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Synopsis 
 
The Arms Control & Disarmament Center of Strategic Technology Resources [STR], an 
independent policy research facility, held an open briefing in Islamabad, 14 May 2011. 
Pakistani media, accredited foreign diplomats and researchers from various Pakistani 
universities were in attendance.   
 
The briefing aimed to provide a technical answer to the question: Are Pakistan’s nuclear 
weapons and delivery systems and secure today in the wake of the uncertainty and fear 
prevailing in the country in the aftermath of the US Abbottabad military incursion inside 
Pakistan on 2 May 2011.  
 
Questions were being raised in the media and general public about the safety and security 
of Pakistan’s nuclear assets. After having studied this issue, STR shared the following 
conclusions in the briefing given by its CEO, Dr. Shireen Mazari. 
 
Her key point was this: once again Pakistan’s civilian nuclear facilities, all operating under 
IAEA safeguards, have been checked and found safe repeatedly. The latest IAEA 
endorsement to this effect came on 23 April 2011 from the visiting IAEA Deputy Director 
General of the Department of Nuclear Safety Denis Flory. Mr. Flory pointed out that 
Pakistan was the 10th largest contributor to the Nuclear Security Fund, contributing $1.16 
million.  
 
What is of concern to many in Pakistan, especially after 2 May 2011, is whether the US or 
any other power or non-state actor could access and take over Pakistan’s nuclear weapons 
or destroy them. 
 
The author explains why her answer is NO.  
 
And despite propaganda to the contrary, the author says that non-state actors are not 
interested in nuclear weapons nor do they need them. 
 
Her analysis of why the United States is incapable of physically attacking Pakistani 
nuclear weapons is the crux of this report and provides insights never discussed before in 
public. 
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That non-state actors – primarily terrorists or other groups using violence for their political 
ends – would want to acquire nuclear weapons, is a highly contentious assumption. 
Nuclear weapons are difficult to manage as they require large infrastructural support. 
Given the political agenda of the non-state actors in question, any contemplated use of 
nuclear weapons would carry such a devastating destructive effect that the end objective 
for which the terrorists may be intending to use them would itself be destroyed. In 
addition, purely from the operational point of view, in the context of terrorism, the target 
and victim are separate entities and destruction of the victim is intended to send a message 
to the target. But with the fallout from the use of nuclear weapons, the separation will be 
difficult to sustain. Even more important, one has to remember that terrorists are generally 
on the run and have a mobile strategic doctrine.  
 
Nuclear weapons are not like guns or other small conventional arms that can simply be 
carried around endlessly. Nor can the paraphernalia of nuclear weapons be acquired 
locally so that the weapon can be assembled wherever the non-state actors happen to be 
placed at any given time. So, logic suggests that nuclear weapons would not be a weapon 
of choice for terrorists. This is not to say that other WMD, especially chemical weapons, 
as happened in Japan in the 1990s, do not hold an attraction for terrorist groups. 
 
Finally, terrorists already have access to enough destructive capability with conventional 
means, so their desirability for nuclear weapons is simply not there. In fact, the manner in 
which the US is conducting its global war on terror, with a focus on a military-centric 
strategy, it is itself creating an increasing space for terrorists across the globe – instead of 
denying them space.  
 
This whole cacophony of non-state actors seeking and acquiring nuclear weapons, has 
arisen from the US and been taken up by its allies, notably India. This is more a strategy of 
victimizing particular states, perceived as untrustworthy in terms of loyalty to the US and 
its interests, who are looking for an independent civil nuclear power capability or who 
have acquired nuclear weapons capability. 
 
So let us come to the main concern: that the US would try to access Pakistan’s nukes.  
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Certainly, Washington would want to but fortunately for us they cannot do so through 
military means for the following reasons:  
 
1. We need to get over the Kahuta Syndrome. The fear that Kahuta would be targeted 

was perhaps valid before 1998, when Pakistan declared its nuclear capabilities. But 
now Pakistan has moved beyond that fear. The nuclear program has matured, is robust, 
self-sustaining and widely dispersed.  And Kahuta, after all, is a uranium enrichment 
facility and we now have significant fissile material stockpiles, so even if we were to 
suffer a mishap at Kahuta, our nuclear weapons and delivery systems would not be 
affected.  

 
Why then do we keep such a close guard around Kahuta? Just like any other country 
with military nuclear facilities, the public does not and should not have access– and 
certainly not foreigners.  

 
Also, the security around these nuclear facilities is multi-tiered and immense and any 
attempt to come close to them for a strike will result in an immediate response –
certainly it is not the same case as Abbottabad, which was a general residential area.   
There is after all, in military terms, a distinction between a ‘soft target’ like unarmed 
OBL and his family, and a ‘hard target’ with strong terminal defenses like a nuclear 
facility. But most importantly, no one knows where all the weapons are located. This 
strict ‘need-to-know’ is a deterrent by itself. 

 
2. This brings up the second point – that of intelligence. Could there be another 

intelligence lapse or could the US buy into the nuclear establishment community and 
have its moles in place – as some suspect happened on May2? 
 
