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MAJOR Nth COUNTRIES

I ran

1. Background

Iran is a country of 34 million people located to the south of the
USSR, to the west of Pakistan, and to the east of Turkey and Iraq. It is
governed by a hereditary nonarch, the Shah, who holds npbst decisions on
foreign and nilitary policy very closely. There is no legal political
opposition, but leftist guerrilla groups are active.

Apart from the “extractive” industries of oil and natural gas, which
earn the bulk of foreign exchange, the major products of the Iranian
econony are agricultural, including wheat and cotton.

Wiile Iran is still a relatively underdevel oped country, its position
as a proninent oil-exporting menber of OPEC has brought it an enornous
windfall of foreign currency holdings since 1973. This sudden currency
i nfl ow has brought about the intriguing problem of how to pass such
prosperity forward, so that it will produce lasting well-being for Iranians
into the next century. Wile some of this “petrodollar!’ income can be invested
profitably abroad, much of it is to be spent directly on devel opnent of
the Iranian econony, including an anbitious program for the generation of
electricity with nuclear reactors. Because of the relatively small infra-
structure of trained scientific and engineering personnel in lran, such
investments will rely heavily on foreign technology and manpower for another
decade or two. Most projects will take the form of “turnkey” packages
purchased from abroad.

The nuclear projects strike some observers as incredibly anbitious,
calling for the installation of perhaps twenty 1000 negawatt reactors by the
end of the 1980’s, nore than doubling existing electric power capacity in the
country. In sone cases, reactors will be installed at l|ocations which at this

monent have no electricity of any Kind.
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Wth menories of a Soviet occupation of northern Iran during and
after World War 11, the Iranian government has felt itself confronted with
a continuing defense and deterrence problem The insurance against a
Sovi et invasion has stemmed in part from Anerican conventional or nuclear
conmitments, and nore recently has been the justification offered for heavy
[rani an purchases of conventional mlitary equipment. \Wile relations
between Iran and the USSR are currently good, with the USSR purchasing
pi ped natural gas fromlran, there is still evidence of suspicion about Soviet
intentions on the part of the Shah and his governnent.

Justification for recent I|ranian weapons purchases has al so been
based on Iran's regional politico-mlitary role. Iran's relations wth
Iraq have been characterized by frequent disputes, although currently
relations are inproved. Iran has also sought to influence events in the
Persian Qulf and on the Arabian peninsula. In 1971, Iranian troops |anded
on two strategically inportant islands in the @Qulf vacated by the British.
Iran has also been involved in conbatting rebellions in Oman and other
Qulf states at the request of the local regimes. In the aftermath of the
Indian intervention in East Pakistan, the Shah is reported to have warned
India against any military noves agai nst West Pakistan as well. \ether the
focus is the defense of Iran itself, or the projection of Iranian influence
out into the surrounding region, the Shah has tended to enphasize the
significance of armed forces. Already Iran is the dominant military power
in the Persian @Qulf region and is amassing hardware and constructing
bases on a scale comensurate with a NATO country. Iran is rapidly beconing
one of the world's stronger military powers.

Al'though Iran has signed and ratified the Nuclear Non-Proliferation

Treaty, it has nonethel ess becone suspect on proliferation. This may be
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attributed, in part, to the absence of public debate or a real legislative
Process preceding Iran's ratification. This neant that no overt public opinion
devel oped that would feel particularly conmtted to or bound by the treaty.

The NPT also cane before the windfall of OPEC, i.e., before Iran acquired the
currency holdings facilitating major nuclear investnents.

Further doubt followed the Indian detonation of a nuclear explosive in
1974, and a press interview with the Shah (immediately denied) in which he was
quoted as saying that Iran might soon follow suit.

On the nore positive side, the Shah and his governnent have presented
sone general proposals for a Mddle East Nuclear Free Zone. \Wile the
boundaries remain to be defined, they clearly include Pakistan, Israel,

Egypt and all the Arab states. They just as clearly do not include the Soviet
Union or India, and thus do not depend on any nuclear-weapons-renunciation by
states already having them The proposal is in need of further definition,

but can be seen as an offer by Iran to forgo nuclear explosives as long as the
other Mddle Eastern states cited do the sane. If seriously pursued, this
proposal could be a significant contribution to non-proliferation in the region.

Further clouding all predictions about lranian policy is the special
role of the Shah. Lower-ranking officials are discouraged from staking out
positions on policy issued, or developing policy alternatives. |If the Shah's
regime were to fall suddenly a vacuum of policy direction night follow in
which all things could become possible.

2. Incentives for the Acquisition of Nuclear Wapons

To purchase sonme additional insurance against Soviet invasion, in |ight
of doubts about the continuing credibility of Anerican commitnents.

To acquire a counter to Indian political and military nuclear |everage,
and to reassure Pakistan of meaningful I|ranian support.



To acquire substantial global prestige and influence for the Shah
and his country.

3. Disincentives to the Acquisition of Nuclear Wapons

The danger of antagonizing the United States, possibly resulting in the
termnation of Anerican security conmtnents.

The risk of a slowdown or cutoff of European and American technol ogical
inputs to lranian economnic devel opnent.

The danger of antagonizing the Soviet Union, raising the spectre of preenptive
mlitary action.

The likely emulation of an lranian nuclear weapon initiative by other Mddle
Eastern states thus clouding the vision of a prosperous twenty-first century
Iran with a costly nuclear arns race and the risk of a regional nuclear
conflict. Also, the acquisition of nuclear weapons by other countries in
the region would tend to nullify Iran's conventional arns superiority.

The unsuitability of nuclear weapons to the sort of regional mlitary
police actions in which Iran is likely to be involved.

The vulnerability of the Iranian nuclear power programto a cutoff of
overseas inputs of technology and uranium fuel.

4. Technical Capabilities

Iran has placed firmorders for four light water power reactors to be
supplied by France and Germany. The first two of these reactors are schedul ed
for conpletion in the early 1980’s. The power reactors will all be “turnkey”
projects and nmany years may el apse before they can be manned entirely by
i ndi genous lranian personnel. This reliance on foreign technicians can
anount to a check on proliferation. Wile much of the mineral wealth of Iran
may yet be discovered, no large quantities of uranium have been uncovered, so
that fuel requirenents for the complex nmust be met abroad. Enriched uranium
fuel will be supplied by France under an arrangenent in which Iran has agreed
to lend the French Atomic Authority $1 billion for the Eurodif enrichment
pl ant under construction at Tricastin, giving Iran 10% ownership in the plant
and entitling it to 10% of the output. Iran also has a 25% share of a second

European enrichnent facility, Coredif.
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The Iranian nuclear electric conplex, when it is finished, will be quite
| arge, thereby generating substantial quantities of plutonium as well as
electricity. Wile sonme interest has been shown in a plutonium reprocessing
plant, no purchases have yet been negotiated, and strong outside disapproval
has been conmunicated to Iran.

Recently, the forner head of the Argentinian nuclear program Admral
Quihillalt, was hired as a consultant to the Iranian Atomic Energy Conmission.
In addition, half of the foreign staff of the IAEC is from Argentina. To those
out si de observers who are given to looking for signs of a nascent Iranian
nucl ear weapons program this was read as a signal that Iran would soon seek
facilities applicable to a nuclear weapons program following the path Argen-
tina has taken. This would include the purchase of natural uranium fueled
reactors instead of the nore cost effective light water reactors lran has
ordered to date. This type of switch in orientation has not yet occurred and
the presence of Argentinian technicians in Iran nay sinply reflect the nore
favorabl e empl oynent conditions there. L

Iran’s venture into nuclear power |ooks like very much of a “great |eap
forward”. As such, it is likely to encounter disappointnments of one sort or
another.  The schedul es proposed by foreign manufacturers have in the Past
been prone to slippage. The likely cost inflation in such reactor projects my
simlarly eat into Iran's foreign cash reserves. A proliferation problemis
clearly enmerging in the lranian projects, but there is every reason to assune
that it will appear later than fornmerly anticipated.

