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ABSTRACT  

The debate about nuclear disarmament is of paramount importance as the scale of 

devastation from a single atomic bomb both in terms of human casualties and damage to 

infrastructures is catastrophic as we have already witnessed in the case of Hiroshima and Nagasaki. 

Given that there is scarcely a graver threat to humanity than the outbreak of nuclear war, the 

non-proliferation regime is of critical importance. Entering into force over 40 years ago the NPT is 

the centre piece of the non-proliferation regime. But can the NPT in its current form remain a 

useful tool for constraining the nuclear ambitions? This research paper tries to address this 

question. 

 

The NPT is largely seen as a 'grand bargain' between the nuclear weapon states (NWS) and 

the non-nuclear weapon states (NNWS) (Franceschini, 2012). The NNWS party to the NPT agreed 

not to acquire nuclear weapons and to accept safeguards on their peaceful nuclear activities. In 

return the NWS party to the NPT agreed to pursue negotiations in good faith to eliminate their 

stockpile of nuclear arsenals.However, the current situation is such that there are reportedly still 

over 17,000 nuclear weapons worldwide and there is a continued lack of transparency nuclear force 

build up (Kishida, 2014). Hence,the first part of this paper will examine the problems contained 

within the four corners of the NPT. 

 

In the second part, I will look beyond the words of the treaty and consider the collapse of the 

current non-proliferation regime. First, the NPT has stood toothless in the face of the threat from the 

non-sate actors, mostly of ominous terrorist nature. Second, the NPT makes a false dichotomy of 

“peaceful” and “non-peaceful” nuclear capabilities. It alsolets countries get to the brink of nuclear 

weapons and then quit the treaty and built the weapons.There are two key components to an effective 
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treaty regime, i.e., compliance: verification and, in the event of violation, sanction. Neither of these 

two critical pieces is actually working within the NPT framework. Third, the vigour of the NPT is at 

the mercy of realpolitik as the members of the United Nations Security Council (UNSC) in particular 

often subvert the goals of the NPT in order to advance their own goals (Duvall, 2009).There is a 

nuclear weapon monopoly of only five nuclear weapon states as the NPT does prevent horizontal 

proliferation but not vertical proliferation. 

This third loophole becomes a major reason as to why India is not a signatory of the NPT 

right from its conception. Thus, the third section of the paper talks about India and the NPT at 

large,looking at India's decision from a realist lens. India has always had an uneasy relationship 

with the global nuclear non-proliferation regime. It has seen the non-proliferation regime as a 

discriminatory order dividing the world into 'haves' and the 'have nots’(Rajagopalan, 2008). 

As such the international community should recognize the NPT as a lost cause and begin the 

process of rebuilding the non-proliferation regime with new foundations in place (Duvall, 2009). 

 

INTRODUCTION 

Humanity stands at a historic juncture, facing catastrophic threats from the potential use of 

nuclear weapons. The rapid destruction of even a small number of major urban areas in any nation 

would bring unprecedented devastation and loss to life. No political, economic or military objective 

could justify this outcome. A chain of events leading to nuclear war can emerge even when no 

political leader believes it is in the interest of the state to initiate war, and both sides act in a manner 

intended to avoid it.The long list of nuclear accidents, malfunctions, mishaps, false alarms and close 

calls, often initiated by mechanical or human error continue to grow. Such incidents include crashes 

of nuclear-armed aircrafts and submarines, warning systems mistaking flocks of geese or reflections 

of sunlight for enemy missile launches, maintenance crews dropping tools and blowing up missile 

silos, and temporary loss or misplacement of nuclear weapons (Forden, 2001). 

It is in this context, a discussion on nuclear disarmament becomes crucial and the NPT
2
 which is 

the linchpin of the non-proliferation regime. The idea of the Non Proliferation Treaty basically 

                                                           
1. The NPT is a landmark international treaty whose objective is to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons and weapons 

technology, to promote cooperation in the peaceful uses of nuclear energy and to further the goal of achieving nuclear 

disarmament and general and complete disarmament. The Treaty represents the only binding commitment in a 

multilateral treaty to the goal of disarmament by the nuclear-weapon States. Opened for signature in 1968, the Treaty 

entered into force in 1970. On 11 May 1995, the Treaty was extended indefinitely.  A total of 190 parties have joined the 

Treaty, including the five nuclear-weapon States. More countries have ratified the NPT than any other arms limitation 
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emerged after the leaders of the world realized about the devastation the world can witness if the 

countries are not stopped from developing the weapons of mass destruction at such a large scale. 

