Minimum Deterrence and Democracy

Most discussions on India’s nuclear posture focus on the external dimension
of mational security policy. In fact, nuclear weapons also have a bearnng on
pivotal aspects of domestic political life. The adoption of a strategy of nuclear
dererrence carres not only the security dilemma with respect to the stare’s
extemnal sphere, but equally serious domesdc dilemmas for democracies.
These dilemmas invelve three major contradictions:

The immorality of threatening indiscriminate destruction versus the moral imperative
of securing the survival of the state and its dtizens: Nuclear weapons pose for
democratic societes an exrraordinarily difficult moral problem. How can we
reconcile the moral responsibility of the state to protecr its cltzens from ex-
ternal threars and our percepdon of oumselves as a good society with the
threat to destroy other human beings indiscriminately?

The high degree of centralized control that nudear weapons requive versus the obli-
gation of democracies to dispeise authonty: Whereas democracy is at its core a de-
centralized system buile on the idea thar the people are the ulomare arbirers of
their own fate, nuclear weapons directly contravene this axiom and tend to
maximize centralized power and decision making,

The need for secrecy that surrounds nudear weapons versus acountability and the
wile of law, which awe viral pillars of democracy: Nuclear weapons breed a secre-
uveness that evades accountability and which, if unchecked, allows the sub-
version of basic democratic nonmns.

As in the case of the extemal security dilemma, none of these domestic
dilemmas can be resolved fully. They can at best be reduced to the lowest
possible level by means of a stmct adherence to minimum deterrence. This
requires thar minimum deterrence be undestood in the broadest sense: that
nuclear weapons are not assigned the predominant place in natdonal security
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arrangements; and thar states acknowledge the ways in which nuclear weap-
ons violate democratic nomms and seek to contain as far as possible the moral
and political inroads they make into the democratc good society. True
minimum deterrence refuses to prvilege nuclear weapons and meats them as
polircal rather than opemtonal instrumens of security. Consequently, it
keeps under control the tension berween nuclear weapons and democracy.
The smaller the weapons infrastructure, the less the vulnembility of demo-
cratic soclety to erosion by the accoutrements of deterrence.

Even a cumsory reading of the history of nuclear weapons in India leaves us
rroubled about is propensity to undermine democracy. INuclear India has for
the most part been secredve, statist, and undemocratic in is ‘m.'n'nrkil1gs.1 [roni-
cally, the much-criticized tests of 1998 did democracy a service in at least one
respect. They removed the shroud of secrecy from nuclear policy and
brought it into the public eve, thus creating an environment for accountabil-
ity thar had been lacking in the past. But the furure remains unsure, for it is
by no means cerrain that this “democradzadon” of nuclear policy will be
sustained. It is the argument here that while the contradiction between nu-
clear weapons and democracy cannot be resolved so long as nuclear weapons
are not eliminated—a dim prospect, as we have seen in Chapter 1—
minimum deterrence offers the oprimal “soluton.” It minimizes the domesdc
polidcal costs of possessing nuclear weapons and thereby offers the best possi-
ble balance between the requirements of extemnal security and those of de-
mocracy. This chapter examines first the troubling dilemma of targeting in-
nocents with nuclear weapons. Then follows a discussion on the ways in
which nuclear weapons derract from a comerstone of democracy: the right of
cidzens to determine their own fate. Finally, the chaprer focuses on the ac-
cumulation of state power under the guise of mtional secunty and the ero-

sion of public accountability and the rule of law.

The Moral Dimension

Indians tend often to bask in the virtues of Gandhian nonviolence. In reality,
an elementary acquaintance with India’s history and social-polincal life re-
veals a story similar to that of any other society, one that s replete with
power and violence. Gandhi's antipathy toward nuclear weapons was strong:
he found them morally repugnant and unacceptable.” But we have seen in
Chapter 3 that he was ambivalent about the use of ammed force against exter-
nal enemies. Antinuclear activists often fail to acknowledge his ambivalence.”
Nor do they concede that this ambivalence pervades Indian thinking abour
the ethics of war. The ancient scriptures of Hinduism, to which the great
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majority of Indians adhere, reflect the ethical tension between samanya dhama
(the common virtues), which gives primacy to ahimsa (nonviolence), and vis-
esa dharma (pardcular dutes), which, among other things, makes killing a
duty for warriors. Sill, there was a deep-seated moral distaste attached to nu-
clear weapons dunng the early years after Independence. The need o re-
spond to growing threars was reined in by a revulsion against the indiscrimi-
nate and apocalypdc character of nuclear weapons. Indian policy drifted in an
uncertiin sea. A succession of leaders felt compelled, however reluctantly, to
at minimum keep the nuclear option open and simultaneously to resist the
demand for the acquisidon of a nuclear arsenal. Even Morrjl Desal, as stub-
bornly hostile to nuclear weapons as Gandhi, could not bring himself to close
the opdon. This reflects the contradiction between the political reality of the
world around us and the moral sensigvities that we aspire to be true to.

Democracy 15 at heart an ethical system centered upon, among other
things, respect for the life and liberry of one’s fellow human beings and upon
moral choice and the individual and collective responsibility of making it
From this perspective, nuclear weapons pose grave difficulties for democrade
society. Is deterrence morally defensible? Many Indians assert that it is not.”
Bur this is an absolite posidon. The real world s complex, requiring us to
grapple with irs contradictory elements. Appreciadon of this complexity is
embedded in Hindu thinking abour mass destrucdon.” On one hand, the
scriptures and epics proscribe indiscriminate killing and insist on the principle
of proportdonality, which demands that the use of violence be propordonal to
objectives. On the other, they allow for setting these morml considerations
aside in exceptional circumstances and as a last resort, both of which are im-
plicit arguments in favor of nuclear weapons. If we regard it as a moral right
to defend ourselves by the use of force, then it may be argued that nuclear
deterrence is acceptable as an extension of this.