Gven its substantial foreign currency holdings, and its reliance on
foreign technicians in other areas, it is always possible that an Iranian

government might seek to hire foreign bonb-designers on a “mercenary” basis.

10 George H (Quester, “The Shah, and the Bonb”, Policy Sciences 8 (1977) p. 25.
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This is an avenue to nuclear explosives that no one else has tested yet, and
is full of pitfalls.

5. Net Assessnent -

The disincentives will outweigh the incentives for a considerable tine into
the future. The technical capability for manufacturing nuclear weapons will
be conpromsed by the reliance on foreign technicians, foreign equiprent, and
uranium fuel. The nilitary need for a nuclear weapon is not imminent, since
relations with the USSR are relatively stable for the nmonment. The likely
alienation of the outside world after a nuclear explosives decision mght
sl ow down or endanger the inputs of western material goods that make for
[ranian prosperity. Iran is unlikely to jeopardize a mgjor investnent in
nucl ear electric power by overtly or covertly diverting fissile material to
nucl ear weapons production. Furthermore, a decision to make nuclear weapons
woul d render the Shah’'s nuclear-free-zone proposal, irrelevant, and indeed
m ght speed up the nucl ear-weapons decisions of Israel and the Arab states
and Paki st an.

We perhaps know less than we would like to know about the exact plans and
worl d-vision of the Shah. There is every reason to believe that he woul d
like to go into history as the man who brought prosperity to his country. Wile
this may be very consistent with a program of investnents in nuclear electricity
it is not so clear that it would fit with a program of nuclear weapons. The
Shah’s proposals for a nuclear-free-zone, and his earlier decision to ratify the
NPT, suggest that he nay see this in the sane way.

6. circunstances that Mght Alter the Relationship between |ncentives and
Di si ncenti ves.

Anong the circunstances that could shift the relationship between incentives

and disincentives in favor of the former are the follow ng:
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A marked decline in the visible Arerican inclination to support lran
agai nst attack.

A marked increase in Soviet hostility toward the existing regine.

An assertion of new prerogatives in the region by India on the basis
of the nuclear explosives it possesses?

The fall of Pakistan to outside invasion or donestic disintegration
The detonation of nuclear explosives sonewhere else in the Mddl e East.

An outright rejection by Mddle Eastern states of the proposal for a
nucl ear-free-zone

A marked erosion of the domestic political prestige and support
enjoyed by the regine -- an erosion which night be alleviated by a
dramatic initiative like the acquisition of nuclear weapons.



| srael
1. Background
Israel is a small country of 3.3 mllion people who live nostly in urban
or suburban areas in the northern part of the country. It is a constitutional
denmocracy, in which the executive power rests with a Prine Mnister and Cabinet
based on a majority within a one-house parliament. Representation is through a
nunber of political parties and elections are free and regularly held.
Al'though it may be characterized as a small industrial and conmercial power
that |acks heavy industry, Israel possesses a high degree of advanced technical
skills and scientific acconplishnent. An aircraft industry, electronics precision
instruments and tools, and a first-class ordnance industry mark the exceptional
nature of the Israel econony in conparison to other countries in the Mddle East.
I srael borders on Egypt, Jordan, and Syria, with whom it has fought four
major wars in the past thirty years. These countries as well as other Arab
countries remain in a juridical state of war with Israel. Israel is without allies in the
region and its population of only a little over 3 mllion people has repeatedly
faced, in war, countries wth conmbined popul ations of 100 nillion people. \Wile
I srael has been adept in converting foreign mlitary equiprment to its own tactical
purposes, it, like the other countries in the region, is dependent on foreign
suppliers for its nmilitary equipnent. \Wile the population of Israel is prosperous and
fully enployed, enjoying a relatively high standard of living, the burden of a very
| arge defense budget has been felt in the formof an annual inflation rate in excess
of 30 percent. The enormous costs of Israel’s nmany wars have been borne in part
by contributions from synpathizers living abroad as well as through mlitary assistance
provided directly by the United States.
I srael’s dependence on U.S. mlitary supplies and econom c support makes it
highly sensitive to changes in American attitudes and policies. Recent noves towards
“even- handedness” in the region, the sale of U S mnilitary equipnent to Egypt,

i ncreasi ng Anerican dependence on Arab oil and U S. concern with limting the



arms trade all add to Israeli fears and insecurities. One major result is an
emphasis on increased mlitary self-reliance.

Israeli nuclear weapons policy has not been the subject of intense public debate,
al though in recent years, the nunber of articles on the subject in the Israeli press
had increased significantly. Articles in the foreign press concerning Israel’s nuclear
capability are often reprinted, and political |eaders have made general statements
concerning the utility or disutility of nuclear weapons in the Arab-Israeli context.
The general public, however, apparently considers this subject to be a matter of
national security, best left to political and mlitary |eaders.

Wiile Israel’s nmilitary forces have been successful in defending the country
in short wars, the 1973 war witnessed the first nilitary setback to Israel when
Egyptian forces crossed the Suez Canal and managed to secure the eastern bank. Anmobng the
consequences was the loss of sone Israeli territory gained in the 1967 war, and nore
inmportantly, a loss of confidence in the ability of the Israeli Defense Forces to stem
any Arab attack on the state. Shaken confidence, continuing threats of war, the
rising burden of defense costs, and fear that US. support is weakening may increase
the attractiveness of nuclear weapons deploynent as a means of restoring certitude
to Israel’s defense capability.

Israel has not detonated a nuclear weapon, nor declared herself a nuclear power,
but there are a nunmber of credible reports of the existence of an advanced nucl ear
weapons program Israel is now generally credited with the potential of assenbling,
delivering, and successfully detonating a nuclear weapon on short notice. As a result,
I srael should not be considered as sinply another Nth country with a future potential
for devel oping nuclear weapons, but neither is Israel a nuclear weapons state in the
sense of India, because India has denmobnstrated its nuclear capability with its 1974
detonation. The crucial questions for Israel concern the incentives and disincentives
for demobnstrating its nuclear capability with a test detonation and deployment of nuclear

weapons.

2. Incentives for the Testing and Depl oynent of Nuclear Wapons

o Calculation that the nore overt the nuclear weapons capability, the

more credible the deterrent.  Thus, a clear capability mght deter
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major Arab attacks, at least on Israeli population centers,
whereas an anbi guous nuclear potential night not be as effective.

«Growing Western dependence on Arab oil nmay render U.S. support

for Israel’s security increasingly less and the need for a purely
Israeli deterrent nore conpelling.

Z Linitations on Israel’s ability to develop and perfect a nuclear
weapon force wthout actual testing.

o Belief that an overt capability will force the world comunity,

including the Arabs, to acknow edge the reality and permanence
of Israel’s existence.

* The disparity between the size of Israel’s arned forces and those

of the neighboring Arab states is likely to grow over tine, thereby
dimnishing Israel’s ability to deter attack. An overt nuclear
capability could arrest this trend.

 anxiety that Israel’'s defensive position isbeing and will continue

to be eroded by diplomatic pressure aimed at achieving peace in the
M ddl e East.

o Belief that the overt threat of the use of nuclear weapons on Arab
oil fields will force the industrialized world to restrain the Arabs.

3. Disincentives to the Testing and Depl oynent of Nucl ear Wapons

Z The desire to preserve the present situation which pernits |srael

to gain the benefits of threshold nuclear weapons status but pay
few of the costs associated with an overt weapons capability.

 The prospect that overt acquisition of weapons by |srael would

cause one or nore of its Arab adversaries to acquire a conparable
capability resulting in the possible nuclearization of future wars.

 Fear that testing of nuclear weapons by Israel would alienate its
supporters abroad and stop weapons supplies fromthe United States.

 Desire to maintain the noral principles and respectability of the
Zionist and Israeli ideology.

+ Fear that the possession of an overt (and vul nerable) nuclear force

woul d make Israel a target for a pre-enptive nuclear or conventional
attack.

