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Abstract 
Nuclear non-proliferation debates have earned significant 

considerations in the contemporary era. This has brought a shift of 

paradigm in the global nuclear politics as parties to the non-

proliferation efforts; spot such developments with regard to their threat 

perception. Being optimistic and pessimistic, the stakeholders are 

primarily divided into two diverse positions like “More may be better” 

and “More may be worse”. The unanimity over the possibility of 

accidental threats and nuclear terrorism has led the world to counter 

the likelihoods of any catastrophe in future. The global campaign to 

curb proliferation dilemma is a key depiction of seriousness of 

proliferation matters. Being latest nuclear weapon state, Pakistan has 

jumped into mainstream of global nuclear affairs and her attitude 

towards the non-proliferation regimes is vital at this point of time. This 

paper is an effort to analyze the Pakistani position on FMCT in 

comparative perspective.  
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I. Introduction 
 Since the inception of nuclear weapon into world affairs, the nations have 

witnessed diverse challenges. The destructive nature of nuclear weapons has alarmed the 

policy makers about the scary future, if the challenges pertaining to nuclear safety and 

security remained unaddressed.  Proliferation of nuclear technology has become an 

everlasting paradox in the contemporary era. The quest for acquisition of nuclear 

technology for peaceful and military purposes has played mayhem in prevailing 

international environment. The query of nuclear proliferation, safety and security of 

nuclear material and threats of nuclear terrorism remains challenging. The primary 

concern is coined that there are probabilities of access of nuclear material in the hands of 

terrorists which might cause catastrophe or nuclear blackmail. In such a scenario 
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proliferation issues require immense consideration from the scholars and policy pundits 

to address the certain unaddressed areas.  

 

 The examination of non-proliferation regimes reveals the phenomenon that earlier 

efforts to curb the proliferation of nuclear technology were proposed and pursued by 

major powers in a particular dimension with discriminatory approaches. It is reckoned 

fact that the P5 started non-proliferation strategies in form of treaties and agreements 

which were focused to disarm the other states on one hand and giving a legal cover to 

their own nuclear status as well as development of stockpiles on the other hand. It’s also 

notable fact that these efforts are meant to curb only “Horizontal Proliferation” thus, 

leaving the “Vertical Proliferation” aside. The discriminatory notion of nuclear “Have & 

Have Nots” unearthed the reality, which depicts the division of the world in prejudiced 

clubs.  

 

 The Nuclear Non-Proliferation regimes are systems of injunctions about 

international behavior, attempted to curb nuclear proliferation among the international 

players. The evolution of such efforts dates back to the inception of nuclear weapon into 

world politics as a Weapon of Mass Destruction (WMD). The then US leadership stepped 

up with Baruch Plan (1946), Truman Doctrine (1952) and chanted slogan of Atom for 

Peace (1953) as well. The gigantic reaction of USSR was quite natural at times. She came 

up with counter proposals on the basis of her threat perception vis-à-vis US. The number 

of other treaties which were poured into this pool of Non-Proliferation Regimes got fame 

at times such as Antartic Treaty during 1959 focused on Demilitarization of Antartica, 

Limited Test Ban Treaty in 1963, Outer Space Treaty in 1967 as well as Weapon Free 

Zones (WFZ) i.e. Treaty of Tlatelolco (1967) played a significant role to strengthen the 

international non-proliferation efforts.  

 

 Accordingly, a big bunch of treaties including Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty (ABM 

Treaty), Sea-Bed Treaty in 1971, Chemical Weapon Convention (CWC), Strategic Arms 

Limitation-I (SALT-I) and Biological Weapon Convention (BWC) in 1972, Strategic 

Arms Limitation-II (SALT II) in 1979, Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty-I (START-I) 

and Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty-II (STAR II) in 1982 proved to be a titanic 

contribution in persistence of Non-Proliferation negotiations. The most essential as well 

as controversial out of all such efforts were primarily Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty 

(NPT) in 1968, discussions on Fissile Material Cut-Off Treaty (FMCT) in 1993 and 

Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) in 1993. NPT and CTBT provoked newly born 

nuclear states India and Pakistan over the discriminatory attitude towards them. Since the 

inception both states remained hostile to each other, having action-reaction approach. So, 

the South Asian stance over different proliferation issues remained based on regional 

threat perception vis-à-vis each other’s threat perceptions.  