Burt there must be limits on the means we use to achieve desirable ends.
This brings us to the quesdon of rargering. The strategy of massive remliation
declared by India involves the threar o annihilate large numbers of noncom-
batants. How, it may be asked, can we justify the atminment of peace by tar-
geting Innocents and threatening them with indiscriminate destrucdon? Paul
Hamsey, who rejects countervalue targeting, argues: “It is never right to do
wrong that good may come ourt of it. . . . INeither is it right to inrend to do
wrong that good may come out of it If deterrence rests upon genuinely in-
tending massive retaliadon, it i cleady wrong no matter how much peace
results.”™

Hamsey invokes the disonction between jus ad bellum (Just cause) and jus
in bello (just means) in war.” The former, involving the right to make war,
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differenciates berween legidmate and illegiimare grounds for waging war.
The latter rests on two prnciples: discimination, or the minimization of
hamm (particularly to noncombatants), and proportionality. By the standard of
Jjust means, deterrence based on countervalue strategy, which trgets cites
and makes no distincton between combatans and noncombarants, appears to
be morally reprehensible. In comparison, a warfighong or counterforce strar-
egy, which targets the adversary’s military forces, mav be considered accept-
able. But this s not a satisfactory argument, for the distinction between
countervalue and counterforce strategies is notional. In practice, many so-
called “counterforce” rargers are located in or near large populadon centers:
airfields, cantonments, military command centers, and so on. Thus, for in-
stance, one study shows that total fatalides from owenty kiloton counterforce
attacks on Pakistani military targets could be extremely high: 173,925 in the
case of the 12 Army Corps stationed at Quetta, and 321,864 1f the 11 Army
Corps at Peshawar is targeted." Ramsey’s argument holds that the inadvertent
“collateral damage” from counterforce warfare is accepmble, since it & un-
intended.” But at this level of destruction, such a2 moral disdnction s mean-
ingless, the more so since simuladon studies enable us to andcipate what is
likely to happen. Collateral damage in such cases is no more than a euphe-
mism for an impact not qualitagvely different from that caused by counter-
value mrgering,.

There are three serious objections to counterforce strategy. First, while it
is extremely difficult to contemplate the extincdon of cites, a strategy of at-
tacking the adversary’s forces, because it seems less objectionable, is more do-
able, especially when the use of low-yield nuclear weapons is envisaged. Sec-
ond, a strategy which allows the probability of collateral damage that could
affect very large numbers is hard to jusdfy as morally sound. Third, the dis-
tnction between the two strategies is not really meaningful if we take into
account the problem of escalation. Given the high degree of uncertainty asso-
clared with the concept of limited nuclear war, it is not improper to argue
thar “the strength with which the convicton, that war will be limired, is ex-
pressed, s matched only by the weakness of the politco-strategic theory
which accompanies it.”"” Because both strategies are just as likely to lead to
large—scale nuclear conflict, they are equally immeorml. The advantage of
minimum deterrence is thar, while undeniably immoral in an absolure sense,
it accomplishes iz purpose of obraning security ar minimuwm acrual risk ro
innocents, and hence is relagvely more acceptable from a moral as well as a
practical standpoint India’s rejection of tactcal weapons for nuclear war-
fighting and commitment to minimum deterrence is thus ethically tolerable.

Some crides are so mornlly outraged dhar they will not allow the very ex-
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istence of nuclear weapons. In her passionare response to the Indian tests of
1998, the wnter Arundhad Roy decries “the end of imaginadon™ and writes
of nuclear weapons: “The fact that they exist at all, their very presence in our
lives, will wreak more havoc than we can begin to fathom. MNuclear weapons
pervade our thinking. Conrtrol our behavior. Administer our societies. Inform
our dreams. They bury themselves like mear hooks deep in the base of our
brains. They are purveyors of madness.”"

Similarly, Ashis Nandy is critical of the “genocidal mentality” and “psy-

chic numbing” characteristic of what he calls “nucleanism,” which “so numbs
one’s sensitvites that normal emotions and moral considerations cannot
penetrate one any more.” These are powerful criticisms indeed. But they
lack an appreciation of the security dilemma. How do we disentangle our-
selves from the horror that cannot be disinvented? The cenmal difficuley is
that there s no escape from the momnl dilemma which pamnllels the security
dilemma. No one recognizes the moral dilemma better than Reinhold MNie-
buhr. In Mosal Man and Immoral Sodery, Niebuhr explains the dialecdcal rela-
tionship between realism and morality.” Realist politics carries with it the
seeds of its own destruction, whereas pure moralism, emphasizing love, does
not recognize the contradictions of existence. There can be no absolute dis-
tinction between violence and nonviolence. INonviolence too can be coer-
cive, as it was in Gandhi’s methods, while ar tmes, viclence may be “the ser-
vant of moral goodwill.”™

A state has a moral obligation to defend the lives of it citzens. If it 1s
faced with a secunty dilemma that compels it to obtain nuclear deterrence,
then there is lirtle point raksing absoludst objections. Koy underscores the
dreadfulness of nuclear destruction: “Our cides and our forests, our fields and
villages will burn for days. Rivers will tum to poison. The air will become
fire. . .. What shall we do, then, those of us who are sall alive? Burned and
blind and bald and ill, carrying the cancerous carcasses of our children in our
amms, where shall we go?“r"

The horrific portrait of civilizadon devastated by nuclear war cannor be
wished away. The realist’s dilemma is that the same picture might be painted of a

nonnudear country subject ro nudear artack. The undeniable historical reality
one that requires no imaginadon—is that of Hireshima and MNagasaki. The
realist could well ask: What might have prevented those catastrophes? A sense
of moral aversion might have restrained President Truman from unleashing
the atom bomb on noncombatants in his determination to obtain an uncon-
ditional surrender from Japan. But the end was allowed to justify the means,
and it never occurred to Truman that “Americans owed the Japanese people

1l

an experiment in negodation.”” The other possibility was thar if Japan had
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been in possession of the bomb, ULS. resmaint would have been unavoidable.
The question facing an Indian citizen is: To prevent the possibility of a nu-
clear attack, even an unlikely one, do [ rely on deterrence or on the moral
compunctions of others? The answer is obvious.