¢ Overt nuclear weapons facilities and storage areas woul d probably
become high priority terrorist targets.

» Depl oyment of nuclear weapons could increase the |ikelihood of their
unaut hori zed or accidental use.

4,  Technical Capabilities

I srael unquestionably has the scientific and technical knowhow to fabricate
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nucl ear weapons. Its reactor at Dinona appears to have had the purpose in part of
the production of plutoniumand it is generally assumed that Israel has the capability
to separate plutonium from spent fuel. Research in the country, the possession of
preci sion machining capabilities, the aviation and avionics industry, and the first-
rate ordnance industry leave little doubt of Israel’s conpetence to fabricate nuclear
weapons and delivery systens. Israeli scientists have studied in Western universities
and scientific institutes, while scientists fromthe US. and Wstern Europe have
probably carried to Israel whatever techniques Israel may have at one tinme |acked.
Evidence suggests that I|sraeli scientists have long ago conducted the research
necessary to the fabrication of weapons from available fissile material.

5. Net Assessnent

Israel’s clear capability to fabricate nuclear arns along with the obvious
wei ght of the incentives to do so, nmeke it inpossible to rule out the existence
of Israeli nuclear weapons. Certainly, Israel is wdely perceived as already
possessing such a capability although there is no conclusive evidence in support of
this assunption. As a result of its anbiguous status, Israel enjoys many of the
advant ages of an overt weapon capability, including deterrence, while avoiding
many of the costs, including precipitating an Arab nuclear arns program and
antagoni zing the United States. Consequently, the interaction between incentives
and disincentives favors not crossing the nuclear threshold overtly. This is
particularly true as long as the United States continues to provide adequate
conventional weapons and credible security guarantees.

6. Circunstances That Mght Alter the Relationship Between Incentives and Disincentives.

 The incentives for an overt Program of construction and depl oyrment

of nuclear weapons will be strengthened if there is a substantive
weakening of U S. support for Israel.

« The materialization of a situation in which Israel’s existence as

a state is in serious jeopardy or its population centers clearly
t hr eat ened.
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¢ The new Likud government nay feel that the time has come to

dermonstrate Israel’s mlitary strength by displaying a nuclear
weapons capability.

+ The acquisition of nuclear weapons by one of the Arab states.

 The coming to power in the Israeli. parlianent of a party that

assunes acconmodation with the Arabs is the optinal way to achieve
peace in the nmiddle East and protect Israel’s security.

Two features distinguish the Israeli case. First, Israel is, and has been
since its inception, in a state of belligerency with nations that surround it.
The very existence of the state has been under constant challenge. Consequently,
it requires no great imagination to conceive a scenario under which Israel would
actual |y use any nuclear weapons it possessed. Second, Israeli position vis-a-vis
proliferation is unique in that the suspicion that it has and will use nuclear weapons is
seen to be of greater utility than an overt revelation that it really does possess
t hem It is quite possible that this strategy will be followed by other Nth countries

including South Africa, South Korea, and Taiwan.
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Brazi |
1. Backgr ound

Brazil is a country of 110 million people, with a territory spread over
a large portion of South America. It has been governed by a mlitary regine
since President Goulart was ousted from power in 1964. Wile the regine has
used severe neasures to repress domestic dissidence, including reported
instances of torture, it has also achieved a substantial |evel of economc
growt h, and has thereby won sone acceptance from the Brazilian popul ace.

Brazil has no significant border disputes with any neighbors. The
South Anmerican continent as a whole has been generally free of nilitary
threats for many years. An old and continuing rivalry with Argentina is a
significant factor in Brazilian policy formation and the growh of Argentina’'s
nucl ear capabilities and facilities may have had an inpact on Brazil’'s nuclear
policy. While Brazilian statements have hinted at an interest in peaceful
nucl ear explosives, allegedly for use in sone nassive river-dredging projects,
there has been no official public speculation about any need for nuclear weapons.
The arned forces of Brazil and its neighbors have over tinme assunmed nore of
a domestic than an external function, and major weapons systens have becone
primarily synmbols of national prestige. The continent has, however, recently
seen a dramatic upswing in the quality and costs of the nilitary equi prent
procured.

Wil e plagued with unsolved problens of poverty, incone maldistribution,
and the novenent of population from the countryside to overcrowded cities,
Brazil has nonethel ess achieved substantial economc devel opment. The
Brazilian economic “miracle” is based in part on an encouragenment of foreign
i nvest ment. The boom is thus dependent on infusions of American technol ogy,

and is likely to need continued infusions far into the future. Despite
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consi derabl e industrial devel opnent, agriculture still accounts for roughly
two-thirds of Brazil's foreign exchange earnings. Coffee, soybeans, and iron
ore are the principal exports.

Wiile the Brazilian regime is commtted to replacing-an agricultural
econonmy with a diversified industrial structure, it has been hard hit by
the increase in oil prices, since Brazil nust inport virtually all of its
petroleum This has clearly increased the attractiveness of nuclear power.

An additional factor which explains at least part of the interest in nuclear
industry is the existence of significant hydroelectric potential at renote
locations in the Brazilian jungle. To try to transmt electricity from
these waterfalls by wire to the Brazilian industrial cities would be

extremely wasteful of power. An alternative would be to -use the hydroelectric
power at the site where it is available to enrichuranium and then to transport
the enriched uranium to power reactors close to the factories. The net

result would be electrical power production exceeding that available from
hydroel ectric sources al one.

Brazil has shown interest in being recognized as a najor power, and
perhaps the preeninent power in Latin America. Signs of this include statenents
by government |eaders, encouragement of domestic population growth (when
many nations around the globe are trying to reduce their birth rate), the claim
to territory in Antarctica, and the expression of interest in peaceful nuclear
expl osives. The use of PNE's has been mentioned in connection with propo-
sals for excavating oil shale, for linking a nunber of rivers into an inte-

grated network, and for the excavation of ports. 1

Wi le the government of President Goulart, the |ast popul arly-elected

1. H Jon Rosebaum “Brazil's Nuclear Aspirations”, in Nuclear prolifera-
tion and the Near Nuclear Countries, 0. Marwah and Schul Z, eds., Ballinger, 1975).

1-14



chief executive, played a significant role in the initiation of the

Latin Anerican Nuclear Free Zone Treaty, succeeding reginmes have worked mainly

to water it down, and signed it only after clauses were attached making

it non-binding on Brazil unless all the world s nucl ear-weapons states

had adhered to various protocols. Brazil has refused to sign the Nuclear

Non-Proliferation Treaty and has issued a nunber of statements attacking

that treaty. Brazil is legally obligated to accept inspection and forego

expl osives nmanufacture on a project-by-project basis, as part of the

sales contracts it signs with the United States or other suppliers, but it

is not presently bound by any general treaty renouncing nuclear weapons.

This hesitation to sign the NPT is not necessarily an indication of a

Brazilian program to devel op nuclear weapons, but rather appears to signify

a reluctance to renounce the option to initiate such a programin the future.
The position of the regine in Brazil is such as to allow it to produce

nucl ear expl osives without first securing popular consent. Some public

opi nion polls have been taken which seem to show enthusiasm for the

government’s stand in favor of the peaceful nuclear explosives option, but

such polls were conducted in an atnosphere which would nake it difficult

for contrary opinion to energe.

2. Incentives for the Acquisition of Nuclear \Wapons

Desire to obtain prestige and great-power recognition for Brazil in
the outside world.

Belief that such prestige would augnent popul ar support for the regine
at hone.

Rivalry with Argentina, which has tended to be slightly ahead of
Brazil in the nuclear field and which may be perceived as enbarking
on a weapons program

3. Discentives to the Acquisition of Nuclear \Wapons

Belief that United States and European inputs to the Brazilian econony,
both nuclear and non-nuclear, might be less forthconming if a nove
toward nuclear explosives becanme evident.
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Concern that any Brazilian nuclear explosives acquisition would
stimulate simlar action by Argentina. The end result could be a
costly nuclear arns race in Latin Arerica to the detriment of all
concer ned.