Well, nothing is impossible but we need to know that the nuclear establishment has set 
up its own intimate and integrated security and intelligence network – although inputs 
are taken from the state networks also like ISI, MI, IB, etc. Lieutenant General Khalid 
Ahmed Kidwai, Director General of the Strategic Planning Division, in a briefing to 
the media in 2008 had given out that there were over 10,000 personnel in this 
independent security set up.  
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Under the DG SPD (which functions as the NCA’s Secretariat) there is a Security 
Division headed by a two-star general – then there are the Directors of Security for 
each Scientific Organization who directly report to this independent head of security.  
The Security Division has several components: a Technical Directorate for technical 
solutions to security problems; a Personnel Reliability Program (PRP) for human 
factor solutions, and a training academy with high-tech gadgetry and excellent 
training. Last, but not least, there is a large counterintelligence setup, which is the eyes 
and ears of the nuclear establishment. Additionally, of course, all this is backed up by 
the resources of the armed forces. 
 
The United States claims that the so-called ‘rogue’ elements in Pak security and 
intelligence network will aid extremists gaining access to Pakistan’s nukes – this 
cannot happen simply because even if there were these so-called ‘rogue’ elements, the 
layers of security within the nuclear establishment would expose the unreliable 
elements, who would be dealt with. Scrutiny of those in sensitive positions is a 
continuous process. 
 
Of course, the problem is that the Americans often try to use their experience in one 
area of the world to another, and this does not work. For instance, in 2007, Michael 
O’Hanlan of Brookings suggested that the Pak military would help the US military 
‘secure’ Pakistani nuclear and strategic assets–an absurdity if there ever was one, since 
the US has no credibility in relation to Pakistan’s nuclear assets.  
 

3. It is US frustration, despite all manner of spying efforts from hi-tech to Humint, at not 
being able to access locations of nuclear assets – the delivery systems and warheads –
that is most telling. This can be judged by former CIA Director Leon Panetta’s 
statement on 19 May 2009 that the US did not know the location of all of Pakistan’s 
nuclear weapons. As he admitted: “Obviously we try to understand where all these are 
located. We don’t have, frankly, the intelligence to know where they are all located.” 
He also conceded that the US was confident that the Pakistan government had a 
“pretty secure approach to try to protect these weapons.”  
 
One major reason for the US inability to learn where our nuclear weapons and delivery 
systems are located is because we do not have fixed and hardened silos. Instead, our 
weapons are mobile and therefore more difficult to detect. Also, despite the absurd and 
unsolicited suggestion that US analysts have continued to give Pakistan on the option 
of maintaining a non-weaponized deterrence (a truly ridiculous proposition given our 
lack of spatial depth and the time) our delivery systems and warheads continue to be 
mated, although chances are they are not on hair-trigger alert – since there is no need 
for this. However, the induced notion that nuclear weapons mating would take days or 
weeks is an absolute absurdity. And it would come as a rude and fatal shock to anyone 
working on this assumption. 
 

4. With the development of short-range missiles, Pakistan’s level of nuclear alert is 
reduced further. In the wake of the Indian doctrines of Cold Start and Limited War, 
moving up the rung immediately to strategic nuclear weapons use was not feasible and 
therefore not credible – hence the need to plug this gap through short range missiles.  
 

5. As long as the strategic ambiguity continues to exist about the whereabouts of our 
nuclear weapons, no one can be adventurist enough to try and take them out. The US 
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understands this only too well–the dilemma of even one weapon left which can then be 
used. And we need to remember that even when it was known that North Korea had 
only two nuclear weapons, the US could not chance targeting them. Iraq’s nukes were 
merely an excuse and the US went in knowing full well there were no nuclear weapons 
in Iraq. 
 

6. So it is all a question of what if even one weapon survives. And we should be clear 
where that will go – our short range and medium range capabilities have Indian value 
targets within their ranges. 
 
India therefore is far more circumspect in terms of talking about Pakistan’s nuclear 
assets. In fact, the Indians have this dilemma – on the one hand they want to criticize 
Pakistan’s nuclear weapons safety, but on the other hand they don’t want to destabilize 
the nuclear deterrence. That is why in October 2010 Indian Army Chief General V. K. 
Singh announced that Pakistan had made unusual arrangements for the security of 
these weapons after global concerns. He declared that Pakistan’s nuclear assets were 
properly secured and there was no threat to them. Concerns abroad were without 
substance according to him. Just a few days earlier he had declared that Pakistan was a 
threat to India’s security. 
 

7. Finally, the idea that someone can simply destroy a nuke by bombing it defeats the 
very purpose since it actually means indirect use of a nuke with all the radiation and 
the related consequences. So even if the US knew where the weapons were located, 
this would be no way to destroy them. Nor can one simply come by helicopter and 
carry away missiles and warheads. Simply not feasible.  If there is an air strike to 
target our nukes, the attackers would surely be shot down, no matter where they came 
from, Americans or no Americans. 

 
So where does the threat reside then to Pakistan in the nuclear arena? 
 