The reality of existence qualifies our notions of momlity. For this reason,
the International Court of Justice, while opining on the legiomacy of nuclear
weapons, has held that “the Court cannot conclude definitively whether the
threat or use of nuclear weapons would be lawtul or unlawful in the extreme
circumstance of self~defence, in which the very survival of a State would be
at stake.”" The judgment captures the essence of the moral dilemma associ-
ared with nuclear weapons: they are rerrible things, but we may need them.
The fundamental conmradiction between the realist logic of an anarchic woild
and the sense of goodness and justice that underie human moralicy appears
impossible to resolve. As Geoffrey Goodwin peoints out, moral outrage s not
good enough. “A responsible articude 1s nor helped by indulging in idealisdc
prescrprons which ignore the realities of power in simplistic nodons of in-
ternational nght and wrong . .. In short, what is needed & 1 concern not
only with what states ought to do, but also for what they can do.™

Ultimately, the preservation of society requires us to tike recoumse to “im-
moral” means. There is no way out of the moral dilemma. This may be re-
jected as a consequentialist pesidon which undervalues people as human be-
ings. John Finnis and his colleagues argue that the killing of innocents 1s not
Justified because “the dignity of human pewsons is protected by moral abso-
lutes,” one of which “forbids choices to destroy human lives.”” There are
rwo objecdons to this. First, the choice involved in deterrence s not one of
Inlling innocents for some politcal end, but rather thar of rargering them in
order, paradoxically, to protect their lives by avoilding war. Second, surely it
is at least as imimoral to not use deterrence to protect one’s own cltzens from
the prospect of mass destruction. The human rights argument fails to ac-
knowledge that while ir is perfectly legitimate to speak of people in universal
terms, the reality i that they are divided into communides organized into
states. If the state has to choose between one immorality and another—be-
tween targeting the people of adversary states and not defending its own citi-
zens from those who would target themn—the fommer choice is morally trou-
bling, bur one that is sall legitimare.

Is existential or virtual deterrence a way our? It mighe be argued that the
mere possession of nuclear weapons or even capability alone is moral, for it
achieves the effect of deterrence without directly threatening an adversary.
Mot quite, for this would be no more than ethical sleight of hand, a pretence
still based on “moral approval of the functon of deterrence.”™ The only via-
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ble way of limidng—but not eliminatng—one’s moral culpability s ro
minimize the possibility of the potental outcome: the decimation of millions
in a nuclear war. For that, 2 minimum deterrence posture based on defensive
realism and a predominantly political conception of nuclear weapons is desir-
able. In every respect, therefore, the democradc principles on which soclery
is buile must underpin the way we think about nuclear weapons and the way
we organize them toward our collective ends.

Heducing to a minimum the possibility of war also entails an abiding
commitiment to arms control, whether tacit or fonnal. Fortunately, as we
have seen in Chapter 3, Indian strategic culture with respect to nuclear
weapons I imbued with a strong predispesition toward amms control.
Contrary to the widespread percepton that India’s nucleanzation is reflecdve
of 1 new aggressiveness, interest in anms control has remained strong. The
inidadve that led to the Lahore Declartion in 199y was in conformity with
the preference for arms control exhibited in the pre-19y8 perod through a
series of agreements and confidence-building measures (CEMs) signed with
China and Pakistan.™ Despite the high tension of the 2001-2 crisis, India and
Pakistan continued to observe the 1988 agreement not to attack each other’s
nuclear facilities and to exchange liss of their respective facilides. There is
scope for more, but conditions may be more favorable for racir rather than
formal arms conrrol. Aspecs of this will be discussed in the concluding
chapter.

Nuclear Weapons, State Power, and the Ciuzen

The argument of this book is that minimum deterrence is a rational strategic
response to the security dilemma of states confronted by a threat to their sur-
vival. In pracdce, strategic radonality may become intertwined with a sym-
bolic communitarian agenda concemed with nadonal identry. The relatdon-
ship between state power and the citizen has been problematic for all socie-
tes, and for developing countries in partcular. After Independence, India
adopted a constitutional framework that was underined by a respect for
democratic controls over executive action. Bur it was also recognized thar the
state had to be the locus of enormous power in order to foster economic
growth, protect the country from external threats, and tackle fissiparous
movements that had the potental to unmvel the fragile fabric of national
identity. Ovwver the half century and more of i history, independent India’s
leginmacy has been challenged by numerous secessionist movements as well
as radical class-based movements. Perodically, the Indian state has soughe to
redefine itself in response. Jawaharlal INehru regarded the liberal democratic
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state as the dominant focal point of the economic and polidceal life of the new
India. Dunng her first tenure as prime minister {1966—77), Indira Gandhi at-
tempted first to give it a populist face, then to rle under a consttutional
dictatorship (1973—75). The failed effort to foster polidcal stability and state-
led economic growth led uldmately to the Bhamtiya Janam Pary’s (BJP) ar-
tempt to redefine Indian soclery and the state through the concept of Hin-
dutva, or “Hindu-ness” (for want of a better word).™

Critics often assert that the BJP’s communitarian extremism is the doving
force behind India’s nuclearizadon. There s certainly 1 good case for the
view that the polidcal Hinduism of the BJP and 1ts allies has marred the con-
cept of Hindutva with state power, and by extension, nuclear weapons.”
However, it would be simplistic to equate the party’s ideology directly with
India’s acquisiion of nuclear weapons. As the overview of India’s nuclear
history in Chapter 3 shows, diverse groups and personalities contributed to
the nuclearization process. Indeed, the bomb was built long before the BJP
assumed power. For the same reason, it i not an endrely acceptable claim
that the 1998 tests were a symbolic act of national redefinition.™ All the same,
it is not without significance that, in conducting the tess, the BJP should
have dared to tread where others did not wish to or perthaps quite have the
gumpton to. The tests may not in themselves have represented the BJP’s
ideology, but they were cerminly in congruence with the party’s arempt ro
refashion a2 national identdty being buffeted by the intrusion of globalization
processes from “above” and by the intensifying rejection of the nation—the
Punjab, Kashmir, and other insurrections—from “below.” Whether inten-
tonally or not, the BJP has associated nuclear weapons with irs conception of
a centralized and “Hinduized” state.” Its readiness, moreover, to engage in
the kind of risk-taking discussed in Chapter 4 indicates an Instrumental view
of nuclear weapons that goes well beyond the parameters of minimum de-
terrence. In both 1s external and internal facets, the party’s nuclear politcs
have rended to undermine security.