 

II. Evolution of Pakistan Nuclear Program 
 Pakistan Atomic Energy Commission (PAEC) was established after the gap of 

almost 15 years of the Indian nuclear program. By the demise of 1965 Indo-Pak War, 

President Ayub Khan realized this fact that it is necessary to have nuclear deterrence 

against a conventionally superior enemy. However, real progress in nuclear program was 

started by the Zulfiqar Ali Bhutto after 1971 debacle. Z.A. Bhutto had a crucial meeting 

with senior physicists and engineers at Multan in 1972 and assessed Pakistan’s capability 

to build a bomb of its own. After Indian nuclear explosion it was imminent for Pakistan 
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to develop a deterrent of its own. It was India who introduced nuclear weapons in this 

region and ultimately to maintain balance of power, Pakistan chosen the same path and 

started work on nuclear deterrent of its own to counter any aggression from India. 

 

 Pakistan’s nuclear program was limited as compared to the Indian nuclear program 

and she had to get support of the other countries to enable it to build a nuclear bomb. 

Initially in 1974, France helped Pakistan in the design of a reprocessing nuclear facility 

for the fuel from its power plant at Karachi. But this assistance was short-lived because 

international pressure compelled France to withdraw from contract (Kapur, 1987). Dr. 

Abdul Qadir Khan played a significant role in the acquisition of Pakistan’s nuclear 

program. Dr. Khan brought with expertise to develop nuclear device, uranium enrichment 

centrifuges and technology vital for the development of a nuclear weapon. A.Q. Khan 

founded a nuclear facility at Kahuta and focused on the enrichment of uranium instead of 

plutonium (Kapur, 1987). There was immense pressure on Pakistan in the 1970’s to 

abandon its nuclear program. But Pakistan decided to continue its work on nuclear 

deterrent. Surprisingly within short span of time, Pakistan was able to test a nuclear 

device; however, it was kept secret. According to the Late Benazir Bhutto, former Prime 

Minister of Pakistan, she was told by her father that Pakistan was able to test a nuclear 

device in August 1977. It was a remarkable achievement by Pakistani nuclear scientists. 

According to an eminent scientist, Pakistan developed design of a nuclear bomb in 1978 

and was ready to conduct a cold test in 1983 (Nikitin & Maerli, 2008). Pakistani 

scientists did a great job and provided country with nuclear deterrence against 

conventionally superior enemy. In the subsequent years Pakistan had to face strict 

economic sanctions from US. Under the 1976 Symington Amendment and the Glenn 

Amendment-1977, economic assistance to Pakistan was terminated and Pakistan was 

sanctioned to nose. 

 

 During the 1979, USSR invaded on Afghanistan; accordingly Pakistan came into 

limelight and became a close ally of the US in the war against USSR. Resultantly, 

Pakistan got immense aid from the US which was increased dramatically during the 

President Reagan’s regime. In order to secure Pakistan’s assistance in the Soviet War, US 

president waived off sanctions and extended its support to Pakistan. US had given more 

than $3.2 billion dollars in military and economic aid for more than 6 years.  US were 

compelled to refrain from Pakistan’s nuclear program and intentionally overlooked 

development of Pakistan’s nuclear program. General Zia never compromised on 

Pakistan’s nuclear program and for internal compulsions he continued this program to 

acquire a deterrent against conventionally bigger enemy on eastern border. He was aware 

of the fact that conventionally it would be difficult for Pakistan to match Indian 

aggression; this led him to go for nuclear weapons to ensure security of Pakistan (Bhola, 

1993). 

 

 In 1985, US suspended its military and economic aid to Pakistan on the grounds 

that it was making nuclear weapons. Under Pressler amendment, Pakistan had to face 

strict sanctions for building a nuclear device. The US President had the authority to waive 

off sanctions but he did not and ultimately Pakistan had to suffer stringent economic and 

military sanctions (Bhola, 1993). President Zia Ul Haq pursued this task by keeping in 

mind, the Pakistan’s mismatch to India’s conventional superiority and Indian nuclear 

weapon development (Bhola, 1993). Throughout Afghan War, Pakistan had no external 

pressure and it had ample funds to develop a nuclear weapon to deter Indian aggressive 
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posture in the region. But soon after the death of Gen Zia in a plane crash and end of 

Soviet war, America not only suspended its aid to Pakistan but also sanctioned Pakistan 

(Dittmer, 2005). 