During the Second World War only, the world witnessed a disaster when USA dropped two bombs 

on Japan. To aggravate the conditions further, was the cold war and the division of the entire world 

into the two power blocs. Both USA and the Soviet built huge nuclear arsenals. The relationship 

between the two was very fragile and there was a continuous danger of a nuclear attack from both the 

sides. However, the major concern remains that is the NPT actually competent enough to deal with 

such problems. 

The NPT essentially divides the entire world into the 'nuclear haves' and the 'nuclear have nots'. 

The treaty restricts nuclear weapon states (NWS) status to nations that "manufactured and exploded a 

nuclear weapon or other nuclear explosive device prior to 1 January 1967" and having a right to 

possess nuclear weapons with a promise not to transfer them and pursue negotiations to disarm at the 

earliest. Whereas, for the rest of the countries of the world to accede to the treaty, these states must 

do so as non-nuclear weapon states (NNWS) with no right to possess any nuclear weapons. 

In effect for 35 years and signed by 189 countries (every country in the world but three) - is teetering 

in crisis, possibly on the edge of obsolescence. One country, North Korea, has abrogated the treaty, 

the first signatory ever to do so, and has since reprocessed enough plutonium to build at least a half 

dozen bombs(Kaplan, 2005). 

More broadly, vast loopholes in the treaty, which have long been noticed, are finally being 

exploited. It is increasingly doubtful whether the NPT, in its current form, can remain a useful tool 

for constraining nuclear ambitions. 

 

 CRITICISMS OF THE ARTICLES AND PROVISIONS OF THE NPT 

Recognizing in the preamble the empirical fact that more nuclear weapons and more nuclear 

weapons states makes the likelihood of nuclear war greater, the NPT sets forth on a quest to reduce 

the number of nuclear weapons to zero (Duvall, 2009).In order to accomplish this task, the NPT has 

11 articles that primarily aim towards non-proliferation, disarmament, and peaceful use of nuclear 

weapons.The paper will first address the main articles very briefly followed by their criticisms. 

                                                                                                                                                                                                   
and disarmament agreement, a testament to the Treaty's significance. For more information visit 

http://www.un.org/disarmament/WMD/Nuclear/NPT.shtml 
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 Article I and Article II 

Article I
3
 of the NPT lays down that the five official nuclear weapon states (the US, Russia, 

the UK, France and China) are not allowed to transfer nuclear weapons to ―any recipient 

whatsoever‖ whereas the Article II
4
 of the NPT does not allow any non-nuclear weapon states to 

produce or in any other way acquire nuclear weapons.  

But many States Parties to the NPT find the NATO
5
 nuclear cooperation as a violation to the 

provisions of the NPT.Nuclear sharing is a concept in NATO's policy of nuclear deterrence, which 

involves member countries without nuclear weapons of their own in the planning for the use of 

nuclear weapons by NATO, and in particular provides for the armed forces of these countries to be 

involved in delivering these weapons in the event of their use. 

As part of nuclear sharing, the participating countries carry out consultations and take 

common decisions on nuclear weapons policy, maintain technical equipment required for the use of 

nuclear weapons (including warplanes capable of delivering them), and store nuclear weapons on 

their territory. In case of war, the United States told NATO allies the NPT would no longer be 

controlling.As of 2005, it is estimated that the United States still provides about 180 tactical B61 

nuclear bombs for use by Belgium, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands and Turkey under these NATO 

agreements (Kristensen, 2005). 

And thus, emerges the need to question the status of Belgium, Italy, the Netherlands, 

Germany and Turkey as non-nuclear weapon states. They are certainly not Nuclear Weapon Free 

States. Above all, there is reason to question whether the NATO Nuclear Sharing really is in line 

                                                           
2. 

. 
Article I:Each nuclear-weapon State Party to the Treaty undertakes not to transfer to any recipient whatsoever nuclear 

weapons or other nuclear explosive devices or control over such weapons or explosive devices directly, or indirectly; and 

not in any way to assist, encourage, or induce any non-nuclear-weapon State to manufacture or otherwise acquire nuclear 

weapons or other nuclear explosive devices, or control over such weapons or explosive devices. 