There are signs that, under the BJP, nuclear weapons have become an in-
tegral component of the apparatus of a “nadonal securiey state.” One should
not underestimate the threat. The crystllization of the natonal secunty state
into a tgid and oppressive instrument with which to beat the citizenry into
submission is a well-known phenomenon.™ The condemnation of those op-
posed to nuclear policy as “unpamiotic” reveals how easily the values placed
on nuclear weapons can become antidemocratic.” The harassment of T. K.
Jayaraman, a scientist at the Indian Institute of Mathematcal Sciences, Chen-
nal, which & funded by the Department of Atomic Energy, s a case in
point.™ Such sentiment manifests itself in other unpleasant ways, such as
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censorship. The film War and Peace, directed by Anand Parwardhan, was
subjected to extensive cuts by the Indian Censor Board because of its explicit
criticism of the Indian nuclear tests and policy.” The image of unquestionable
power attached to nuclear policy thus undercuts the basic value of freedom of
expression in democracy. If not restrained, the nadonal security state that
possesses nuclear weapons may become one in which *a permanent state of
war, not by the nature of political will or the character of international an-
tagonisms, but as a structural reflecton of the nature of modern weaponry,
casts 2 dark shadow across the very possibility of a democratc polity.” In
this context, the emergence of a1 “peace constituency” critcal of India’s nu-
clearization is a welcome corrective development.”

A deeper undestanding of deterrence should also include the awareness
that nuclear weapons inescapably detract from democratic decision making
by privileging centralizadon over decentralization. Where do nuclear weap-
ons stand in the relationship berween state and sociery? There is a tension
berween the need for control over the weapons (centralization) and the im-
pemtive of democracy (decentralizadon). Fecall from Chapter 2 Harknett's
point that nuclear weapons are unique: their combination of speed and mas-
sive destruction does not allow us to respond to their use in any way that is
meaningful. This necessitates oght conrol over them so as to reduce the pos-
sibility of an erroneous or renegade decision to inidate nuclear use. Against
this, 1t 1s axiomatc that, In a democratce social order, decisions about the fu-
ture of society should eventually lie with the people. The more a society al-
lows its fate out of the hands of its people, the less democratic it is. With nu-
clear weapons, this is carred to the exmeme: the individual with his or her
finger on the nuclear button can in a few moments inflict incalculable devas-
tadon on an adversary, and in so doing invite a like outcome for his or her
own people. As Richard Falk so aptly puts it, “authority and power to inflict
such results by a single process of decision suggest the extent to which the
cidzenry is inevitably and permanently excluded from determinadons thar de-
cisively shape societal destiny.”” From the perspective of the average Indian,
nuclear weapons disempower the citizen. The nsk-taking that occurred dur-
ing Operation Parakram was a2 manifestadon of the public’s loss of control
over “socletal destiny.” While the public may in such instances be largely un-
conscious of this, it is undeniable that the end resulr is a permanent and
deeply troubling one: the threar posed by nuclear weapons becomes “the
context of our lives, 1 shadow that pewmistentdy intrudes upon our mental
ecology.”™

Who, indeed, does have some control over nuclear India’s collecove fate?
Once an operadonal system Is in place, the meaning of choice may be so
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eroded as to make informed decision making pracrcally impossible. In mana-
gerial terms, there is a command and control system in place, with the prime
minister heading the Nuclear Command Authority. A two-key system pre-
vents unauthorized launch.® But in the India-Pakistan case, the time available
for response to a perceived threat is very short On what basis can a decision
be made in the event of an alarm indicadng an incoming nuclear missile? Or if
a war breaks out, and there is a waming that the other side has decided to es-
calate to the use of nuclear weapons, how will the execuave decision be
made? In the words of an Amercan Defense Deparanent official, a president’s
“decision” o launch nuclear weapons dunng the Cold War would have had
to be made with very litde scope for informed choice: “It is no use o give
him a room full of status boards and say, ‘Here it is, boss, make a decision.” It
has to be boiled down to a scale—for example, green, yellow and red.”™

We cannot expect the sitnation to be different in the Indian context
While it may be rrue thar in principle there is no need for a nuclear response
to be Immediate, in practice it would be difficult o prevent a rapid reaction,
for instance if the command and control system is thrown out of gear, orif a
local commander is too quick to make the wrong decision. During the Cu-
ban Missile Crisis, despite express orders not to fire unless directly attacked,
local Soviet commanders—after failing o contct their superiors—shor down
an unarmed U.S. U-z surveillance aircraft. At thar point, believing this to be
1 premeditated act with authorization from the top, U.S. decision makers
came to believe that war was inevitable. That it did not actually happen was
fortuitous.™ Minimum deterrence, with weapons systems undeployed, re-
duces the urgency of this problem, though it does not eliminate it.

Democracy requires the citdzen’s participation in soclery’s political proc-
esses. In practice, since the citizen has neither the time nor the competence
for actual partcipadon in day-to-day policy making and governance, power
is delegated. In the case of many subjects, and especially technically complex
subjects like nuclear weapons and strategy, decisions are made by expers.
Whether explicitly or otherwise, these experts act as “guardians” in the Pla-
tonic sense of specialists best qualified to make social decisions. Robert 1ahl's
discussion of the contradicion between democracy and guardianship draws
our attention to a central problem associated with nuclear weapons.” More
than anything else, they seem to permit—indeed, necessitate—guardianship:
the idea of “a well-qualified minority, who rule over the rest, goveming in
the best interests of all, fully respecting the principle of equal consideration,
indeed pethaps upholding it far better than would the people if they were to
govern themselves.”" Yet, as Dahl observes, there are several reasons why the
claims of experts to exercise guardianship may be questioned.
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First, while 1 decision to go to war must perforce be a1 centralized deci-
sion, the policies guiding such a decision need not and should not be, for the
basic choices are moral choices. (Questions about targeting and about the cir-
cumstances under which nuclear weapons may be used, and indeed, whether
nuclear deterrence is acceprable or not, are mornl questons. There is “not the
slightest reason for supposing thar the small circle of policy makers who have
established our nuclear policies are particularly well qualified in their moral
understanding.” Second, specialists are inherently incapable of a holistic in-
strumental undemstanding of nuclear weapons because specializadon by defi-
nitton gives each only pardal knowledge. Third, experts do not necessanly
have the capacity to make judgments relating ro nsks, uncerrainty, and trade-
offs, all of which are so much a part of nuclear strategy. An additional prob-
lem is that specialists, by the very nature of their expertise, are hard to con-
tradict, which makes it possible for them to advocate policies that benefit
their own sectional interests rather than the national interest.”