 

 During 1980’s, India realized that Pakistan now has the nuclear capability and it is 

imperative to have dialogue with Pakistan to avoid any exchange of any nuclear strike. In 

1985 both countries pledged that they will not attack nuclear installations of each other’s 

and also CMBs were signed between both countries. Pakistan offered India to sign NPT 

in 1985 and stop further development of nuclear weapons but India never supported 

Pakistan’s idea and continued its endeavor to develop nuclear weapons (Dittmer, 2005).  

Pakistan was failed to bring India on board on these CBMs, India was aggressively 

pursuing its nuclear milestones to undermine Pakistan in any warfare in future. Pakistan 

continued its efforts to establish a nuclear restraint regime in South Asia, Nawaz Sharif 

government called upon a meeting in South Asia to discuss issues related to nuclear 

weapons (Dittmer, 2005). Pakistan and China’s cooperation grew in the 80’s when 

Pakistan was pressurized by the US and its Western allies. Pakistan signed a number of 

key strategic pacts with China. Pakistan and China’s nuclear cooperation grew from 

1980- 1985. China not only helped Pakistan in the design but also provided HEU for 

some warheads (Ganguly & Kapur, 2008). Finally, in response to Indian nuclear 

explosions, Pakistan exploded her six nuclear detonations on 28
th

 May 1998 and became 

a nuclear power. It was India that introduced nuclear weapons in this region and plunged 

the region into dilemma of instability and turmoil (Kapur, 1987). Moreover, United 

States pressurized Pakistan after Indian nuclear tests. But due to vital national interest, 

domestic public opinion and Indian aggressive designs it was necessary for Pakistan to 

carry out nuclear tests to balance India.  Pakistan turned down US request and 

subsequently faced more sanctions (Kapur, 1987). 

 

A. Pakistan’s Stance on Arms Control and Disarmament 

 Pakistan has always showed off a serious attitude towards arms control and 

disarmament measures initiated at international level. The following discussion reveals 

the efforts of Pakistan in this regard.     

  

Compliance with International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) Safeguards 

 Although Pakistan is not the signatory to the NPT but it has always worked as a 

responsible nuclear weapon state. Pakistan’s track record shows that it has always 

remained under the nuclear safeguards of the IAEA and strictly followed its practices 

(IAEA, 2013). 

 

 Apart from these efforts, Pakistan is also a party to many initiatives at global level 

to promote and support the nuclear weapon’s safety as well as security. Pakistan has 

played an important role as far as nuclear non-proliferations efforts are concerned.  
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Table 1: Pakistan’s Safeguards Agreements with IAEA 
Reg. No. Title In Force Status 

687 Application of safeguards 1969-10-17 Signature: 1969-10-17 

1208 Application of safeguards 1976-03-18 Signature: 1976-03-18 

1241 Application of safeguards 1977-03-02 Signature: 1977-03-02 

1614 
 
 

Agreement between the IAEA and 
the Government of the Islamic 
Republic of Pakistan for 
application of safeguards in 
connection with the supply of a 
Miniature Neutron Source Reactor 
from the People's Republic of 
China. 

1991-09-10 Signature: 1991-09-10 

1639 Agreement between the IAEA and 
the Government of the Islamic 
Republic of Pakistan to apply the 
Safeguards regarding Supply of a 
Nuclear Power Station from the 
People's Republic of China. 

1993-02-24 Signature: 1993-02-
24. 

Source: International Atomic Energy Agency official Website  

 

National Command Authority (NCA) 

 Pakistan has introduced strict mechanism for the safety and security of its nuclear 

installations. By 2000, Pakistan established NCA to keep a stringent check on its nuclear 

arsenal and provide maximum security to its nuclear infrastructure. Major purpose NCA 

is to devise policy and work for the development of the nuclear weapons. After the 

establishment of NCA Pakistan’s nuclear assets have become more safe and secure and 

there is no insider or outsider threat to Pakistan’s nuclear program (Khan M. K., 2008).   

