitting reply”. ”* In April talking to Germen news paper Der Spiegel, he
threatened India the use of nuclear weapon. The interview was widely published "
and an open war between the two averted again.

Although the retreat from Kargil and unconditional submission of American
demand in 2001 considered diplomatic weakness on behalf of Pakistan but the
efficacy of nuclear deterrence is still unchallengeable in Pakistani psyche.

Another part of Pakistan nuclear security policy is based on the rejection of any
international pressure which target particularly Pakistan. As Pakistani Foreign
Minister Abdul Sattar said, “We will not accept any pressure (international) which
was exclusively directed against Pakistan”.” That’s why Pakistan always linked

its signature of NPT with the Indian willingness.
Conclusion

“A nuclear power plant is coming to be as vivid token of national self-assertion as
a flag and a steel mill”.”*

French and Pakistani journey towards nuclear deterrence has many common
aspects. National humiliation, international isolation and national identity are
three underlined theme which commonly forced Pakistan and France to face global
pressure to pursue their objectives for the national interest regarding achievement
of nuclear capability.

Both had patriotic, energetic scientific community to become a stimulus against
the uninterested military hierarchy which considered conventional approach best
until certain national and international setbacks forced them to change their
opinion. Suez crisis and British nuclear blast for France and the debacle of East
Pakistan in 1971 and Indian nuclear explosion in 1974 for Pakistan are those
milestones which led them to be nuclear.

Pakistan and France have different approach in the use of their nuclear deterrence.
Pakistan used nukes as “first option” but France always kept it in “proportional
deterrence”. This difference lies due to that unseen security guarantee which
American presence in Europe has given to France which it always denied.

Pakistan, with conventional military balance unable to maintain its position in the
region, so Pakistan needs an “equalizer”.” Its nuclear capability provides that
equalizer which Pakistan achieved facing all the global pressures.

French non-proliferation efforts after 1990 indicates - when its feeling of
minimizing security threat established - that the sense of security for a vulnerable
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state leads it towards de- nuclearization. Pakistan may be next “champion of de-
nuclearization” when it will feel secure in its borders in general and on eastern
front particularly.
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