As Dahl recognizes, we are ultimartely left with a crucial dilemma. On the
one hand, instrumental elites do not possess the moral capacity to claim ex-
clusive control over nuclear weapons. On the other, ordinary people lack the
instrumental capacity to exercise meaningful control.” How do we overcome
this basic difficuley? The obvious answer is thar the cidzen must be more
competent and bewer able to exercise control over policy. IDahl himself is not
satisfied with general exhortations in this respect. He argues instead for the
wide availability of information, the provision of facilities for interactive dia-
logue between citizen and state, and the creation of institutions of profession-
als that can act as bridges berween the people and decision makerws. Finally,
1ahl recommends the creadon of the minipopulus, 2 body of responsible cid-
zens with both an interest in and knowledge of a specialized subject such as
nuclear weapons.” Spread across the land, such bodies could invigorate
democratic life by bringing the ultmate power of decision making closer to
those who are also the holders of ultimare authoriry: the people.

The idea is armacnve, though it s a moor point whether many citizens
might be sufficiently familiar with as well as interested in the arcane world of
nuclear strategy to become active in this respect. If the minipopulus is as yet a
distant achievement, there 1s undoubtedly movement in the right direcdon.
From the 1ggos, there has been a significant increase in the public debate in
India on nuclear issues, some portions of which have been alluded o in these
pages. INewspapers and popular magazines pay considerable amention to issues
of nuclear strategy and arms control. Think tanks engaged in the diffusion of
information and policy advocacy are far more active today than a couple of
decades ago. A peace movement has emerged to educare Indians on irs side of
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the nuclear debate. These are welcome developments. It is worth bearing in
mind that in a democracy, when the citizen feels helpless and unable to influ-
ence the course of his or her life, or to shape the social environment, it is a
short step to the abdicadon of responsibility in order to escape the heavy
burden of freedom.”

For democradc society, the security dilemma carries a morl ancillary. On
one hand, nuclear weapons take away from us our capacity to shape our fu-
ture and that of our children. On the other, we cannot ignore the threats that
cause us to possess nuclear weapons in the first place. The only reasonably
satisfactory solution les in minimum deterrence based on the principles de-
lineated in Chapter 2. The more defensive the posture, the less likely the
prospect of crsis and, possibly, war. The more prudent the behavior, espe-
cially in showing awareness of the nsks related to escalation, the less likely
that the weapons, by their innate characteristics, will become the arbiters of
societal destiny. Soclety’s loss of control may be offser by the gain from de-
terrence, but unless the assoclated risks are minimized by means of informed
public participaton and control, the benefits of deterrence may prove to be
ephemeral.

Minimum deterrence is also relevant to economic development. A com-
mon objection i that nuclear weapons enmil immense waste, and thar the
funds might berter be used for economic growth and welfare.” But it is not
particularly useful to present to one’s intedocutors a strmightforward cheice
between guns and butter, as it were. A society must have both. The mean-
ingful quesdon is how much relatve weight it should give to the two. With
regard to the cost of nuclear weapons, it is hard o assess costs In one sense:
we do not know the possible costs that might be incurred if a nuclear artack
were to take place. They would undoubtedly be extraordinarly high. Cridcs
often lament the cost of possessing nuclear weapons without paving any at-
tention to the costs of not having them.” The cost of deterrence is a form of
societal 1nvestment: large though it may be, it is small considenng the value
of the loss that = envisaged if the investment is not made. It 1s not helpful t©
assert that a nuclear attack will not happen. There is no guamntee that it will
not.

That having been said, the relevant questdon appeass to be: How much is
enough? Bur in terms of the requirements of minimum deterrence, the ap-
propriate quesdon is: How lirtle 1s enough? For if the cost of deterrence can
be kept to a minimum, the guns-butter radeoff can be made less painful. It is
far from clear how accurate most estmates for India are, since most discus-
sions are very general in nature.” One demiled study of the United States—
an “aromic audic” for the period 194o0—g6—shows the cost can be extraordi-
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natly high.” The relevant finding is not the aggregate cost of the U.S. nu-
clear weapons program, since India’s will be far smaller, but the high relative
cost: at $5.481 billion, it is the third-highest amount spent in a list of nine-
teen categories of expenditure.” Moreover, U.S. spending on nuclear weap-
ons accounts for as much as 29 percent of all military spending, and 11 per-
cent of all government expendirures.” The price paid by society for such lev-
els of spending can be high. Estmates for a full-fledged Indian arsenal vary
from §s billion to §15 billion.™ From another pespective, taking defense ex-
penditure at 3 percent of gross domestic product and an anmual rate of eco-
nomic growth of 7 percent, the cost of the arsenal would decline steadily
over a thirty-year period from 3 percent of defense spending today to o.03
percent in the year 2030.™

Burt there are other less direct costs. Though it is often said that military
expenditure brings valuable benefits (stimulating demand, providing jobs, and
so on), the apparent economic advantages of govemment spending on nu-
clear infrastructure are decel_"l'_i\.:fue.s'l Unlike civillan economic 1nvestment,
much military invesoment s not self-generating: it does not create a signifi-
cant number of additional or second-level goods or jobs. Second, nuclear fa-
cilities are often established in relatively isolated, low-wage areas. The wage
scale ar nuclear facilides rends to be relagvely high, with the resule thar non-
nuclear finms are driven out of the area, resuldng in job loss. On the whole,
nondefense spending produces more jobs than defense spending. Third, nu-
clear research and development (R&1)) tends to consume a disproporion-
ately high level of resources. Studies also show that, contrary to commonly
made claims, defense R&1D does not generate valuable spin-offs. This is not
an argument against the possession of a nuclear arsenal. Iris only an argnment
against unrealistic expectadons about the advantages of building one and
against spending too much in the process. On the face of it, a nuclear posture
of minimum deterrence should by definiton be relagvely inexpensive, since
it does nor regard nuclear weapons as a central pillar of natonal securry.
MNonetheless, given the potendal for an uncridcal operadonal view of nuclear
weapons (see Chapter 3), we should not lose sight of the pessibility of spiral-
ing expenditures. Excess spending on the nuclear infrastructure is a denial of
soclal spending to a society that is acutely short of resources. A democratic
soclety must ensure that minimwm deterrence is rruly kept to 2 minimum.