Under NCA there are two committees the Employment Control Committee which is 

supervised by the Prime Minister of Pakistan along with key ministers of his/her cabinet 

which include foreign minister, interior minister, finance minister, Chairman of Joint 

Chiefs of Staff Committee (CJCSC), chiefs of all three services army, navy, air force and 

Director General of Strategic Plans Division (SPD). The committee is called 

Development Control Committee, which is also chaired by the PM of Pakistan CJCSC as 

his deputy chairmen, heads of all strategic organizations, engineers and scientists.  Under 

NCA Pakistan’s nuclear assets are safe and secure, more than 20000 trained men are 

guarding sensitive nuclear installations and material (Khan M. K., 2008). To counter 

insider threat Pakistan introduced Personnel Reliability Program (PRP) in 2007, along 

with that US helped Pakistan to install Permissive Action Link (PAL) system to avoid 

any unauthorized access to sensitive nuclear material or technology (Albright, 2001). 

With these systems in place it is difficult for anyone to breach the security apparatus of 

Pakistan, since the establishment of NCA Pakistan has developed a robust command and 

control structure to provide fool proof security to its nuclear arsenal.  

 

B. Fissile Material Cut-Off Treaty (FMCT)  

 The negotiations on FMCT were unearthed in 1993 with the intentions to define 

the term of non-discriminatory and internal verifiable treaty to “ban the production of 

fissile material.” Since then, the ample efforts are made to conclude FMCT regime but 

lack of consensus and multiple reservations of stakeholders are the main hindrances. It 
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has also become a priority agenda for the United Nations Conference on Disarmament 

(UNCD). Following are the main objectives of the treaty.     

 

Main Objective of FMCT 

 

 Successful conclusion of FMCT would lead towards ultimate end of nuclear 

weapons 

 FMCT would contain arms race 

 Completion of a verifiable FMCT would  harmonize the NPT and CTBT 

 FMCT would lay the structure for the reduction and later on elimination of fissile 

material stockpiles 

 FMCT will help to bring non NPT Nuclear Weapons States (NNWS) in the formal 

fold of Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty 

 Target States of FMCT (Nuclear Weapons States such as USA, Russia, UK, France, 

China, India, Pakistan, Israel and North Korea are the target states of FMCT) 

 

 The Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) forbids all parties to the treaty 

excluding the P5 (Nuclear Weapons States by definition of NPT), from acquiring nuclear 

weapons. In the background of FMCT the target states could be highlighted as P5 

including United States, Russia, France, Britain, China from NPT, whereas four exterior 

states from NPT which are India, Pakistan, Israel and North Korea (Jaspal, 2010). The 

states that do not have active military program will also be affected by this. Especially 

Japan, Australia and Canada will suffer a lot by this ban (Reaching Critical Will 

Organization, 2008). Pakistan will be among the most affected countries once any 

negotiated settlement on FMCT is reached because P-5 has already enough fissile 

material, they do not require more in future, where as Israel and India with the help of 

European countries and United States would also have huge stockpiles of fissile material, 

ultimately Pakistan is left behind with minimal fissile material. (Lodhhi, 2010) 

 

Table 2: Comparative Perspectives of Major Stakeholder on FMCT  
Sr.# Countries Perspective over FMCT 

1.  Israel FMCT will not be able to bar Iranian nuclear program. Thus, it is a 
threat to Middle East Weapon Free Zone.  

2.  China Conditional Stance and linked with US and other states support 
collaboration on dialogues over “Prevention of Arms Race in 
Outer Space (PAROS).” China won’t be able to match nuclear 
forces of the US, Russia and Europe, once treaty signed.  

3.  France Supports the FMCT and is in favor of ban on future production of 
fissile material. France desires that negotiation on FMCT should 
be held in the Conference on Disarmament (CD) only instead of 
other forums outside the CD. 

4.  Germany Proponent of a nuclear free world. She supports the efforts for the 
arms control and disarmament. Also, believe that there is a dire 
need of early negotiations, economic development and prosperity 
to support the idea of the global peace and security. 