Concern for the hostile reaction of other Latin American countries,
a nunber of which have become parties to the Latin American Nuclear
Free Zone Treaty, including Mexico, Chile and Venezuel a

Fear that a nuclear weapons arsenal may become the focus of coup
attenpts by nilitary factions.

Fear that nuclear explosives mght be used by domestic dissidents in
a terrorist action.

4, Technical Capabilities

As part of its general drive to industrialize, Brazil is accunulating
an infrastructure of trained people in the nuclear field. The nuclear
facilities operating in Brazil for the forseeable future wll nonetheless
be inported from sources such as the United States and Germany.

The first mmjor power reactor obtained by Brazil was an enriched-
urani um fueled reactor (LWR) purchased from Westinghouse; this was
inherently less proliferation-prone than the natural uranium fueled reactor
(CANDU) which Argentina selected. This was seen by nany as a sign
that Brazil was putting commercial considerations of cost effectiveness
in electricity production ahead of thoughts of a weapons option. Proposals
concerning the second round of purchases, however, have caused a great deal
of attention to be directed towards Brazil. In 1975, West Germany and
Brazil signed a nultibillion dollar agreement which will entail Brazilian
acquisition of the entire fuel cycle from Wst GCernany including as nany
as eight power reactors, a jet nozzle uranium enrichment capability, a
fuel fabrication plant, and a plutonium reprocessing facility. This agree-
ment has resulted in U S. protests to Gernany and Brazil because of the
potential use of these. facilities for nuclear weapons.

It will almost certainly be a decade before any of these facilities are

1-16



in operation, and the sales agreements, as with the American supplied
reactors, call for |AEA safeguards. This agreenment reaffirns the

principle of nuclear nonproliferation and specifies that German approval
must be obtained prior to re-export of any naterials, facilities or

technol ogy provided by Gernmany. It also includes a Brazilian conmm tnent not
to use any of these itenms for the production of nuclear explosives.

Nonet hel ess, Brazilian scientists and industry will gain extensive experience in
handling nuclear naterial and concern has been expressed that Brazil m ght
be able to duplicate such facilities in an indigenous construction effort.
Brazil may also achieve fuel cycle independence which would allow a
unilateral abrogation of safeguards w thout major penalties to its nuclear
energy program

Brazil has as yet not found any significant quantities of uranium on
its territory, but extensive prospecting is underway A nore certainly
avai |l able natural resource is the waterfalls at renote |ocations, whose
electric potential can nost easily be “transmtted” by use of uranium
enri chment.

Wiile Brazil (like Argentina) has signed “nuclear cooperation” agree-
ments with India, these agreenments seem to be innocent, since they specifi-
cally exclude “classified” matters, and all the Indian work on nucl ear
explosives is classified.

5. Net Assessment

I ncentives seem to be somewhat outweighed by disincentives for the
short-run and possibly for the middle term The Brazilian government has an
internal pro-bonb lobby in the nilitary, but it also has an anti-bonb faction.
Wiile officials of the Foreign Mnistry are prone to tout the advantages of
“peaceful nuclear explosives'; officials responsible for econonmic growh tend

to be against such projects, for fear of alienating the outside participation
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in Brazil's economy that may be crucial to continued growh. Since growh
is the major source of support for the regine, this is not a consideration
that can be disnmissed lightly.
It will be at least a decade before any weapon program can easily be
undertaken using purely indigenous neans. Any gains from acquiring such
weapons will tend to be offset by U S displeasure and possible retaliation,
by the likelihood that Argentina would nove to acquire a bonb, and by the resent-
ment of other Latin Anmerican states. Already U S. -Brazilian relations have
been severely strained by the planned Brazilian purchase of German enrichnent

and reprocessing facilities.

6. Circunstances that might Alter the Relationship between Incentives and
Di scentives

Much will depend on how the Brazilian economy grows and on how
much such growth continues to be interlocked with American investnent and
t echnol ogy. If such growth remains the continuing base of public acceptance
for the regine, this may be a lever that can discourage proliferation well
into the future.

Brazilian interest in a nuclear explosive will rise sharply, however,

if Argentina takes steps to acquire the bonb.
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South Africa

1. Background

South Africa is a country of 26million people of which 4% nmillion
are of European descent and 22 nillion are of African or nixed African and
European descent. It is a federal republic with a President elected for
a termof seven years, but the powers of governnment are exercised by a prinme
mni ster and cabinet chosen by the mpjority party in the two-house |egislature.
A nunmber of political parties exist and elections are regularly held but
the franchise and other rights of citizenship are enjoyed only by the white,
European, portion of the population.

South Africa is the npst advanced industrial nation in Africa and is
wel | endowed with ninerals and agricultural produce, from which it derives
most of its foreign currency. The fruits of industrialization and trade have
supplied the European population with a high standard of living and the
anenities of a modern industrial state. South Africa depends on the export
of its products and resources, including large quantities of uranium to
obtain those articles of heavy machinery and armanents which it is not yet
capable of producing itself. South Africa's abundant coal reserves
provide for nost of its energy needs.

Apartheid policies have resulted in a situation in which friendly
relations have only been nmintained with Rhodesia, a bordering country
with an even smaller proportion of European to African population than South
Africa’s, and with Botswana which abuts South Africa along the Transvaal
frontier. The eastern land border is with Mzanbique, a former Portuguese
colony and the northwest border is with Namibia, the forner mandated

territory of Southwest Africa presently under South African control.
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In addition to increasingly violent internal opposition to white mnority
rule, African nationalist movenents in Mbzanbi que, Rhodesia (Zinmbabwe),
Nami bia, and Angola, all work to surround South Africa with a nunber of
hostile regions and insurgent nmovenments which threaten its existence

At the sane time, South Africa's position at the southern tip of Africa
makes its fate a matter of concern to the maritine powers of the world whose
ships pass the Cape of Good Hope. South Africa is pictured by its government
and its white citizens as the representative of West European strategic
interests in southern Africa and as the l|eading anti-Comunist force in
Africa. This view is reinforced by the presence of Soviet or Cuban nmilitary
personnel in Angola and to a |esser extent, Mzanbique. Its apartheid
policies have made South Africa the target of economic boycott and
recrimnation by the Third Wrld nations and to a |esser degree, by
Western Europe and the United States. On the other hand, Western investnent
in South Africa and South Africa's rich mneral resources and strategic
position foster an anbival ence on the part of Wstern countries toward
the regine.

Wite fear of the inpact of political equality limts the possibilities
for a voluntary and peaceful transition to najority rule while the
desire to enploy Africans and Cape Coloureds to maintain the econony and
services limts the possibilities for a conplete political separation
between African and European popul ations. Strong racial prejudices nake
any progress toward integration difficult.

The outlook for stability in South Africa is poor. Failure of the
white majority to bring Africans into the political process and to pronote
bl ack education has been increasing disaffection anmbng the politically

fragnented black population. The likelihood that any Western nation would
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commt itself to defense of the white mnority against an uprising by the
black majority population or against attack from surrounding African

nations is small. This leaves the white population alienated from the world
community, fearing extermination, expulsion or at |east the |oss of

property and political rights. Every criticismof South Africa’'s

internal policies from abroad and every successful terrorist raid serves

to increase feelings of isolation.

Such conditions of isolation and desperation have led to specul a-
tion that South Africa may be considering the devel opnent of nuclear
weapons. While the Prine Mnister has stated that South Africa’s
interest in nuclear power extends only to peaceful applications, he and
menbers of his cabinet have made reference to the possibility of “mounting
a nucl ear defense” if the existence of the regime is threatened. The
republic of South Africa has neither signed nor ratified the Nuclear
Non-Proliferation Treaty and seens unlikely to do so.

The South African government has the legislative and administrative
power to devel op nuclear weapons w thout submitting the question to public

opi ni on.

2. Incentives for the Acquisition of Nuclear \Wapons.

The hope that the possession of nuclear weapons w |l discourage hostile
external intervention (including that of USSR and Cuba) into South

African domestic affairs.