Minimum deterrence is also relevant to civil-military reladons, which are a
major concern in discussions on the organization of nuclear weapons.® In
Chapter 3, we have seen that the military in India has not been as cut off
from nuclear policy as is sometdmes believed. However, it is also true that the
involvement of the military in the operadonalization of India’s nuclear capa-
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bility has been a slow and carefully regulated process. The late General Krish-
naswamy Sundarji, who played a prominent role in encouraging Indians, and
military pemsonnel in particular, to think about nuclear weapons, was so exer-
cised over the Indian polidcal leadeship’s reluctance to translate technology
into practical capability that he wrore a thinly disguised cndque of official
policy in the form of a novel.” At the present juncrure, as India’s operational
nuclear capability s being streamlined, it 1s essential that political control be
carefully maintained. This is not to say that India’s anned forces are a threat
to the govemment. Far from it. But the loss of political control of a different
kind is sall pessible. Lack of strong polincal leadership may allow the milimry
an unnecessarily prominent role in the making of nuclear strategy.

As the Indian deterrent develops, those who control its instuments will
demand increasing attenton. At present, they do not control the weapons
entirely, since warheads are in civilian custody. But they do control the de-
livery wvehicles, which drive the readiness posture to a significant degree.
They also have a voice in the organizaton of the command and control sys-
tem.” The armed forces will seek to shape the development of the arsenal,
and their pespective will be operational. In their quest for more, they will
have ready support from the scientific bureaucracy, which has a built-in in-
terest in developing new weapon systems. The expansion of the “strategic
enclave” by the incorporation of the ammed forces would make it porentally
very powerful. Policy makers need to have a clear understanding of the oue
requirements of minimum deterrence. They must ensure that operational
considerations do not override political ones in shaping nuclear strategy. That
would undermine democracy.

Nuclear Secrecy, Accountability, and the Rule of Law

A doctrine of minimum deterrence must recognize the need for a balance
between the secrecy requirements of nuclear weapons and democratic open-
ness. By placing a preminm on secrecy, nuclear weapons pose a grave threat
to democracy, which in turn erodes public accountability and the rule of law.
From the beginning, India’s endre nuclear program was characrerized by
concealment. In part, this was inevitable because of the dual-use characrer of
nuclear energy. Touted for its civilian benefits, it was curtained from public
view because of its covertdy developed military application. Besides, like any
bureaucracy, the scientific establishment found secrecy a useful device to in-
sulate itself from criticism and public accountabiliey ™ In the 19505, Meghnad
Saha, a nuclear physicist who had been elected to Parliament, atempred to
make the Indian nuclear program more accountable to the public. But the
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Atomic Energy Commission, led by Homi Bhabha, and backed by Jawaharlal
INehru, succeeded in shielding nuclear policy from public criticism. As a re-
sult, the nuclear establishment was able to build a powerful technocratge em-
pire largely unaccountable to the public.™

This secrecy and concentraton of power in the hands of 2 small number
of individuals have undermined Indian democracy in important ways. The
case of B. Subbarao, a naval scientist falsely accused of spyving, shows how se-
crecy and the stamp of “national security” can easily be harnessed by vested
interests to violate the rule of law and subvert democracy.” As an independ-
ent expert, Subbarao had thrice pointed our major flaws in designs developed
by the Bhabha Aromic Research Centre (BARC) for an indigenous nuclear-
powered submarine. Subsequently, he was himself asked to prepare a design.
The design was mejected by BARC without giving reasons. Subsequently,
Subbamo’s wotk was accepted by the Indian Insdrute of Technology in
Bombay for the award of 2 docroral degree. In 1988, at Prime Minister Kajiv
Gandhi’s behest, he was asked ro ke over the nuclear submarine project. At
this juncture, on the verge of a professional trip abroad, he was arrested on
charges of espionage and vielation of the Official Secrets Act. Though ac-
cused of carrying classified material, Subbarao in fact had with him only pub-
licly available marterial, including his doctoral thesis. A review of the case re-
veals 2 story of manipulation and falsehoods perperrated by the police and by
prosecutors in what can only be called sustained abuse of the due process of
law. The judiciary too cane under a clond. As a former justice of the Su-
preme Court pointed out, the tial and prosecution of Subbarao was reminis-
cent of the infunous Dreyfus case. Only three of the numerous judges who
heard the case even mied to ascertain whether the “evidence” was genuine.”
The trial of Subbarao twok place over a period of five vears, despite the com-
plete absence of any evidence, undl he was evenmally acquitted by the Su-
preme Court on technical grounds.

The Subbarao case illusmrates the ease with which a democratic system can
be subverted on grounds of national security. While this may occur in respect
of any aspect of securty, nuclear policy, owing to i highly secretive and
sensitive nature, is particularly susceptible to this kind of abuse.” The fallout
from such events can be hammful in other ways. Subbarao’s painful example
may well deter others, whether inside the system or ouwside ir, from chal-
lenging authonty and drawing arenton to the falings of the establishment.
This in tum opens up the possibility of entrenched insiders wasting immense
resources and foisting substandard products upon the county’s security ap-
paratus. One can scarcely imagine the enormous wastage that would have
ensued had Subbario not rejected BARC's flawed designs. It is also Iimpossi-
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ble to estimate the loss to the exchequer from the rejection of his own design
and the resultant delay of the nuclear submarine project. The misuse of
“nadonal security” may thus contribute to the very real impairment of na-
tonal security. In contrast, an open and propetly functioning democratc
system, in which the nuclear establishment is held accountable to the public,
will conrribure more effectvely to the nation’s secuniry.

In a similar case, six persons, including two sclentists of the Indian Space
Hesearch Organizadon (ISKRO), which i linked to the nuclear program,
were arrested in 19g4 on charges of esplonage. In 1996, the case was dis-
missed after the investgatng agency, the Central Burean of Investigarion
(CBI) assessed the case nor merely to be lacking in evidence, but to be
“false.” There was nevertheless an attempt by the govermnment of the state of
Kerala (where the [SRO i1z headquartered) to revive prosecution, undl the
Supreme Court intervened in April 1998 and quashed the case, holding the
order to revive it 1 “mala fide exercise of power” that “does not comport with
the known pattem of a responsible government bound by a rule of law.” ™ At
least two of the accused, a senior ISKO sciendst, 5. INambinarayan, and a
cidzen of the Maldives, Mariam Rasheeda, were subject to physical and men-
tal torture. In March 2001, the Nadonal Human Righess Commission ordered
the Kerala govemment to pay INambinarayan compensadon to the value of
one million rupees (approximarely $zo,000) for the gross infringement of his
human rights."