5.  Russia Favors comprehensive ban on the production of fissile material 
intended for nuclear weapon production. Countries that possess 
nuclear potential/capability to develop nuclear weapons must sign 
FMCT and ban their production of weapon grade fissile material. 

6.  UK UK views FMCT as a giant step towards a Nuclear Weapons Free 
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World. It stress that the Nuclear capable countries must step up to 
end this stalemate for the global peace and security. UK also 
enhanced safeguards for the fissile materials and wants every 
country to follow the suit. 

7.  USA Proponent of “Nuclear Weapons Free World”. The failure of NPT 
Review Conference in 2005, the Bush administration rejected the 
implementation of the steps taken back in 2000 NPT Review 
Conference (Riedy, 2009). In 2006, US presented FMCT draft 
which lacked many important issues including independent 
mechanism for verification (Internet, 2006) along with the 
reservations of existing stockpiles of the fissile material. However, 
the Obama Administration is intended to revive negotiations on a 
Fissile Material Cut-off Treaty (FMCT). During 2009, US President 
held:  
“And to cut off the building blocks needed for a bomb, the United 
States will seek a new treaty that verifiably ends the production of 
fissile materials intended for use in state nuclear weapons. If we 
are serious about stopping the spread these weapons, then we 
should put an end to the dedicated production of weapons-grade 
materials that them. That’s the first step (Huffington Post, 2009).” 

8.  India India is in favor of negotiations on FMCT in the CD. She starts 
negotiations but changes it stance and try to bring other party in 
line with its objectives. India would gain a maximum time to build 
huge stockpiles of fissile material to attain two objectives: first, to 
deter China and Pakistan and second, to emerge as a regional 
power to maintain its hegemony in South Asia (Mushtaq & 
Hashmi, 2012). 

Source: (Albright, 2001). 

 

III. Pakistan’s Stance on FMCT 
 Pakistan has assumed a principle standpoint over FMCT. Pakistan has also 

supported the 1993 UNGA resolution calling for “discussions on an unbiased, multiparty 

and universally as well as efficiently provable treaty banning the production of fissile 

material for nuclear weapons or any other explosive devices (UNGA, 1993).” During 

1995, Gerald E. Shannon in his assessment report “Shannon Mandate” analyzed the 

member states standpoints over FMCT. The report suggested formation of a committee 

which would allow all delegation to raise any question regarding their concerns about the 

scope of the treaty. It will also allow all the states to raise their doubts about the present 

and future management of fissile material. Pakistan supported “Shannon Mandate” 

because it would help to deal with the pre-existing stocks of fissile material. 

 

 For next few years the CD could not play an important role and assembled thrust 

on FMCT. In the meantime, the significant development during 1995 was the extension 

of NPT for an indefinite period as well as devoid of circumstances, highlighting the 

reservations that the nuclear weapons states might not go for elimination of their nuclear 

armaments. Where member states approved to immediately start and finalize negotiations 

in accordance with the mandate of CD on an evenhanded and generally appropriate 

agreement intended for hindering the production of fissile material with the intentions to 

use it for nuclear weapons/explosive devices. 
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 The next year observed CTBT during CD, regardless of the objections coined by 

India. The treaty was sent to the United Nation General Assembly (UNGA) to get it 

sanctioned as well as presenting it for signatures. The draft of the CTBT was approved by 

more than 150 states and Pakistan was one of the supporters of it unlike India which 

opposed its draft.  

 

 The detonation of nuclear weapons by India and Pakistan in 1998 poured immense 

pressure on the Pakistan to participate in upcoming FMCT meeting. Meanwhile, a 

resolution 1172 was concluded by the United Nations Security Council (UNSC) On June 

6, 1998. The resolution 1172 was aimed to bring India and Pakistan to the table talks set 

in the form of CD, to halt the production of fissile material for Weaponization.   