(http://www.un.org/en/conf/npt/2005/npttreaty.html) 

 

3. Article II:Each non-nuclear-weapon State Party to the Treaty undertakes not to receive the transfer from any transferor 

whatsoever of nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices or of control over such weapons or explosive devices 

directly, or indirectly; not to manufacture or otherwise acquire nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices; and 

not to seek or receive any assistance in the manufacture of nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices. 

(http://www.un.org/en/conf/npt/2005/npttreaty.html) 

 

4. The North Atlantic Treaty Organization, also called the [North] Atlantic Alliance, is an intergovernmental military 

alliance based on the North Atlantic Treaty which was signed on 4 April 1949. The organization constitutes a system 

of collective defence whereby its member states agree to mutual defence in response to an attack by any external party. 

For more information visit http://www.nato.int/ 
 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/NATO
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Deterrence_theory
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Nuclear_weapon
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Armed_forces
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/B61_nuclear_bomb
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/B61_nuclear_bomb
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/B61_nuclear_bomb
http://www.un.org/en/conf/npt/2005/npttreaty.html
http://www.un.org/en/conf/npt/2005/npttreaty.html
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Intergovernmental_organization
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Military_alliance
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Military_alliance
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Military_alliance
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/North_Atlantic_Treaty
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Collective_defence
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with the Nuclear Non-proliferation Treaty (NPT). If any other NPT states tried to share nuclear 

weapons using similar arrangements, the NATO countries would be the first to condemn them for 

breaching Articles I and II of the NPT. 

Many states, and the Non-Aligned Movement, now argue this violates Articles I and II of the 

treaty.  No measures have been taken in order to solve it. 

 Article IV 

The NPT is largely seen as a 'grand bargain' between the nuclear weapon states (NWS) and 

the non-nuclear weapon states (NNWS) (Franceschini, 2012). The particular provisions that embody 

the important trade are Articles IV and VI (Duvall, 2009).Article IV (I)
6
 talks about ―the inalienable 

right of all the Parties to the Treaty to develop research, production and use of nuclear energy for 

peaceful purposes without discrimination.‖ 

However, the peaceful use of nuclear energy is becoming an increasingly contested issue 

within the NPT. This politicization can be traced back to a number of recent developments in the 

discourse on peaceful uses of nuclear energy, the most prominent controversy being the Iranian 

nuclear programme
7
. When confronted with strong accusations of violating its International Atomic 

Energy Agency
8
 (IAEA) Safeguards and Agreement and sometimes violating article II, Iran has 

regularly recurred to article IV. When discussing IAEA and UNSC resolutions, which call for a 

suspension of the Iranian enrichment and heavy-water programme, Iran has questioned the very 

legitimacy of such resolutions, as they would collide with the inalienable rights of all NPT parties to 

pursue peaceful uses of energy (Franceschini, 2012).Despite no credible evidence confirming the 

                                                           
5. Article IV(I)Nothing in this Treaty shall be interpreted as affecting the inalienable right of all the Parties to the Treaty 

to develop research, production and use of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes without discrimination and in 

conformity with Articles I and II of this Treaty. (http://www.un.org/en/conf/npt/2005/npttreaty.html) 

 

6. Iran‘s nuclear program, initially cancelled after the 1979 revolution, was revived in the closing phases of the 1980-

1988 war with Iraq. Tehran wanted to guard against a future surprise analogous to Iraq‘s repeated use of chemical 

weapons. Iran has depicted international pressure to suspend its uranium enrichment as a politically motivated attempt to 

keep it scientifically backward and to deprive its rights under the Nuclear Non Proliferation Treaty. Through appeals to 

nationalism, Tehran has used the prolonged crisis to revive flagging support for the regime and keep the revolutionary 

faithful mobilized. In a profound sense, the nuclear dispute is now inextricably tied to the political nature of the regime 

itself. (http://iranprimer.usip.org/resource/politics-irans-nuclear-program) 

 

7. The IAEA is the world's centre of cooperation in the nuclear field. It was set up as the world´s "Atoms for Peace" 

organization in 1957 within the United Nations family. The Agency works with its Member States and multiple partners 

worldwide to promote safe, secure and peaceful nuclear technologies. (http://www.iaea.org/About/about-iaea.html) 

 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Non-Aligned_Movement
http://www.un.org/en/conf/npt/2005/npttreaty.html
http://www.iaea.org/About/about-iaea.html
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presence of nuclear weapons in Iran,the crippling economic sanctions guided by the U.S.A continue. 