These egregious violations of the rle of law rase troublesome questions
about the nature of the state, the conception of national secunty, and the
roots of democratic processes. Certainly, there are similar cases to be found in
other countries.” Bur that is hardly consolation for those who suffer from the
use of “national security” to club the innocent into submission. As a senior
Indian newspaper editor has observed, it s alammingly easy to subvert de-
mocracy on national securty grounds, for few dare to question such accusa-
tons, and even worse, the perpetrators of such injustices are almost never
brought o book, which means there is limle risk arrached to the deliberate
miscarriage of justice.” Unformunately, there is lirtle sign that the state is seri-
ously concerned about its erosion as a democratic entity as a result of such
cases. The problem has serous potential in the era of terrorism. Because of
the consmnt terronst threar that has prevailed in parts of the counmy since In-
dependence and in large areas since the early 198os, the rule of law has always
been under pressure. Law enforcement by police, paramilitaries, and the army
has tended frequently to deteriorate into virtual civil war, in which the “ene-
my” is disposed off by the quickest method available: fake armed “encoun-
ters.” The law irself is rewrtten in repressive format to override due process.
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The most recent manifestation of this in the aftermath of the December
2001 attack on India’s Parliament was the Prevention of Terrorism Act
(2z002). The law curtiled the nghts of accused persons in numerous ways,
notably by overriding the presumption of innocence and making bail difficult
to obrin. Its inidal inroduction as a presidental ordinance was denounced as
“draconian” by the INadonal Human Rights Commission, bur the law was
nevertheless retained with some amendments in January 2002." The govem-
ment’s posiion was disturbing, Union Minister for Rural Development M.
WVenkaiah Maidu maintmined that only “human beings,” not terrorsts, were
entitled to human rights.”™ For critics, however, the government was agglom-
eraing power in a way that gave it the characteristics of a police state.” The
act was repealed in December zoo4, only to be replaced by another drco-
nian law. In the present context, the nuclear-armed state subject to nuclear-
terrorist threats is even more susceptible to the violation of democratic norms
and the erosion of human rights. The overall environment—the prevailing
high-level terrorist threar, the singulady apocalyprc nature of the threat to
the nuclear infrasoucture, the pervasive secrecy and lack of accountability of

the nuclear establishment, and the anodemocmtc bent of the state and its

agencles in matters of security—all combine to create a troubling potenal for
abuse of power and the steam-rolling of democracy should the threat be re-
alized in some dramatic and painful way, say in a2 manner comparable to the
December 13 amack on Partiament In pardicular, a nuclear-terrorist incident
is likely to have adverse effects in the extreme.

Once again, the democratic dilemma is present here. There s no denying
the threat to democracy posed by the linkage berween terrorism and nuclear
weapons and facilites. Equally, the sensitive and dangerous character of nu-
clear technology makes a high level of secrecy and dght, centralized control
inevitable. It has to be acknowledged that if we are always to keep in sight
the state’s ultimate responsibility toward 1ts cidzens, which i, after all, their
security, then some latimde has to be allowed the stare in its effores ro fulfill
this task. Bur there should be 2 constant awareness of the state’s need o bal-
ance its responsibility for the public’s secunty with its responsibility to protect
the democrade nghts and way of life of the selfsame public. If this balance 1s
to be ensured, the accountability of agencies of the state is essential. This ap-
plies at once to security agencies and to agencies which consdrure the nuclear
infrastructure. In respect of both, it is viral that there be adequare independ-
ent oversight. In both cases, the picture is not encouraging.

The posidon regarding the law and its enforcement has been discussed

above. The monitoring of India’s nuclear infrastructure s equally problem-
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atic. " The Atomic Energy Regulatory Board (AERB), which is charged with
regulating the nuclear establishment, comes under the supervision of the
Atomic Energy Commission (AEC), whose chaimman is also the secretary of
the Deparanent of Atomic Energy (DAE), which the AERB is supposed to
supervise. The AERE is overwhelmingly staffed by personnel drawn from the
DAE, and hence lacks real :lul:cam':qur.?1 Furthermore, on grounds of main-
taining a higher level of secrecy for secunty purposes, the AERB has been
divested of some of its power—that relating to the military application of nu-
clear power—which has reverted to BARC’s intemal review mechanism. In
comparison, the Defense Nuclear Facilides Safery Board (IDINFSB), which
regulates the defense facilities of the Deparoment of Energy (1DOE) in the
United States, has a2 majonty of independent experts who are not parnt of the
nuclear establishment Furthermore, the IJINFSE holds a2 number of public
hearings and makes many of its actvities open to public appraisal via the In-
ternet In conerast, BAR C's “Internal Safery Commimee Soucrure” has no
independent experts and is sheltered from the public eye. Thus, the emphasis
on secrecy for the sake of “natonal security,” by not allowing for a system of
autonomous ovewsight, tends acmally to undercut secunty by retaining a
regulatory mechanism that is inherenty faulty.

Also 2 marter of grave concern is the internal secunty of the nuclear infra-
strucrure with respect to personnel reliabilicy. In the United States, the DOE
has a well-organized Personnel Assurance Program designed to ensure that all
pesonnel are regularly certified in order to meet standards relating to mental
and physical smbility. These standards may be inadequately met, for instance
because of drug or alcohol abuse, or psychiatric problems, or simply the as-
sessment that an individual does not measure up o the high standards re-
quired by the job. The demands of work are partculady severe for military
pesonnel under whom weapons are placed. These individuals have to remain
on high alert at all dmes, are often subject to high levels of stress because of
the narure of their work, and frequendy suffer from physical and psychologi-
cal complaints.” Pewsonnel reliability is conceprually designed to ensure that
all those who are connected with nuclear weapons are competent, alert, and
dependable. Yet, as reports show, the system does not always work very
well.” For instance, in 1981, a U.S. navy jet crashed into the flight deck of
the nuclear-powered aircraft carder, Nimirz, killing fourteen men. It was
found rhat six of the men were habirual marijuana users, thar ar least three of
them had smoked the drug heavily that day or just before the crash, and that
the pilot of the jet had consumed antihistamines six to eleven times above the
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recommended level.” Without doubt, the sensigvity of nuclear weapons is so
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great as to necessitate 1 high level of centralized control and intrusive moni-
tornng of pewsonnel. The individual’s right to privacy will inevitably be far
more restricted than in most other occupations, even security-related ones.