 

 In February 2009, while advocating Pakistan’s official opinion in the Conference 

on Disarmament, Zamir Akram said that Pakistan never initiated the nuclear induction in 

the region concerned (Akram, 2009). Whereas, it was provoked by design to establish a 

Minimum Credible Deterrence to meet her security anxiety vis-à-vis India. Similarly, 

Pakistan has also pronounced her nuclear program solely for defensive purposes. He also 

pointed out that Pakistan started its nuclear program to address lawful security concerns 

which is sovereign right of any independent state of the world. Pakistan also chalked out 

her apprehensions about the potential FMCT in a detailed way. It was stated that “we 

believe that an extensive difference in fissile material stockpiles of India and Pakistan 

could erode the stability of nuclear deterrence (Khan M. A., 1998).” He also elucidated 

that there is every possibility that “India will transform its large fissile material stocks 

into nuclear weapons” therefore Pakistan must consider Indian stockpiles of “nuclear 

weapons and fissile material stocks.” Pakistan “cannot therefore agree to freeze 

inequality” he said (khan, 1998). 

 

 Pakistan ambassador, while making clear Pakistan’s position, raised an objection 

even to the term of FMCT, and argued that Pakistan will not accept FMCT which implies 

a ban solely on the future production of fissile material. Along with that Pakistan 

declared that she cannot approve the loose term coined primarily as FMCT to be 

discussed during CD. Responding to the situation, Pakistan devised an innovative title of 

“Fissile Material Treaty” (FMT) to support the global efforts initiated in this regard. 

Interestingly, several states along with number of independent analysts also supported 

this very proposal. However, Pakistan consistently retained the demand of elimination of 

pre-existing stocks. Pakistan is not unaccompanied in her demand; most of the Non-

Aligned Movement states like Egypt, Iran and Syria are too supporting Pakistan’s 

proposal. 

 

 Pakistan along with some other parties discarded the most recent plan of work 

designed in CD. Group of 21, comprising North Korea, Egypt, Indonesia, Sri Lanka, Iran 

and Syria are teamed up in pursuit of a fairer plan of action, stressing particularly on the 

negotiations for disarmament (Reaching Critical Will, 2010). Remarkably, china 

followed the suit by rejecting the CD plan of work. Whereas, certain states demonstrated 

a silent condemnation and opposed the treaty by benefiting from the Pakistani refusal to 

permit discussions on FMCT. During 2006, Masood Khan, envoy of Pakistan to the CD 

maintained that the stoppage in the built-up of fissile material should be placed under an 

obligatory program for the elimination of asymmetries in the existing stock up by a range 

of countries. Along with that transmission of fissile material to safeguards must be 
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completed primarily by the countries possessing massive stockpiles “both in the global 

and regional background (Khan M. , Reaching Critical Will, 2006).” Furthermore, Fissile 

Material Cut-off Treaty should propose a viable plan for stockpiles to civilian use and 

such stocks should be brought under strict watch via application of safeguards.   

 

  He further argued that FMCT will have lost its consistency if pre-existing 

stockpile of fissile material will not be addressed in a substantial means. In addressing the 

stuff of pre-existing stockpiles, higher restrictions of fissile materials and the principles 

of relative exactness along with adequacy should be considered. A pact that focus only on 

limiting the future production of fissile material would be measured a non-proliferation 

step while addition of the accessible stockpiles of fissile material will be a step towards 

nuclear disarmament. In the year 2010 Pakistan persistently obstructed the initiation of 

work at the CD.  By 2009, Pakistan made a mind to accept plan of work, hoping high that 

it might lead Pakistan into such a stage where legitimate concerns of Pakistan would be 

addressed by the start of new Obama regime. But all such calculations proved futile as 

Pakistan has banned that this cannot be achieved as “Pakistan now believed that this 

would not be the case (Akram, 2009).” 

 

 During 2010, the then Pakistani Premier and former chairman of NCA Yousaf 

Raza Gilani, expressed his views on the preservation of Minimum Credible Deterrence, 

regional strategic stability and accountability of NCA of Pakistan. In a meeting, on 13 

January he clearly stated that, “Pakistan, will not give and take on its security interests 

and the imperatives of maintaining a credible minimum deterrence (ISPR, 2010).” 

