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CTBT: how to avoid the trap

Prof Khurshid Ahmad

he Comprehensive Test Bao Treaty

is @ proxy and asymbol. The real

issue is Pakistan’s sovercignty, its

Istamic identity aoud capacity to
stand firm for its vital interests, The choice
s bhoetween nuclear deterrence and eco-
nomic self-relinnce on the one hand and
submission to US hegemony, compromises
on nuclear capability and ever increasing
dehn dependence on the other. The CTBT is
the road to nuclear decimation and-sutfo-
aning debt enslavement.

The Pakistani nation and its leadership
are faced with & eritical choice, Whatever dis
rection is taken today will have far reaching
impuact on the future of Pakistan and the
Muslim Ummah. It is no exaggeration to
claim that their role in the 21st century
would very much depend on this choice.
The Prime Minister's visit to the US and his
meceting with President Bill Clinton on De-
cember 2, 1993, constitute important steps
in this process. -

The real issue is not one of geting o few
billion dollars in loans, and a hittle more
breathing space, BEven litting or partially re-
laxing of the cconomic and military sanc-
tions is not the real issue, Similarly, the
problem is not to acquire 28 already obso-
lescent F-l6s, 0or to get back our money,
held illegally by the US after defaulting on
delivery of contracted F-16Gs on time. At
best, these could be termed as secondary
aspects of the problem. The real question is
Pakistan's (reedom and securnity and its ca-
pacity and will to stand up for its rights and
vital interests. It has imphceations for Pak-
istan’s ability and capability to play its role
in Dunlding and shaping its own future and
that of the Muslinm Umimah according o its
own priorities in the light of its own ideol-
opy, religion, and political aspirations. Pre-
sent and future security challenges in South
Asia have 1o be seen in this context.

Fucts have to be faced squarely. The
threat from India is a fact, not fantasy. Al-
though over fifty years have rolled by since
independence, Intiian political leadership
has, by and huge, refused to acceept Pakistan
as a soverceign Muslim country. Whatever
the domestic fanlures of Pekistani leader-
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ship, the facet is that the final break-up of
Pakistan in 1971 was o result of open Indian
aguression. Morcover the Indian leadership
soupht “legitimacy”™ for this aggression in-
voking abhorrence for the two-nation the-
ory and the ideolopgy of Pakistan. Indira
Gindhi openly sadd, India’s defeat of Pak-
istan on the castern front was “to sink the
two-nation theory in the Bay of Bengal®, The
world's response to this naked aggression
was passive and even tetically collusive,

The same “justification” s advanced by
the Indin leadership for its continued oc-
cupation of Kashmir. Every Indian leader-
ship has been openly declaring: "We are Ina
state of war against Pakistan and China. For
security against these two enemies, nuclear
weaponisation and all-time war preparations
are essential”. This was not only declared by
the Indian Prime Minister and his interior
minister, but also very forcefully and in
quite clear words by the India'’s diplomat
and spokesman - Mr Jaswant Singh. His ar-
ticle "Against nuclear apartheid™ appearing
in Foreign Affairs (Sept/Oct, 19498) con-
trins n clear statement of the Indian nuclear
doctrine,

There is need to understand the US po-
sition Loo. Pakistan never spared anything
to avail American friendship and favour.
However, starting from the Indo-China war
in 1962 to the nuclear explosions in May
1998, the US attitude and the economic and
military sanctions to which Pakistan has
been subjected in varying degrees, make
three things quite ¢lear:

= One, for Pakistan, the US is not at ali a
trustworthy friend. It never helped us in real
need. Its promises of help and protection
cannot be relied upon;

* Two, the real US inclination has always
been towards India, At every hour of wrial, it
tpheld Indian interests against Pakistan. In
= global political design, the US looks to-
wards India as a regional power. This ham-
puers Pakistan’s playing the role of a
sovercign equal, notwithstanding the differ-
onee in size,

* Three, the US and the West, are ner-

vous about the Islinue threat. That s why
the US wants Pakistan to be weak so that it
is unable to play an effective role i unify-
ing the Muoslion waorld, Israel has been
strengthencd so that it should dominate the
combined strength of the Arab states, mili-
tarily and cconomically. Itdwas been ensured
that no challenging power should cmerge in
the region. Any nation that aspires for an in-
dependent role — bLe it Iran, Libya, lraq,.
Pakistan or anyone else — is so “xed’ that
it may pose no threat to Israch hegemony:
The fate of the Contral Asian Muslim states
is no different where it has been ensured
that a Muslim block is not created, and this
whole area remains linked with Russia and
Europe. In this context, Pakistan's becom-
ing a nuclear power is most awesome for
the West and o factor that can upset their
whole future plans,

n the context of this political chessboard,
I it can be well-understood that in the eyes

of the US, Isracl and the West, the real
danger is Pakistan's nuclear capability and
cconomic progress. The Indian nuclear sta-
tus somewhat Nits into this design. That is
why when China acquired atomic capability
in 1964, western countries including Russia,
Canada, France, Israel and America helped
openly as well as clandestinely to make India
a nuclear power. No adverse reaction was
shown against Indian detonation in 1974,
Even the Indian explosions of 1998 materi-
alised because of sustained help from some
these countries, particularly Russia and Is-
rael. No severe action was taken against her
until Pakistan ¢onducted tests on May 28
and 30. The sanctions are really targeted at
Pakistan's nuclear capability and economic
independence.

Even the relaxation now being pronused
does not represent a change of heart, it only
reflects a change of strategy. The purpose is
not to pull Pakistan out of the economic cri-
sis. The pressure is coming from US agri-
cultural and industrial lobbies. Yet the real
objective is to keep Pakistan in a conditon
of perpetual dependence upon the West.