A related problem is that of accidents associated with nuclear matenals and
weapons. This affects sophistcated systems with high levels of technology
and risk management wo. In the United Srares, for example, one report
shows that between 1950 and 1968, as many as 1,250 nuclear weapon acci-
dents of varying degrees of seventy took place, of which 272 (approximartely
22 percent) involved severe Impacts, some resulting in the detonation of sur-
rounding conventional explosives. Of the roral, 39 percent were bombs or
rockets dropped during storage, assembly, or loading, 18 percent warheads
mated to missiles or reentry vehicles at the ame of being dropped, 15 percent
occurred aboard aircraft that crashed, 1o percent were bombs in containers
involved in accidents during storage, assembly, or loading, g percent were ac-
cidenrally lost from aboard ships and arcraft, 8 percent were involved in
ground transportation crashes, and 1.5 percent were accidentally crushed or
punctured.” Such accidents, reflecting the organizational problem of “normal
accidents” discussed eadier, are a wvital public concem. The establishment of
adequate mechanisms of supervision is an impemtive that no democrtic soci-
ery can afford to neglect.

In India, accidents have been a penodic fearure in martcers relatng o haz-
ardous materials, most notably the great Bhopal gas disaster of 1984. India’s
AEC Charmman, . Chidambaram, clumed in 2oo0 that, with 150 reactor
years of safe operation, “there is no possibility of any nuclear accident in the
near or dismnt furure in India.” Bur, as M. V. Ramana has pointed our, at
the dme of the Chernobyl accident, the Sovier Union had had over one
thousand years of reactor experience.” Besides, India has experienced numer-
ous major accidents in i nuclear plants, though none so far has gone out of
control.” The ammed forces wo have seen their share of major calamities.
Berween April 1991 and March 1g9y7, the Indian Air Force (IAF) lost as
many as 147 aircraft and 63 pilots in accidents.” In February 2003, Defence
Minister George Fernandes told Parliament that thirty-one IAF pilos had
been killed and sixty-eight aircraft lost in air crashes during the preceding
three years.” In February 2004, an underwater rocket exploded on a naval
warship off the Mumbai coast.” In a serious accident at the Bharat Dynamics
Limited premises in Kanchanbagh in the stare of Andhra Pradesh in January
2001, the accidental launch of an antitank missile killed one person.® The
nuclear establishment has not been immune to accidents. In February zoog4, a
major explosion at ISRO’s Solid Propellant Boester Plant on Sriharkota Is-
land off India’s east coast killed six people.™ INumerous other security failures
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have been mendoned earlier in the chaprer on nuclear rerrorsm. The pros-
pect of nuclear accidents raises concems about the organizational responsi-
bilities of a democracy. These responsibilities cannot be ignored.

In all of the above discussion, there is an undertlying thread. Nuclear pol-
icy 1s not only concerned with securing the nadgon from exrernal threars, bur
equally with ensuring societal safety and security from internal threars. These
threats are in part directly the result of the physical existence of nuclear ma-
terials and weapons and their vulnerability to accidents and to the malign in-
tentions of the disaffected. They are also an indirect outcome of the aura of
secrecy and unquestioned authonry and power thar surrounds nuclear mar-
ters, thereby enabling vested interests to commandeer them for their own
purposes. There is, to be sure, a tension between the need for secrecy in the
interests of security and the need to establish public control and accountabil-
ity, also in the interests of security. While maintaining a balance between the
rwo will always be difficule, 2 minimum deterrence posture based on the
principles discussed earlier will make it less problemadc in three ways. Firse, it
will reduce the exposure of the infrastructure to mishap by accident or de-
sign. The smaller the network, the less the points of vulnerability. Second, it
will constrain external tension and hence ensure a smaller degree of threat
and rension berween India and irs adversares. In doing so, it will minimize
domestic tensions and restrain the common tendency of stte power and or-
ganizadonal interests to resist public control under the banner of nadonal se-
curity. Third, the combination of the first two will make it that much easier
for democratic political life to function nonmally and hence for the citizen to
have thar vague bur indispensable sense of being in conmol of his or her des-
uny which is so imporrant for the virality of 2 democratic sociery.

Conclusion

The relatonship between nuclear weapons and democracy is a2 complex one.
It is often forgotten by cntics that nuclear weapons are—to most of us, at any
rate—defensive weapons, and, therefore, considered to be unusable for any
purpose other than deterrence of threas to nadonal survival. In an inherendy
insecure woid, nuclear weapons have some role w play in defending de-
mocracy. Ideally, they should be done away with altogether. Short of that,
prudence may require their possession. For if some who come to possess
them have no compuncdons about using them for political ends, the one
thing cerain to prevent them from carrying out their designs will be the
threar of punishment at the hands of nuclear weapons possessed by others.
MNuclear weapons are closely linked to the preservadon of society and de-
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mocracy, for it is the moral obligaton of the state o be accounmble to the
people for their security, and nuclear weapons may be a necessary means for
fulfilling that obligation. Against this, possession of these weapons does pres-
ent an inescapable moral dilemma. Threatening the extnction of coundess
lives 1s not 1 comfortable ethical positon. Minimum deterrence cannot pro-
vide a way out of the dilemma, but can keep it to a tolerable level.

The question of morality also has a bearing on the stte and its legitimacy.
The security dilemma requires the state to navigate a hazardous course be-
tween the Scylla of nuclear abstinence and the Charybdis of nuclear posses-
sion. The moral dilemma i no less problemaric. Even as it scruggles wich the
security dilemma and the moral paradox of nuclear weapons, the state must
be aware of the difficult balance it must try to maintain between the morality
of deterring war and the immorality of increasing its probability by its own
lack of discipline, accountbility, or recklessness. If the state violates its re-
sponsibility to secure the citizen from mass annihiladon, whether by es-
chewing nuclear weapons or by acquiring them, ir nsks losing the allegiance
of the citizen.™ It is thus incumbent on the state in any democratic concep-
ton of political organization to ensure that its people are the beneficiaries of
prudent protection. This i an irrefutable argument for making minimum
dererrence the cornerstone of nuclear secunty in a democratic society.