Dr. Hans Blix,former Director General of the IAEA himself agreed ―there is no clear evidence 

against Iran which suggests that Iran is producing nuclear weapons
9
‖ (Joyner, 2014). 

Furthermore, Article IV(II)
10

 states that ―All the parties to the Treaty undertake to facilitate, 

and have the right to participate in, the fullest possible exchange of equipment, materials and 

scientific and technological information for the peaceful uses of nuclear energy‖ (NPT Review 

Conference, 2005). 

But over the years, power politics and economic considerations have taken on a bigger role in 

how the transfer of technology happens. There is a generic discomfort among the NAM countries 

with the practice of nuclear energy cooperation and technology transfers (Franceschini,2012). It is 

highly questionable as to whether this transfer of technology is actually happening and if yes, at what 

scale? 

 Article VI 

Article VI sets out that ‗each of the Parties to the Treaty undertakes to pursue negotiations in 

good faith on effective measures relating to cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date and to 

nuclear disarmament‘. 

The major criticism of Article VI lies in its language. The words 'pursue negotiations in good 

faith' do not impose any deadline for the complete disarmament (Duvall, 2009). 

Secondly, the failure of the NWS to disarm themselves especially in the post cold war era has 

angered the NNWS.In 2000, the five NWS committed themselves to an ―unequivocal undertaking to 

accomplish the total elimination of their nuclear arsenals.‖ But for now, the five continue to retain 

the bulk of their nuclear forces*(Collina, 2014). 

*Refer Table 1 

                                                           
8. There have been arguments against Iran stating that there was no need for Iran to develop its nuclear arsenals as Russia 

was already supplying Iran with the required amount needed by Iran for peaceful purposes. 

 

9. Article IV (II) All the Parties to the Treaty undertake to facilitate, and have the right to participate in, the fullest 

possible exchange of equipment, materials and scientific and technological information for the peaceful uses of nuclear 

energy. Parties to the Treaty in a position to do so shall also co-operate in contributing alone or together with other States 

or international organizations to the further development of the applications of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes, 

especially in the territories of non-nuclear-weapon States Party to the Treaty, with due consideration for the needs of the 

developing areas of the world. (http://www.un.org/en/conf/npt/2005/npttreaty.html) 
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Table 1 

Country Year of first 

nuclear test 

 

Deployed 

warheads** 

Other 

warheads 

Total 2014 

USA 1945 1920 5380 7300 

Russia 1949 1600 6400 8000 

UK 1952 160 65 225 

France 1960 290 

 
 

10 300 

China 1964 - 250 250 

Source: SIPRI Yearbook 2014  

 

** ‗Deployed‘ means warheads placed on missiles or located on bases with operational forces. (All estimates are 

approximate and are as of January 2014.) 

Therefore, the NWS are often criticized by the NNWS as they feel that the NWS has not 

performed their duties of keeping their nuclear arsenals under control and are totally uncommitted to 

their duties and obligations. 

 Article X 

Article X
11

 holds yet another chink in the NPT‘s armour. Article X of the NPT gives a Party 

the right to withdraw from the treaty "if it decides that extraordinary events, related to the subject 

matter of the Treaty, have jeopardized the supreme interests of its country."In other words, the NPT 

allows a nation to opt out of the treaty as long as the state, in its own discretion, determines that 

―extraordinary events‖ have endangered the ―supreme interests‖ of the country (Duvall, 2009). 

This raises concerns that a country could withdraw from the NPT either to escape 

consequences for past treaty violations or to use technology and material procured and developed 

                                                           

10.  Article X (I). Each Party shall in exercising its national sovereignty have the right to withdraw from the Treaty if it 

decides that extraordinary events, related to the subject matter of this Treaty, have jeopardized the supreme interests of its 

country. It shall give notice of such withdrawal to all other Parties to the Treaty and to the United Nations Security 

Council three months in advance. Such notice shall include a statement of the extraordinary events it regards as having 

jeopardized its supreme interests. Article X (II) Twenty-five years after the entry into force of the Treaty, a conference 

shall be convened to decide whether the Treaty shall continue in force indefinitely, or shall be extended for an additional 

fixed period or periods. This decision shall be taken by a majority of the Parties to the Treaty 
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under the guise of peaceful purposes for nuclear weapons.Article X is being used as an "escape 

hatch" for states that have violated their non-proliferation commitments (Rani, 2011). 