Furthermore, the NCA declared that Pakistan is ready by all means to team up with 

international community as an “equal partner” in pursuit of global and absolute nuclear 

disarmament as well as non-proliferation. In such a scenario a dire need is witnessed to 

implement the non-discriminatory policies. In addition, Pakistan’s Nuclear Weapon 

category should be authenticated to heart the Global Non-Proliferation objectives. 

Furthermore, Pakistan also underscored regional security complex as a key factor to be 

considered by international community while bullying Pakistan to support non-

proliferation objectives as well as the need to deal with the “existing inequality and 

address the stupendous quarrels (Mustafa, 2011).” 

 

 Zamir Akram held that it was detrimental to Pakistan’s genuine security interests 

that she must carry on to wedge the initiation of negotiation over the treaty backed by US 

to halt production of fissile material which is usable for nuclear weapon production. 

Some potent states in the prevailing situation have stepped up by violating international 

norms while concluding an unregulated, biased and provoking agreement named as Indo-

US nuclear deal, which has ignite high level of reservations for the region as well as the 

regional balance of power is at stake.  The intention behind such a policy is the 

acquisition of their profitable interests (The Nation, 2010). 

 

 FMCT that contend only to disallow future fabrication of fissile material, will 

enduringly congeal an intentional drawback for Pakistan, consequently it’s intolerable as 

well. He advocated that “Obviously it is not through choice but inevitability that Pakistan 

is contrasting to discussions on FMCT.” The constant uneven development regarding 

military capability among major, medium and small powers had escalated the anxiety as 

well. Thus the key regions are pronged to “Great Power Politics” which has caused 

trembling regional equilibrium (The Nation, 2010). Pakistan, is highly uncomfortable 
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over various opinion endowed by different states that “United Nation Disarmament 

apparatus, in particular the Conference on Disarmament, had become dysfunctional, due 

to its rule of process (The Nation, 2010).” 

 

IV. National Command Authority and Pakistan’s Position on FMCT 

 Pakistan’s National Command Authority (NCA) revealed during CD on FMCT 

that Pakistan’s stance is linked to “its national security interests and the objectives of 

strategic stability in South Asia.” While responding Indo-US Nuclear Deal in 2007, NCA 

affirmed that this agreement would ultimately have multiple impacts on the regional 

strategic stability. This is because of the fact that it will facilitate India to manufacture 

momentous amount of “fissile material and nuclear weapons from un-safeguarded 

nuclear reactors (Mian & Nayyar, 2010).” 

 

  There is difference in perspective on FMCT among Pakistan, India and US and 

other Western states. “It was estimated in 2008 that 1670 tons of Highly Enriched 

Uranium (HEU) stockpiles are existing in this world and a first-generation Nagasaki-type 

implosion bomb requires 25 kg of HEU. It is also observed that P5 own the 99 percent of 

HEU stockpiles of the world. Whereas the worldwide build up stocks of alienated 

plutonium remains 500 tons and half of them is being consumed in civilian purposes and 

continues to rise (IPFM, 2008).” 

 

 IAEA denotes that 8 kg of plutonium is essential to device a first-generation 

implosion bomb of the Nagasaki-type. Whereas US calculates that 4 kg of plutonium 

would be sufficient to fabricate a nuclear weapon. The production of fissile material 

aimed for nuclear weapons is being carried out in India, Pakistan, Israel and North Korea 

at the moment. US, UK, Russia and France have formally and China has informally 

ended the production of fissile material for nuclear weapons.  

 

 In common, the Nuclear Weapon States favor a pact that prohibits merely the 

fabrication of fresh fissile material aimed for nuclear weapons; whereas, it has overruled 

the “pre-existing civilian fissile materials and weapons materials that have been declared 

surplus for military use.” The uncertainty prevailing among China, India and Pakistan 

regarding their existing fissile material stockpiles is obvious, if they contain adequate 

fissile material to address future security requirements and may want to produce more. 

The qualms remain there for Russia, US and rest of the countries regarding the 

intrusiveness and cost of authentication. Non-Nuclear Weapon States usually analyze 

FMCT as a noteworthy stride to abolish nuclear weapons. In fact they urge high for a 

universal agreement that would put off civilian stocks and stocks affirmed in surplus, 

diverted for nuclear weapons (IPFM, 2008). 