The belief that technical superiority in armanents can conpensate for

the nunerical inferiority of the white population.
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The hope that by acquiring nuclear weapons, South Africa would raise
the potential cost of a conflict to such a high level that black
Africans, either on their own or at the behest of the superpowers, will

agree to an accomrmodation acceptable to the white popul ation.

The know edge that South Africa is diplomatically and spiritually
isolated fromthe West and is unlikely to receive any outside

assistance against threats to its security.

3. Disincentives to the Acquisition of Nuclear Powers.

Doubts about the utility of nuclear weapons in fighting the kind of

war that South Africa is likely to face.

The possibility that construction of nuclear weapons would inpel
one or nore of the Black African states to acquire a nuclear capability
of its owmn. At a mininum a South African weapon would seem

likely to further exacerbate the relationship with Black Africa.

Fear that the acquisition of nuclear weapons would result in the conplete

rupture of economic and technical relations with the Wst.

The hope that the West may yet help the white regime if it is faced with
a Soviet supplied and Cuban led invasion, but that this slim possibility

is nuted if South Africa were to become a nuclear power.



4. Technical Capabilities.

South Africa was one of the early sources of uranium for the post
VWrld War Il era and the country has remmined an inportant supplier in
the world uranium market ever since. It has a long history of uranium
extraction technology and is capable of producing nuclear grade material.
In the early 1970's South Africa announced that it would mount a nmgjor
effort to develop an enrichment capability. By enriching uranium prior
to export, South Africa hopes to earn $500,000,000 annually in foreign
exchange beginning in the md-1980's. \Wile the specific enrichnment
technique and any other details on it remained secret for many years,
informati on now available suggests that the method is a variant form
of the aerodynam c nozzel. Indications are that South African industry
has provided sone 90% of the technology and support for this process,
the remaining coming from foreign sources, available in “normal channels”.
Intentions are that a conmercial enrichment plant will be in operation in

1)

1984 and full capacity of 10,000 netric tons SWJ year will be attained
by 1986. A mmjor portion of this output will alnost certainly enter the
world market to supply the growing number of LWR s.

South Africa sees itself as a supplier of nuclear fuel and has
indicated that its needs are for export earnings rather than atonic
weapons. It nust be recognized, however, that inbedded within these
conmercial steps is the potential for a weapons program  According to

recent reports, the pilot plant at Valindaba can enrich uraniumto weapons

grade | evels.

1) metric ton = 1,000 Kil ograns



In addition, South Africa has nade a nmjor investnment in nuclear power
research and devel opment projects. The American designed Safari-1
research reactor has been in operation since 1964 and al though Anmerican
supplied enriched uranium fuel has been necessary for operating the reactor,
South Africa is or soon wll be capable of independent fuel production and
reactor operation. In 1981, the first of several French supplied commerci al
nucl ear power reactors are expected to begin operation. \Wile these
reactors will add little directly to South African nucl ear weapons
capability, they provide added experience in handling nuclear naterial
and facilities and are a possible source of plutonium The US. is
committed to supply enriched uranium to fuel these reactors between 1981
and 1984 during which tinme U S. safeguards will apply. But given South
Africa's projected nuclear independence by the mid-1980's, safeguards nay
becone noot .

The state of technology and industry is such that there is no
barrier fromthat quarter to devel opnent of nuclear weapons. Since
its nuclear weapons potential is based on uranium enrichnent, rather that
pl utoni um separation, South Africa faces fewer technical difficulties in
the fabrication of a weapon than do other countries. U anium weapons are
nore easily constructed and detonated than plutonium weapons. A mninma
supply of highly enriched uranium sufficient for a single weapon nay
have already been produced during the devel opment and prototype operation

of the enrichment process.



5.  Net Assessnent.

At present the incentives for South Africa to acquire an overt
nucl ear weapons capability are probably insufficient to outweigh the
very real disincentives. Nuclear weapons would be of little use in
fighting a war against insurgents or in suppressing a domestic revolt.

A South African weapon would place inmmense pressure on Black African
states to acquire a countervailing capability or at least a nuclear
guarantee. An expanded war in which both sides have access to nuclear
weapons would place South Africa, with its predomnantly urban popul a-
tion, at a disadvantage.

On the other hand, the pressure on South Africa by the African
nationalists, the general strategic and diplonatic isolation of South
Africa and the difficulties in maintaining internal stability all place
the country in a desperate situation in which it may feel that it has
little to lose in overtly “going nuclear”. Events in Rhodesia as that
country is subject to increasing attack supported by the Soviet Union
and its allies tends to strengthen the South African view that its position
will becone increasingly precarious. Nuclear weapons may be viewed as
a means of keeping the Soviet Union and Cuban forces at a distance.

Gven these considerations, South Africa may conclude that its
interests are best served by remining poised at the nuclear threshold.
This posture based on a clear technical capability to fabricate nuclear
expl osives may enable South Africa to maximze its bargaining power wth
the U S and the Black African nations without incurring the liabilities
associated with the overt acquisition of a weapon. The inplicit threat
to assenble and detonate a nuclear weapon is nore useful to South Africa

than the denpbnstration of nuclear capability through a test detonation.
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Consequently, South Africa may becone a second country follow ng the
path ascribed to Israel above, collecting the potential for deploying
nucl ear weapons on short notice, letting runors and specul ation |eak out
that such a weapons arsenal has been readied, but never detonating such
a warhead in a test, or explicitly confirnming possession of nuclear

explosives in any public statement.

6. Crcunstances that mght alter the relationship between incentives

and di sincentives.

Anong the circunstances that could alter the relationship between
incentives and disincentives are the follow ng:

An increase or dimnution in Soviet activity in Southern Africa

Changes in the perceived orientation of US. policy toward the

conflict between whites and blacks in Southern Africa;

I ncentives could be strengthened by the fall of white rule in

Rhodesia and the intensification of guerrilla operations wthin

South African territory.

An attenpt to inpose a great power settlement on South Africa to bring

about nmmjority rule would strengthen incentives.

A Great Power guarantee of a political settlenent acceptable to the

white minority would strengthen disincentives.

In the event of an acconmpdation between whites and bl acks in South

Africa, any incentives for the devel opment of nuclear weapons

woul d | argely disappear.

A black revolt within South Africa that forced the European governnent

out of power before it could conplete devel opnent of nuclear weapons

woul d reader the entire question noot.
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Sout h Korea

1. Background

South Korea is a country of 35 mllion people, |ocated south of the
39th parallel on the Korean Peninsula. Its government is headed by an elected
president who rules through a premier and a cabinet with the assent of a
national assenbly. The assenbly is conposed principally of the President’s
party, the Denpbcratic Republic Party although other parties are represented
as well.

The South Korean constitution vests strong executive authority in the
President acting through a premer and cabinet that is responsible to the
President rather than to the popularly elected National Assenbly. Wile the
President nust, in theory, mintain enough popular support to gain periodic
re-election and while opposition parties exist, the South Korean government
has become increasingly repressive forcibly suppressing dissent and opposition.
A policy favored by the President will generally be adopted and inplenented
by a Presidentially-led bureaucracy and mlitary. That neans that a presi-
dential decision to acquire nuclear weapons need not be publicly debated nor
even becone public know edge.

South Korea is a noderately industrialized nation whose population is
employed in mning, agriculture and industries nmanufacturing |ight consuner
goods for honme consunption and export. It is a relatively prosperous country
with a high rate of literacy anmobngst the population and is engaged in mning, agri-
culture, and industries nmanufacturing light consumer goods for home consunption
and export. It is a relatively prosperous country with a high rate of literacy
amongst the population and is in the process of developing steel and machinery

products.



South Korea is abutted by the Denpbcratic Republic of North Korea
at the 38th Parallel, with the Soviet Union and the People's Republic of
China in close proximty. Japan, along with the US., the principal trading
partner of Korea, lies offshore. The Soviet Union and the Peoples’s Republic
of China maintain strong nilitary, naval and air forces capable of quick and
direct intervention in the Korean Peninsula. Sonme forty thousand Anerican
personnel are still stationed in Korea providing combat ground and air forces
to guarantee the security of the country and the integrity of the demli-
tarized zone at the 38th parallel.