Let it be clearly understood that the
CTBT is not a self-contained and indepen-
dent treawy. It is a key clement of a compre-
hensive and integrated American nuclear
doctrine as clarified in its preamble. The
purpose of the treaty is that the five world
atomic powers, and more particularly the
US, should perpetuate their nuclear hege-
mony over the world. The result would be
that the Muslim world stays permanently de-
prived of this capability, The US nuclear
umbrella provides protection to Europe and
Japan. China has its own nuclear capability.
The UK and France have their own added
deterrents. Now India has managed to se-
cure enough capability that it can establish

its hegemony over the region. Israel also ~

possesses nuclear power,

The only area that lacks a nuclear secu-
rity system, is the Muslim world. Stretching
from Morocco to Malaysia, it is dependent
on others for its defence, Under the circum-
stances the future of the Muslim world de-
pends on Pakistan, That is exactly why the
whole political, economic and technological
pressure is exerted against Pakistan. Carrot
and stick, both are in use, in full measure.

After Pakistan conducted the tests in re-
sponse. to Indian explosions, the five per-
manent members of the Security Council (P-
5), the eight industrially developed nations
(G-8) and the UN Security Council through
its resolution, have all made it clear that
Pakistan and India commit to test bans by
signing CTBT, followed by other steps:

= Acceptance of the NPT regime;

e Stopping further enrichment, joining
the Fissile Matenal Cut-off Treaty (FMCT),
including acceptance of proposed inspec-
ton arrangements;

* Submission to the Missile Technology
Control and Transfer Regime, so as to con-
tain and control delivery systems;

* Restrain from weaponisation, minia-
tunisation and deployment of nuclear mate-
rial; and

* To commit not to export or supply
technology and develop appropriate Com-
mand and Control System.

The above five are components of one
indivisible American nuclear doctrine.
Presently, Pakistan is totally out of this
whole system, and inspite of all hue and cry
at the international level, whatever Pakistan,
or for that matter India, has done is legally
and morally correct; as under international
law Pakistan had every right to do so. But
once Pakistan signs and becomes part of the
system, then it will be bound to follow all
rules and may never be able to get out of it,
despite the socalled exist clauses. A country
once entrapped, i it opts to come out, will
face the fate of Iraq and the type of threats
given to North Korea.

he CTBT is the first step towards this
T trap. Pakistan must avoid it if it

wishes Lo protect its sovereignty and
nuclear deterrence. If we do not resist this
slippery road at this stage, we would willy
nilly be dragged into the abyss. The five nu-
clear powers, particularly the US is destined
to exert all kinds of pressure to force Pak-
istan into the CTBT unconditionally, fol-
lowed by commitment to the FMCT and
stop further development of nuclear tech-
nology or deploying of missiles (para 3, P-5
communique of June 5, 1998). The five
have also made it abundantly clear that no

amendment will be made in the NPT to"~

recognise the nuclear status of India and
Pakistan.(para 4).

When the Prime Minister of Pakistan
pledged in the UN General Assembly (Sept
23, 1998) to respect the CTBT and ac-
cepted the treaty practically, the US Secre-
tary of State Madeline Albright categorically
declared the very next day that CTBT was
not the only issue; the whole nuclear regime
is to be accepted and adhered to. The US
under secretary of state, Strobe Talbott,
speaking on “Peace and Security in South
Asia” in the World Network Programme
(November 13, 1998) again asserted the
same. He openly stated that virtual nuclear
roll-back was the real target. With respect
to the CTBT, he for the first time alluded to
the inspection not merely of “testing sites”

but of "nuclear sites”. Interestingly the
treaty has used the term “test” in the title
and not in the substantive text where only
“explosion™ is mentioned. Both these terms
were not properly defined in the treaty. Mr
Talbott's allusion to "nuclear sites™ is not a
lapse, it has brought the cat out of the bag.

The fact that the CTBT is a stepping stone
to an integrated indivisible nuclear doctrine
is hard to deny. The decision to be taken
today is whether Pakistan is ready to be en-
tangled in the system, and resultantly get its
hand ted for ever. AlRernatively is it willing to
pay the price 1o stay free and insist on main-
taining its nuclear deterrence in a manner
that is not only in keeping with its indepen-
dence and honour but which also enables it
to effectively protect its national and ideo-
logical security? If freedom, secunty and hon-
our are dear to Pakistan, it will have to decide
today. Any subservience to the neo-impenal-
ist system is not acceptable. Pakistan must
look only to Aliah, place confidence in its
own people and follow the path of seif-re-
liance. Any other option, whatever be the
promises, would lead us towards slavery.

Pakistan's security concerns are multi-
faceted. And all these aspects — security,
economic strength, ideological identity and
cultural integrity are cqually important and
inter-related. Stepping into the CTBT corri-
dor is bound to take us along the road to
denuclearisation. This specific aspect of the
national security relates to the threat per-
ception from India, as well as Pakistan's role
in shaping the future of the Muslim Ummah.
Accepting ban on further nuclear tests
would amount to abandoning these security
dimensions and betraying the aspirations of
the people of Pakistan and the Islamic
Ummah.

CTBT's non-relevance to nuclear deter-
rence is being trumpeted in the official
media in a very binsed manner. Presenting
only one side of the picture is being re-
flected. We would like the political, intellec-
tual, scientific and military leadership of the
country to look into the issue with greater
depth and concern to meet our present and
future needs. Only a futuristic approach can
be realistic, We must not surrender to short-
term political or economic pressures.

to be concluded