One such case that brought the treaty to a crossroad in its history is the withdrawal of North 

Korea
12

—without penalty—from the NPT without an apparently grave enough circumstance to 

justify its departure. In doing so, it sent a negative message about the validity and relevance of the 

NPT as the cornerstone of the nuclear non-proliferation regime. North Korea, which declared its 

withdrawal from the treaty in 2003, the NPT‘s value as a security and confidence-building 

instrument is increasingly put into question in the regional contexts of the Middle East and Asia 

(Kmnett, 2014). 

 GENERAL CRITICISMS OF THE NON PROLIFERATION TREATY 

The paper now attempts to address the general criticisms of the treaty moving beyond the 

words and the articles of it. 

The first criticism that arises is due to the treaty‘s inability to reform itself to address the 

emerging threats and strategic realities, especially the emergence of non-state actors, which the state-

centric Treaty was not tailored to address (Kumar, 2014).There is a perceived urgency of the threat 

posed by non-state actors, especially terrorist groups.Terrorists exploit gaps in security. The current 

global regime for protecting the nuclear materials that terrorists desire for their ultimate weapon is 

far from seamless. At least four terrorist groups, including Al Qaeda, have demonstrated interest in 

using nuclear device. There have been 18 confirmed thefts or loss of weapons – usable nuclear 

material. This threat is more serious than most people realise because the components to make a 

nuclear bomb are not always as well guarded as they should be (Brill, 2012). 

The threat from the non-state actors can be explained well with the help of the incident that 

occurred in South Africa. Under apartheid, South Africa developed a small nuclear arsenal that it 

dismantled when that regime ended. The highly enriched uranium (HEU) fuel from about a dozen 

bombs is stored in their Pelindaba nuclear facility, which was successfully attacked and entered by 

armed men in November 2007. Even though it took security almost an hour to arrive and scare them 

off, fortunately they did not obtain the HEU. We may not be as lucky next time, and all it takes is 

once(Hellman, 2009). 

                                                           
11. In March 1993, North Korea announced its intention to withdraw from the NPT after questions were raised about 

whether it was covertly reprocessing plutonium for nuclear weapons. 

(http://www.un.org/en/conf/npt/2005/npttreaty.html) 
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Adding to it, there is a dilemma of 'second tier nuclear proliferation' or 'secondary 

proliferation' facilitated by the globalisation of manufacturing capabilities, which allows companies 

even in non-nuclear states, such as Malaysia, to develop vital components to build nuclear weapons. 

Consequently, non-state actors today have greater access to vital nuclear technology. This simply 

means that in an increasingly globalised world focussing on states alone is likely to be insufficient; it 

is equally important to focus on and engage private manufacturers (Sidhu, 2006). 

 

The second criticism arises from the naïve assumption that there is ―peaceful‖ nuclear 

energy here and ―martial‖ nuclear energy there. It has contributed greatly to the impotence of the 

NPT. Dual-use technology has made such a distinction rather worthless, that is, if the nation wants to 

convert its civilian energy program to military purposes,it can be done easily and it is only a matter 

of political will, and not technological capabilities, that keep such a nation from taking the next 

step(Duvall, 2009). The supporters of the NPT argue that there is an institution of IAEA separately 

dedicated to oversee whether the countries are converting their nuclear energy into nuclear 

arsenals. However, the verification process, pursued by the International Atomic Energy Agency 

(IAEA), is haunted by political and technological demons. The intelligence gathering aptitude of the 

agency has been revealed as lacking, as seen by how the recent events involving Syria and Israel 

caught the IAEA by surprise. 

It may be argued that there is another mechanism to ensure that the countries are not misusing 

their nuclear energy for military purposes and that is, via the sanctioning process. However, it is an 

equally disreputable state of repair, subject to the enduring rivalries and whimsical vagaries of the 

rivals who sit upon the Security Council. The political willingness to apply sanctions appropriately 

has and will continue to be lacking (Duvall, 2009). 

The third and one of the main criticism arises from the entire concept of the 'inner' and the 

'outer' politics of the United Nations. Professor CSR Murthy makes this dichotomy. In order to 

explain itlet‘s take two scenarios, one inside the UN and the other outside the UN. Inside the UN, the 

permanent members of the UN Security Council or the NWS always talk about the non-

proliferationand the urgent need of disarmament in order to solve the world problems. However, it is 

ironical and at the same time surprising to find the same countries carrying out huge nuclear weapon 

development programs outside the UN. Thus, it is high time that we realize that mere talking would 

not helpand what matters the most is the implementation of the provisions. 