The threat to Pakistan in nuclear issues lies on the diplomatic front in the wake of the 
Indo-US nuclear deal and what has followed:  
 

8. First is the attempt to force Pakistan to sign a Fissile Material Cutoff Treaty [FMCT] 
instead of inviting Pakistan to sign a Fissile Material Treaty [FMT]. Pakistan has taken a 
strong position against FMCT and needs to hold this position even if it has to go it alone. 
But we have already discussed this in STR’s FMCT briefing.    
 

9. Second, the US campaign to get India access to dual-use technologies –contrary to the 
NPT commitments of the US– through membership of the four supplier cartels: the NSG, 
the Australia Group, the MTCR and the Wassenaar Arrangement.  

 
10. Third, the nuclear deals being signed by other developed states with India, the contents of 

which have not been made public.  
 

11. Four, the Indo-US cooperation on missile defense. 
 
For all of the reasons above, Pakistan will have to up its nuclear weapons and delivery 
systems and also keep them dispersed. 
 

http://www.projectpakistan21.org/2011/03/01/who-has-the-most-nukes-mrs-clinton/
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OUR MISSION                   

“To help and guide the Pakistani people, the Federal Government and the 
Pakistan Armed Forces in strengthening domestic ideological, cultural, political, 
economic and military structures of the Pakistani State; to create globalist 
Pakistani citizens; to secure Pakistan’s interests in the region and within the 
community of nations.”           

 ABOUT PROJECT PAKISTAN 21?        

Project For Pakistan In 21st Century is a nonpartisan, nonprofit pool of Pakistani talent in diplomacy, media, 
military, education, economy and science. Its short name is Project Pakistan 21. It seeks to position Pakistan 
and its people for success in 21st century. It recognizes that a debilitated and rusty system of politics and 
governance in Pakistan cannot create a strong nation and needs to be changed top to bottom. To this end, 
Project Pakistan 21 intends to integrate Pakistan’s human resource and strong institutions to play their role in 
Pakistan’s rebirth as a stable, proud, strong and prosperous nation.   

OUR HISTORY           

Pakistan is a nation and a people extracted from the great cultures and bloodlines of the Turks, Persians, Arabs 
and Aryans. This history spans ten centuries of progressive contributions to arts, culture, science, trade and 
politics.  Today’s Pakistanis are cosmopolitan, resourceful and active contributors to the global march of 
civilization just as their ancestors were at their zenith.         
    
The lowest point in Pakistan’s history were the ninety years between the downfall of the Mughal Empire in 
1857 and the rise of independent Pakistan in 1947.         
The trials of that period galvanized the Pakistani nation and spurred an impressive political and legal 
movement, spearheaded by patriotic, educated and resourceful leaders who triumphed with the rise of 
independent Pakistan on August 14, 1947.          
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OUR FUTURE         
 
Pakistan’s future lies in creating and grooming a ruling political elite strongly committed to the idea of Pakistan 
and the prosperity and wellbeing of its citizens. A strong federal government sitting atop a power structure 
consisting of a dozen or more administrative provinces, or states, with directly elected governors and local 
parliaments. A political system that encourages the rise of national parties and discourages and bans politics 
based on ethnicity, language, sect or any divisive theory. We believe that the focus of governance in the first 
three decades of the twenty-first century in Pakistan should be on economy, trade, energy, infrastrucre and 
education.  Politics must not have a priority in this period.  An independent media and judiciary can continue 
informing and watching the performance of the state and public servants even within a controlled, ’Economy 
First’ political system.   
 
Democratic reforms are essential for a strong Pakistani state. Pakistan’s early plunge into Westminster-style 
political system was premature and did not take into account the young nation’s need for focus, discipline and 
organization immediately after independence.        
 
National life in Pakistan needs to be depoliticized to the extent of liberating the talents of Pakistani people in 
arts, religion, culture, music, business, academia and sports. Politics in this period must not become a national 
sport. The State must help create an environment where every Pakistani citizen can contribute to increasing 
GDP and generating wealth.      
 
Pakistan’s vibrant media should be strengthened to take Pakistan’s voice to the world through films, books, 
music, documentaries and news media.       
 
Pakistan needs to harness its geostrategic strengths to the fullest across multiple platforms, from tourism to 
business to the military.        
 
Education must be enforced to create productive and globalist Pakistani citizens. The end game is to have men 
and women who are anchored in pride in Pakistan’s history and its Islamic heritage, which unites Pakistanis 
from all religious backgrounds and persuasions.  At the same time, they must be open to the world, in the best 
traditions of Islamic golden period.     
 
In this context, Project Pakistan 21 is floating a national document titled, Smart Coup: Pakistan Strategic 
Readjustment Program For 21st Century, which is a suggested roadmap for achieving the above objectives.      
Our goal is that by 2030, Pakistan must be recognized as a politically stable dynamic nation with a firm grip on 
its domestic politics and international relations.       
 
This is the vision that the team of researchers, analysts and experts at Project For Pakistan In 21st Century 
aims to achieve.      

 

  