Both the Republic of Korea and the Denocratic Peoples’s Republic of
Korea claimto be the legitimate rulers of the Korean Peninsula and seek the
reunification of that peninsula under a single government. The intractable
problem of the reunification of the two Koreas is constantly at the forefront
of both North and South Korean policy.

A constant fear of a North Korean invasion, backed by China or the
Soviet Union has made South Korea highly dependent on United States nilitary
assistance. The declining ability of South Korea to persuasively present
its case for continued support to the US. public, however, strengthens the
government’s inclination to increase its capability to defend itself. The
South Korean cause has been steadily losing support in the US. due in large
part to the increasingly dictatorial nature of the Park reginme, the persecu-
tion of opposition party leaders, and the activities of the Korean Central

Intelligence Agency in the U S.

Meanwhile, the withdrawal of the U.S. from South Vietnam and Canbodia and the
removal of mlitary units from Taiwan has increased South Korean fears concerning

the strength of U'S. support. The announced intention of the Carter Adm nistration



to withdraw U S. ground forces from the Peninsula will probably reinforce that
insecurity. Despite whatever security guarantees that nmay accompany it,such

a withdrawal will probably stinmulate South Korea's interest in acquiring

nucl ear weapons. In South Korea, it is assuned that withdrawal of U S. forces
will be followed by a North Korean invasion of the South. Wether or not that
assunption is well-founded, it is the prem se upon which the present governnent

in South Korea operates and North Korean propaganda has done little to counter

it. Nuclear weapons nmay be seen as a deterrent to invasion, as an inportant
defensive weapon in the event of such an invasion, and as a means of deterring the
Soviet Union or China from assisting North Korea.

South Korea has signed the nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty but has not yet
ratified it. \Wether the signing of the treaty was in response to U S. pressures
or to a genuine concern about nonproliferation is not clear. [If it was a
consequence of the former, any perceived weakening of the U S security guaran-
tee woul d weaken South Korea's commitrment to the Treaty. At the sane
time, any hint that South Korea had set out to acquire nuclear weapons would
bring forth condemmation for the U S., the US. SR , the PRC and many of
South Korea's Asian and European trading partners and would strengthen the
view of those who already view the regine with distaste. Proliferation, or the
hint of it, could be expected to strain the already fragile security guarantees
by the United States and hasten the dissolution of that arrangement. This
fact constitutes an inhibition against overt South Korean proliferation as
long as there is some chance that the U S. security guarantee wll be honored.
In addition, any restraints that the Soviet Union and China may have placed on
North Korea could be weakened by an overt South Korean nuclear weapons program
The devel opnent of nucl ear weapons nay be viewed as a preclude to a South Korean

attenpt to reunify Korea by force.



2. Incentives for the Acquisition of Nuclear Wapons

Fear that North Korea will once again attenpt to unify Korea
by force.

Uncertainty regarding a continued U &ilitary presence in the
Far East and the viability of US. security guarantees.

Necessity to offset North Korea's military support from China and
t he Soviet Union.

Desire to establish South Korea's standing as an independent nation
commanding international attention and respect.

Possibility that a South Korean nuclear weapon capability would make
a new Korean conflict so dangerous as to conpel superpower intervention
to preserve the status quo.

Belief that nuclear weapons woul d bolster the confidence of the South
Korean population in the country's future.

Desire to denpnstrate South Korea's industrial and technical superiority
over North Korea.

3. Disincentives to the Acquisition of Nuclear Wapons

Prospect that proliferation would alienate the United States
sufficiently to cause a withdrawal of all US. forces (including air
forces) formthe Peninsula and an end to all US. nilitary assistance.

Li kel'i hood that Japan would be sufficiently concerned by proliferation
to take diplomatic and econonmic neasures against South Korea. The
most direct effect mght be upon the 26% of total South Korean exports
that go to Japan and the Japanese assistance to Korean industrial

devel opnent.

Fear that proliferation would harden the attitudes of China and the
Soviet Union in support of North Korea.

Fear that a nuclear armaments woul d be discovered by the North Koreans
prior to actual conpletion of any weapons and precipitate on a preenp-
tive attack fromthe North.

South Korean nuclear arnms may induce North Korea to seek its own
nucl ear weapons capability.

4. Technical Capabilities

South Korea is a rapidly industrializing nation that has already begun the

construction of two nuclear power plants near Pusan. Long range plans call for

1-30



the construction of 25 plants by the year 2000. Wile Korea has the technica
engi neering personnel for the devel opment of nuclear weapons, it is entirely
dependent on foreign sources for fuel, fuel reprocessing and reactor com
ponents. Acquisition of the facilities for the devel opment of nuclear
weapons is not beyond the financial reach of South Korea, but the expense
woul d require a major re-allocation of existing resources that are presently
devoted to industrialization.

The first Korean power reactor is scheduled to begin operation in 1977
and is fueled with enriched wuranium In 1975, Korea signed an agreenent
for the purchase of a CANDU reactor which is fueled with natural uranium and
is more conducive to the production of weapons grade plutonium than |ight
water reactors. The reactor is covered by Canadian restrictions on the use
of the technology or materials for devel opnent of explosive devices. Two
research reactors, furnished by the United States, a TRIGA Mark Il and a
TRIGA Mark |11, are operated by the Korean Atomi c Energy Research Institute
These reactores are not suitable for plutonium production and there is no
evidence of fuel reprocessing, or plutonium production, even on a |laboratory
scal e.

Gven South Korea's lack of separation or fuel reprocessing facilities
and of a nuclear reactor designed chiefly for plutonium productions it is
unlikely that it could develop nuclear weapons in less than five years even
with sone outside assistance. Under strong U S. pressure, South Korea aban
doned efforts to purchase a French designed reprocessing plant. Wthout any
outside assistance, it appears unlikely that South Korea could acquire a

nucl ear device in less than ten years. A significant arsenal of nuclear

weapons would require an even |onger tine.
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5 Net Assessnent

At present incentives and disincentives appear to be closely
bal anced with the latter slightly preponderant. The obstacles to pro-
liferation are chiefly political, technical and administrative. It
woul d be difficult for the Korean governnent to initiate a clandestine
program given its dependence on foreign suppliers for equipnent and
material and with the presence of US. nilitary forces in Korea. Qpen
pursuit of a nuclear weapons program would raise intense objections by
the superpowers and other nations, |ike Japan, strongly opposed to
proliferation.

On the other hand, fear of a North Korean invasion and declining
support from the U'S. provide strong incentives for a South Korean
nucl ear weapons program

In sum South Korea has considerable political-mlitary incentive to
“go nuclear” but lacks the material means to do so. The strength of the
incentives to proliferate will be primarily dependent on the presence
or withdrawal of the American commitnent to the defense of South Korea.

6. Circunstances that might alter the relationship between incentives
and disincentives

Anmong the circunstances that could alter the relationship between

incentives and disincentives are the follow ng:

The incentives would be greatly strengthened by a withdrawal
of all US. forces from South Korea.

A rapprochement between the Soviet Union and the People’s
Republic of China would increase the fear of North Korean
attack and strengthen the incentive to proliferate.

A Japan, U. S, and South Korean alliance guaranteeing the
status quo in the Korean Peninsula would strengthen the
disincentives to proliferation.



Japanese acquisition of nuclear weapons would tend to
strengthen the incentive to proliferation.

Changes in the relationship among North Korea, the

Soviet Union and the Peoples’s Republic of China can
strengthen or weaken the South Korean requirenment for
nucl ear weapons.