 

© Universal Multidisciplinary Research Institute Pvt Ltd 
 

134 
 

International Journal of Law and Legal Jurisprudence Studies :ISSN:2348-8212:Volume 4 Issue 3 

 

It is often criticized that it aims to eliminate 'horizontal proliferation' but is insufficient to 

address the problem of 'vertical proliferation' ,that is to say it aims to stop nation-states that do not 

have, but are acquiring, nuclear weapons or developing the capability from doing so but has 

insufficient provisions for the nation-states already possessing nuclear weapons from increasing the 

stockpiles of these weapons, improving the technical sophistication or reliability of their weapons, or 

developing new weapons. 

This becomes a major problem when countries like U.S continuously pursue development of 

new warheads and a complete renewal of the US nuclear weapons complex infrastructure while at 

the same time accusing countries like Iran for increasing its nuclear power. On 23rd September,2014, 

The New York Times reported that the Obama administration is planning to spend more than $1 

trillion over the next three decades to significantly upgrade its nuclear weapons capability 

(Williamson, 2014).As of august 28, 2014 Russia still holds the largest number of nuclear weapons 

accounting to about 8000 weapons left onto it as a legacy of the cold war and the Soviet 

Union(Kristensen and Norris , 2014). 

These statistics are enough to determine the scale of the so called disarmament that is being 

undertaken by these countries. This politics of the NWS undermines the NPT and all arms-control 

accords by asserting that nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction are good if they are 

in the hands of good nations. This policy, therefore, rejects a general non-proliferation standard. 

Thus, it would not be wrong to say that the Non Proliferation Treaty is at the mercy of the 

'realpolitik' or the UN Security Council permanent members where the major decisions are taken 

according to their whims and fantasies (Duvall, 2009). 

 

CASE STUDY: WHY DID INDIA NOT SIGN THE NPT? 

One of the major reasons as to why India did not join the NPT is the discriminatory character 

of the treaty. India was not satisfied with the treaty dividing the world into two categories where five 

countries had the power to retain their nuclear weapons whereas the rest of the world had no right to 

do so. It has been India‗s consistent policy not to sign unequal, discriminatory treaties. For this very 

reason, many voices have strongly denounced NPT's hypocrisy and discrimination as "the nuclear 

imperialism", "the nuclear hegemony", "the nuclear cartel", "the nuclear cult", "the nuclear 

apartheid" (Ishida,2014). 

http://www.fas.org/press/experts/kristensen.html
http://www.fas.org/press/experts/norris.html
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However, India‗s position is not merely an idealistic position but rooted in its own national 

interest. Because of the fact that India is surrounded by neighbours like China and Pakistan both 

having nuclear arsenals, India cannot afford to give up the nuclear option or accept any restraint on 

it, unless there is genuine acceptance of the goal of nuclear disarmament and concrete movement 

towards it in a step by step manner as part of a well-defined nuclear disarmament process. Indian 

views about what nuclear weapons in others‘ hands might do are highlypessimistic. 

India is simply another rational unitary state pursuing its national interests inorder to ensure 

its survival. A long history of conflicts with its neighbours, namelyPakistan and China, made India 

sensitive to any change in its neighbours‘ strategicsteps. India began its nuclear research in 1944 and 

until the 1962 Sino-Indian war
13

 and the 1964 Chinese nuclear explosion, theprimary objective of the 

Indian nuclear programme was the development of a powersupply to meet long-term civilian needs 

(Akan, 2006). 

During the 1950's, India and China developed a close relationship and came together in the 

spirit of ―Hindi Chini Bhai Bhai‖ (Indians and Chinese are brothers). However, it did not take long 

before Sino-Indian solidarity gave way to frustration and bitterness. On October 20, 1962, China 

launched an offensive across the border, quickly routing the Indian force (Radchenko, 2014). The 

defeat in the Sino-Indian war was one of the greatest humiliations India had to suffer and most likely 

became the cause of Nehru's death. Ever since India lost a brief border war to China in 1962,it has 

resented and mistrusted its neighbour to the north. 