 

V. Conclusion 
 Being a responsible state and party to IAEA, Pakistan has always observed 

IAEA’s laws and safeguards for its civilian nuclear installations. Moreover, it is also stick 

to the UNSC Clause 1540 and follows tight export control mechanism in 2004 to legalize 

the nuclear-relevant exports. The creation of the Strategic Export Control Division 

(SECDIV) is also a giant stride in the direction of export of nuclear-related items. 

Pakistan is signatory to the Containment Security Initiatives (CSI) and has also affirmed 

its participation in the Global Initiative to Combat Nuclear Terrorism. As far as the 

Fissile Material Treaty, the concern of future and existing stocks has secured greater 
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importance for India and Pakistan. Keeping the regional issues in context, treaty like 

FMCT seems to be a big challenge. The point that the FMCT is a worldwide 

disarmament vital instrument which seems to have no currency in Islamabad; Pakistan’s 

position, as highlighted by Pakistani officials, is formulated by genuine security concerns.  

Indeed, the balance of conventional forces is tilted towards India, and Pakistan counters it 

by nuclear deterrence. In the current scenario, the weak balance of power existed in South 

Asia. If Pakistan halts production of fissile material by signing the FMCT, the existing 

balance between both neighbors will be disturbed, owing of the existence of 

asymmetrical stocks of fissile material between India and Pakistan. The resistance by 

Pakistan towards such negotiations is based on India’s present capability to generate 

“nuclear arsenal seven times as large as Pakistan.” Pakistan will not sign any treaty like 

NPT and FMCT, unilaterally and continue to link these with India. 

 

 Pakistan’s nuclear capability has served the security interest of the country quite 

well and the country must protect its nuclear capability for the sake of security purposes. 

Unless the balance is re-established, the step to opt FMCT seems to be a hard challenge. 

Islamabad has also highlighted that it is not in a favor of a treaty that formalizes the 

national impasse of nuclear weapons states and leaves existing stockpiles as they are. The 

possible options to adopt a regional approach where the present stocks could be reduce 

asymmetrically is also at hand but India is not likely to accept this option as it will place 

Pakistan at a level of parity with India and assure a degree of mutual defence. 

Negotiations on FMCT have delayed because of Pakistan’s stance that a time bound 

nuclear disarmament as ordained in Article VI of NPT be negotiated as a package, since 

all issues are inter connected. Pakistan must endeavor to delay enforcement of this treaty 

as much as possible in order to gain time to further enhance its existing stockpiles. As 

there are reservations and differences between Indian and Pakistan’s position and both 

states link the treaty to each other as well. So, the future of FMCT will kept on swinging 

around and no final negotiating momentum is ahead within a short span of time. 

 

 After the commencement of discussion on FMCT, the issue of addressing the 

exiting stocks of fissile materials did not reach to any negotiating momentum. The 

competing interests of the member states with regard to their own security and other 

interests have halted the negotiations in Conference on Disarmament. Before any move 

and negotiations on treaty like FMCT the divergence among the member states cannot be 

ignored. How can a member state enter into a treaty, which turned against its own 

security and national interests? 

 

 There is a need to evolve a new consensus to achieve disarmament and non-

proliferation among all members. Multilateral collaboration can serve global and national 

interest alike and any unilateral step can result into serious reservations among the 

member states. Multilateral disarmament in CD negotiations has importance for Pakistan, 

as it will serve both global and national interests. 

 

 The growth in high-tech space and defense business between Russia and India, the 

United States along with some others countries has advanced the quality of India’s 

nuclear systems, whereas Pakistan chronically facing significant trade barriers and is 

subject to export denial regimes. Indian intentions and capabilities have forced Pakistan 

to respond more on nuclear weapons and less on conventional military capability to 

balance Indian military muscle. Therefore, without dealing with the genuine security 
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issues of Pakistan it would be rather impossible for Pakistan to discuss Fissile Materials 

Cut-off Treaty.  

 

 Therefore, it seems mandatory for the international community to play its due role 

and resolve outstanding issues between India and Pakistan. Because without addressing 

the core issues between India and Pakistan it would be difficult deal with arms control 

and disarmament instruments effectively.  
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