MAJOR REFRAINERS

The Federal Republic of Germany

1. The Security Perspective of the Federal Republic of GCernmany

Since its creation as an independent state following the Allied Cccupation at

the end of World War I, the FRG has been presented with a unique set of security
problems. In their nost acute form these problens have revolved around the need to
deter a Soviet ground assault in the heart of Europe. In view of the enornity of this

task, as well as the firm European and Soviet opposition to independent Gernman
rearmament, German security perspectives have been domnated by the alliance relation-
ship with the United States and NATO. At the sane tinme, as a defeated power whose re-
entry into European politics was a cause Of considerable controversy within the ranks
of the NATO allies, the FRG has feared that it would be relegated to the position of
a junior partner within the Alliance, and has since struggled for equal status.

2. The Nuclear Debate

Wth various exceptions, the Bonn regime has found that the best mix of solutions
for these problens has been to renounce any German possession or control over nuclear
weapons, while asking the United States to remain committed to the use of its own
nucl ear weapons if a Soviet attack should ever come. Such a mix would work to deter
Sovi et attack, while not panicking Moscow or Paris or Bruxelles with the prospect
of a German nucl ear force.

VWhile renouncing any right to produce nuclear weapons in one of the several
treaties associated with the ending of the Allied occupation in 1954-55, the FRG
was neverthel ess anxious to obtain nodern weapon systems, including nuclear capable
systems, lest it be perceived as a second class power within the NATO hierarchy.

At the same tine, the Soviet Union began to reach a level of strategic parity with the
Us. As a result, doubts concerning the reliability of the U'S. nuclear comitnent

to Europe’s defense began to surface on the continent. FRG officials grew increasingly
uneasy; this unease stinulated FRG desires for a “Finger on NATO nuclear trigger,”

as Franz Joseph Strauss and the CDU party put it. No leading West German political

| eader, however, has ever seriously suggested that Germany consider acquiring nuclear

weapons of its own; and when German efforts to gain a direct and acknow edged
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share in the NATO nucl ear deci si on-maki ng process in the M.F proposal produced
sharply unfavorable reactions throughout Western Europe, even that objective was
abandoned.

Gven West Germany’'s industrial power and technical ability, it has the clear
capability to devel op nucl ear weapons, should it ever choose to do so. Germany has
made a mmjor commtnent to nuclear power and supports a |large nuclear energy research
and devel opment program including breeder reactor research. German scientists and
i ndustry have devel oped the jet nozzle uranium enrichment process, which has been
sold to Brazil, and were active in the developrment of the gas centrifuge process to
be used to enrich uraniumin Europe.

German scientists, however, are led by a group which signed a pledge in 1957
not to participate in any research of military value, and the Germany Defense
Mnistry has few ties with nuclear research. Wile W Cermany is capable of devel oping
an independent closed fuel cycle (with the exception of the initial uranium supply),
it will acquire enriched uranium through URENCO, a European consortium and its
smal | fuel reprocessing laboratory is tied to France. By beconming involved in
multilateral nuclear fuel facilities, W Germany has sought to allay fears of a covert
nucl ear weapons program based on nuclear power plants. Furthernore, all German
reactors use slightly enriched uranium fuel, which is less than optimal for the
production of weapons grade plutonium A covert German nuclear weapons program
woul d run the risk of exposure by Eastern. agents who have succeeded in penetrating
the German security system on numerous occasions, and revelation of such a program
theoretically could result in the loss of W Germany sovereignty.

West CGermany signed the NPT in 1969, but ratification was delayed until 1974.
This five-year delay was a result of msgivings and divisions within Gernmany
concerning the effect of the NPT, although it should not be taken as an indication
of a desire for a German nuclear weapons devel opnent program  Germany’s continuing
moral debt, public and scientific opposition, certain retaliation from both East

and West, the cost, and low utility of a small Gernman nuclear force all weigh against
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such a desire.

Initial German hesitation to sign the NPT was based on an uneasiness about the
intentions of the Soviet Union, which was at that time still seen as a nmmjor threat
to national sovereignty; on the fear that Germany ratification of the NPT could
di srupt European integration; and a nore general fear that the NPT would interfere
with the devel opnent of industrial nuclear facilities. Wen Wny Brandt becane
Prine Mnister and initiated the Gstpolitik policy, he signed the NPT and when
saf equards agreenents between Euratom and the | AEA were negotiated, the NPT was
ratified. In addition, by that time, renunciation of nuclear weapons was not seen
as resulting in an inevitable relegation to the level of a third-rate power and |oss

of international status.



Japan

1. The Security Perspective

Since Japan has a highly devel oped island economy deficient in indige-
nous resources, the inport of resources and the export of seniprocessed and
manuf actured goods is essential for the maintenance of a high level of output
and continued growth.1 Thus, to foster and mmintain Japan’s econonmic well-being,
access to foreign sources of raw materials and other commodities, open routes
of transportation, and uninpeded access to export markets are essential.
Al'though the security of the sea-lanes has traditionally been viewed as a
significant consideration, the energy crises of 1973-74 denonstrated the

vul nerability of sone of the other factors which are essential for Japan's

econoni ¢ well-being.2

The mlitary threat to Japan is considered |ess acute than the econonic
threat. Japan is not likely to be confronted with a major invasion of its
i slands by conventional forces, but would be vulnerable to nuclear weapon
strikes delivered by USSR or PRC missiles or aircraft.

2. The Nucl ear Debate

The strong noral aversion to nuclear weapons voiced by the
Japanese public may have decreased somewhat in recent years, but a large
segment of the population remains opposed to the acquisition of nuclear

arms by their country.

Yuan-li Wi, US. Policy and St Interests in the Western
pacific, p. 102 (New York: Crane, Russak & Conpany, Inc., 1975).
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One U.S. scholar has observed that the Japanese “nuclear allergy”
has perhaps been overrated or taken too much for granted since 1945.° ceorge
Quester acknow edges a great deal of sincere Japanese revulsion to
nucl ear weapons in the aftermath of Hiroshima and Nagasaki. But he is
also of the opinion that there has been a conscious exploitation by the
Japanese of the guilt feelings of the United States and other nations with
regard to the first and only use of these weapons. Manifesting an aversion
to nuclear weapons contributed to Japan’s goal of reacquiring respectability
in the aftermath of World Var I1.

The Atomic Energy Basic Law, enacted in 1955, explicitly prohibits
Japan from devel opi ng nucl ear weapons or applying nuclear technol ogies for
mlitary purposes. Constitutionally, “defensive” nuclear weapons are per-
mssible to Japan, but this provision is subject to grave difficulties in
interpretation and application. A credible nuclear deterrent today assunes
possession of a second-strike capability, which, in turn, inplies deploynment
of SLBMS. These missiles, by current Japanese definition, nust be considered
of fensi ve weapons. Thus, although the possession of nuclear weapons is
theoretically pernmitted under the Japanese Constitution, the types permtted
are so limted as to make their acquisition inpracticable under current
circunstances. Nevertheless, this appears to be a surnountable barrier. If
conditions appear to call for a Japanese nuclear deterrent, the governnent
could simply "clarify" the neaning of “defensive” as it applies to nuclear
weapons. A 1970 Defense white paper stated the official view that the devel -

opment of tactical nuclear weapons would not violate the Japanese constitution. 4

3 George H Quester, The Politics of Nuclear proliferation, p. 111
(Baltinore:  Johns Hopkins University Press, 1973).

4 Yoshiyasu Sato9 “Japan’s Response to Nuclear Devel opments: Beyond

“Nuclear Allergy’”, in O Marwah and Schul z, Nucl ear Weapons and the
Near Nucl ear Countries, (Canbridge, Mass.: Ballinger, 1975 p. 229)




Wi le a few Japanese defense anal ysts have advocated keeping a nore
“open nmind” on whether Japan might not be better off with nuclear weapons
inits arsenal, nopst have been firnly opposed to such a devel opnent.

One of their principal argunments is the claim that nuclear weapons,
the badge of strength and prestige for over two
decades, are now of little military value in an era in which diplomacy is
the key to security in a multipolar setting. Another argunment is advanced on
the premise that, although nuclear weapons night prevent a najor war, they
cannot prevent small conflicts. It is further postulated that any Japanese
nucl ear force would be too small for deterrence and irrelevant for |ocal
wars.