The situation worsened after China became a nuclear power in 1964, India became concerned 

about having a neighbour, with whom India hadproblematic border relations which even now 

remains unresolved, with nuclear weapons. It would have been almost impossible to deter an attack 

from China with conventional weapons. Hence, in regard to this development in 1964, ―Indian Prime 

Minister LalBahadurShastri launched a program to reduce the time needed to build nuclear arms to 

six months‖. India‘s perception of a prior threat originated with the Chinese nuclear test, and 

Indiastarted to change the direction of its nuclear research at that time (Akan, 2006). 

                                                           
12. The Sino-Indian War was a war between Chinaand India that occurred in 1962. A disputed Himalayan border was the 

main pretext for war, but other issues played a role. There had been a series of violent border incidents after the 1959 

Tibetan uprising, when India had granted asylum to the Dalai Lama. The dispute over the sovereignty of the widely 

separated Aksai Chin and Arunachal Pradesh border regions played a major role. Aksai Chin, claimed by India to belong 

to Kashmir and by China to be part of Xinjiang, contains an important road link that connects the Chinese regions of 

Tibet and Xinjiang. China's construction of this road was one of the triggers of the conflict. 

 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/China
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/India
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/1959_Tibetan_uprising
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/1959_Tibetan_uprising
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/1959_Tibetan_uprising
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Dalai_Lama
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sovereignty
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Aksai_Chin
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Arunachal_Pradesh
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To further add to the Indian need of having nuclear weapons, China had officially announced 

its support for Islamabad‘s advocacy of a plebiscite in Kashmir
14

, which India was strongly against, 

during the 1962 conflict. India already had hostile relations with Pakistan because of the entire 

history of partition, Kashmir and the border issues. Hence, the close relationship between China and 

Pakistan became a source of moretension. In order to protect its interests, there was an inevitable 

need of a security guaranteeagainst both the new Chinese nuclear threat and a potential Sino-Pak 

nuclearcollaboration. This fear of the Sino- Pakistan collaboration proved to be true in mid-seventies 

after the 1971 Indo-Pakistan War where Pakistan was aided by China (Akan, 2006).Also 

geographically, India lies between Pakistan and China. A Sino-Pak alliance,especially a nuclear one, 

could have ended up disastrously for India, which wassandwiched between the two states. 

We can understand India‘s position from a realist lens. Realism
15

, in its purest form, is based 

on the following assumptions: In theabsence of a higher authority, states cannot be sure of the 

intentions of other states.This uncertainty leaves states in a self-help system. Due to the uncertainties 

ofanarchy, states have to guarantee their own survival, and this is the main drivingmotive of 

states. They cannot rely on any authority, state or institution other thantheir own capabilities. 

Because states must take care of themselves, the mosteffective means to protect themselves are the 

military capabilities.Sometimes, states are threatenedby other powers, which can call the sufficiency 

of a country‘s capabilities intoquestion. This perspective clearly explains the Indian decision of not 

joining the NPT.For any state, its survival is the most important. There arose a security dilemma as 

India was surrounded by neighbours like China and Pakistan, both of which have nuclear 

weapons(Akan,2006).China has been accorded the status of a Nuclear Weapon State under the NPT 

itself and hence was not bound to disarm itself immediately and completely while Pakistan, on the 

other hand is not a party to the NPT. In such a scenario where India is under a constant threat of 

attack from either side as had already been witnessed in various wars like Sino-Indian war in 1962, 

the Indo- Pakistan wars in 1965 and 1971 and the latest Kargil war in 1999, it would be foolish on 

the part of India to completely disarm itself and be a party to the NPT. 

                                                           
13. At the time of partition, Kashmir wanted to remain autonomous from both India and Pakistan. However, a few days 

after partition Pakistan attacked Kashmir and the ruler of Kashmir Maharaja Hari Singh agreed to sign the Instrument of 

Accession with India on the grounds that India would help Kashmir. In accepting the accession, the Government of India 

made it clear that they would regard it as purely provisional until a plebiscite was held in Kashmir to ascertain the will of 

the people. However, no plebiscite has been held till date which was promised by the Government of India. 

14. The theory of realism rests on the three pillars of statism, survival, and self-help. 
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This is arguably one of the structural weaknesses of the NPT in relation to its applicability to 

the politically charged region of Asia. By permitting China to holdnuclear weapons and not India, 

the system of stability created by mutual deterrence is ineffective (Houston*, 2014). 

A kind of causal mechanism can be witnessed where countries acquire nuclear weapons 

because of a potential threat from the other states. Thus, it can be explained that India possesses 

nuclear weapons not to attack other states but only to protect itself in case of an attack. This is clearly 

shown by India's nuclear policy of 'No first use'.India undertook a peaceful nuclear test as far back as 

1974 but, as a mark of unparalleled restraint, has studiously refrained from weaponisation. It has 

scrupulously observed the provisions of the NPT even while remaining out of it. India has been 

careful enough to not export the nuclear know-how or material to foreign countries for example, it 

refused to help Libya with the nuclear weapons. Neither has it openly nor in a clandestine manner 

helped the process of proliferation (Rajagopalan, 2008). 

India stood away from the treaty but it is not indifferent to proliferation of nuclear weapons, 

vertical or horizontal. It is among those countries responsible for inscribing nuclear disarmament on 

the UN agenda, and since the mid-50s, it has been unwaveringly committed to a nuclear weapon free 

world. Therefore, when the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty came up for debate at the Disarmament 

conference in Geneva, India made it abundantly clear that it would not go with a draft unless it 

contained a pledge by the nuclear powers that they would proceed towards complete nuclear 

disarmament within a reasonable time frame (Ishida,2014). 

Though India objected to the Nuclear Non-proliferation Treaty (NPT),it has seen proliferation 

itself as a threat to international stability and has repeatedlytouted its ―exemplary non-proliferation 

record of four decades and more.‖The Indian view of the spread of nuclear weapons is fundamentally 

different from the‗more may be better‘
16

 arguments of proliferation optimists such as Kenneth 

Waltz,Indian officials do not think that nuclear weapons have stabilized the region;rather they 

believe that nuclear weapons increases the risk of it. However, it has no other option than to have 

these weapons at its disposal if it wants to protect itself in case of an attack (Rajagopalan, 2012). 

                                                           
15. Waltz argues that "more may be better," contending that new nuclear states will use their acquired nuclear 

capabilities to deter threats and preserve peace. Waltz outlined in great detail why nuclear states would be better able to 

deter attacks by increasing their costs. He argued that states are unlikely to take great risks for minor gains that a 

deterrent-based strategy eliminates the need of wars of conquest to create buffer zones, and that being a known nuclear-

weapons possessor sends a certain signal to potential attackers that makes underestimation less likely. 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Nuclear_state
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Nuclear_deterrence
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To conclude, one can say that if countries like India are expected to let go off their nuclear 

weapons, it is necessary for the nuclear weapon states to disarm first or atleast show appropriate 

signs of it. 
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CONCLUSION 

Fifty years after the Cuban missile crisis, we are approaching a critical time in nuclear age. Our 

technological genius threatens our human future. Too little has been accomplished towards achieving 

a world free of nuclear weapons. 

With a shifting balance of economic power, multilateral regimes such as the NPT will inevitably 

come under pressure; they were drafted by the hegemonic powers (Franceschini, 2012).The NPT, 

negotiated among many people from different nations with different political objectives and 

constraints, is inevitably a document of compromises, laced with imprecise language, nuanced 

meaning, and cognitively dissonant passages. The core bargain at the heart of the treaty is 

discriminatory and inherently unsustainable.Perhaps the biggest criticism of the NPT is that 

increasingly it is being viewed as an end in itself rather than a means to an end. Viewing the treaty as 

an end in itself ignores its flaws and through entrenching a discriminatory power structure and 

ignoring a changing world order, makes the situation of states like India untenable. Pierre Hassner 

describes the NPT as: 

“An arrangement which tries to freeze the status quo and to limit the dangers, but which is 

inherently weak both in terms of legitimacy, because of its unequal and discriminatory character, 

and in terms of power, because of the lack of agreed and legal sanction against non-compliance.” 

(Houston*, 2014) 

The flaws of NPT are enough to seriously handicap the treaty. Depending on how the treaty 

is interpreted, it is either as claimed the core of the world‘s non-proliferation regime, or it is a tool 

for proliferants to hide their ambitions and legitimize their activities(Weiss, 2008). 

The treaty cannot be a substitute for measures one might otherwise take in protecting one‘s 

security. Without reform, it does not provide a good model for dealing with proliferation threats 

other than nuclear (e.g., chemical, biological, or missile), but it is an important adjunct whose 

absence would raise current anxiety levels about the spread of weapons of mass destruction(Weiss, 

2008). 

Therefore, if efforts at comprehensive global nuclear disarmament are to succeed, the Nuclear 

Weapon States need to let go of their exclusivist mind set. 
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