The scientific elite of Japan has simlarly been staunchly opposed to
such possibilities, steering junior colleagues away from any “open-nindedness”.
One might note that this has been in nmarked contrast with the senior scientists
of France and India, or indeed at times of Australia Germany, and Argentina.
Due to the strong hierarchical structure of Japanese university life it is
difficult for junior scientists to hold independent views which are at odds
with those of the “establishnent”. Thus scant tolerance has been extended
to any junior scientists voicing “open-mnded” opinions on nuclear weapons
for Japan. This anonaly has inmplications for any clandestine efforts to
devel op nucl ear weapons because of its inpact on the ability to recruit
covertly the essential mnimm nunber of scientists that would be required
for devel oping a nucl ear weapons program

To be neaningful a Japanese nuclear force posture would have to

possess an assured second-strike capability. [If China is postulated

Fred Greene, Stresses in U.S. - Japanese Security Relations, p. 93
(Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institution, 1975).




as a potential eneny, it is noteworthy that the largest 1,000 Chinese
settlenments hold only 12 percent of the population, and China has an
extensive civil defense program There is a vast asymmetry in the vul ner-
ability of densely populated, insular Japan vis-a-vis the People’'s Republic
of China. About 32 percent of Japan’s total population is concentrated in
three circular areas with radii of about 30 miles each, centered on the
cities of Tokyo, Nagaya, and OCsaka. 6 Thus the cost of an assured second-
strike capability would appear to be prohibitive. Any snaller Japanese
nucl ear weapons capability could | eave Japan nore vulnerable than it is
now, for the devel opnent of any Japanese nuclear force is likely to lead
to a withdrawal of U S. security guarantees provided under the U.S. -
Japan Security Treaty.

Wile it is assuned that Japan is under the “U'S. Nuclear Unbrella,”
detente between the U S. and the Soviet Union, normalization of U.S.-
Chinese relations, reduction of US. nilitary power in the Far East, the
proximty of Soviet naval and air power to Japan, and Peking' s grow ng
nucl ear arsenal casts Japan's future position in doubt. The desire for
an’ * autononous di pl omacy’ ! is frustrated by the sensitivity of its
foreign trade to international political issues and by its mlitary weak-
ness. The sinple issue of Japanese fishing rights in its own waters has
remained largely unsettled since before World War 11 and has become increas-

ingly critical with the growth of the Soviet fishing industry.

*Adel phi Paper No. 92, East Asia and the Wrld System Part [|I: The
Regi onal Powers. Papers fromthe Ste. Adele (Quebec) Conference,
(London:  The Institute of Strategic Studies, Nov., 1972), p. 24.

1970,

7 Asian peace and Japanese Di pl omacy,’' Senkai (Tokyo), August ; and

“Rogers Statement. . . Should Counter with Autononous Diplomacy Argunent,”
Yom uri (Tokyo), August 13, 1972.



Japan's nilitary and naval forces are not adequate to the defense
of the home islands nor for providing security to Japan's maritine traffic.
Japan is therefore dependent on the good will of its neighbors, the validity
of the U S, security treaty, and the continued orderly operation of the
world s commercial arteries.

Wi | e eschewi ng nucl ear weapons devel opnment, Japan has invested
heavily in nuclear power generating facilities. Japanese technology is
highly advanced, and the increasing demand for electric power, coupled
with the lack of donestic energy sources, has led to a growing reliance
on nuclear power. Japanese scientists have gained a great deal of experi-
ence handling nuclear naterials, and there are apparently no significant
technical barriers to the devel opnent of nuclear weapons in Japan. At the
same tine, however, it nust be noted that Japan has relied solely on light
wat er reactors for power production and has not as yet constructed a fuel
reprocessing plant. A major nuclear weapons program would require an entirely
new set of nuclear reactors suitable for the production of weapons grade
pl utonium and a plutonium separation plant. Any such program woul d pl ace
Japan’ s energy production systemin jeopardy, however, as Japan is dependent
on outside sources of uranium and enrichment services which might be cut off
were Japan to devel op nuclear weapons. This would then jeopardize the entire
Japanese econony.

Japan is a party to the Non-proliferation Treaty, having signed it in
1970, and having ratified it six years later. The long interval between
signature and ratification indicated serious msgivings on the part of some
Japanese towards the treaty. The nuclear industry had first successfully
opposed the treaty, fearing a conpetive disadvantage due to the safeguards

system By 1975, however, the industry realized that further delay would
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actually hurt the growth of nuclear power in Japan, and supported the

NTP. The remmining opponents of ratification were unwilling to give up
Japan’s nucl ear weapons option. Eventual Japanese ratification signi-

fied the inportance attached to econonmic rather than mlitary uses

of nuclear technology. After six years of discussion and debate, the

Japanese understanding of and commitnent to the NPT and its provisions

is among the strongest of the non-nuclear states.

3* Special Circunstances

Nucl ear weapons may hold sone attraction to Japan as a deterrent and
badge of great-power status. The offsetting disadvantages are, however,
over whel ni ng. In addition to public resistance at home, a Japanese nucl ear
force could be expected to intensify accusations abroad concerning the
“remlitarization” of Japan and mght even precipitate a novenent to form
an anti-Japanese nilitary alliance anmobng nations which suffered Japanese
occupation in Wrld War 1. Tokyo has to be sensitive to world opinion
because of the vulnerability of its trade, and a w de spread anti-Japanese
moverment could result in economic discrimnation, closing of vital water-

ways, or simlar problens.
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Sweden

1. Security Perspective

Neutrality in Wrld War 1l enabled Sweden to emerge from the conflagration as
politically stable, economically unscarred, and mlitarily capable. Thus, the
country had every incentive to maintain a credible form of armed neutrality in the
late 1940s. Sweden’s experience differed fromthe other Nordic powers, all of which
had suffered mlitary defeat.'

Throughout the postwar era, Swedish foreign policy has sought to chart an indepen-
dent neutral course between NATO and the Warsaw pact. It is recognized, of course,
that Sweden would be unable to withstand an attack by either coalition. The concept
behind the organization of Swedish defenses is that any attack on the country could
be so costly in terms of lives and equi pnent because of the resistance offered that
any invader would consider the effort unworthy of return. 2 Accordingly, the Swedish
government has provided deep shelter for inportant industries, protected nilitary
communi cations centers, maintained nodern well-equipped forces, constructed extensive
conbat fortifications, and instituted asystem of universal military training.

2. The Nucl ear Debate’

The way in which the Swedish nuclear power program was established reflected an
official desire to keep the nuclear weapons option open. A B. Atonenergi, the seni-
private corporation charged with nuclear devel opnent, opted for donestically designed

and produced natural uranium reactors. This decision was apparently notivated by an

1. Egil Ustein, Nordic Security, Adelphi *“Paper No. 81 (London: The International
Institute for Strategic Studies, 1971), pp.6-7.

2. “In Defense of Sweden”, International Defense Review, Vol. 111, No. 4
(Decenber 1970), p. 395.

3. The section on the nuclear debate is summarized from Jerone Grris, “Sweden’s
Debate on the Proliferation of Nuclear Wapons,” Cooperation and Conflict, Vol.
VIIT (1973), pp. 189-208.




intention not to commit scarce resources to the devel opment of an enrichment process.
It also neant that Sweden would be able to produce materials needed to support
a weapons program without reliance on an external source of supply.

At the same time, the leadership of the ruling Social Denpbcrats was unconfortable
with the prospect of acquiring nuclear weapons, and--for over a decade--resisted
efforts by the mlitary and their Conservative Party allies to force a decision
to begin nuclear weapons devel opnent.

Wiile the option remained open, advocates of a nuclear capability based their
argunents on the need for tactical nuclear weapons deployed defensively to maintain
Sweden’s neutrality. As popular opinion began to shift in favor of non-acquisition,
the military-Conservative coalition scaled down its denmands, and urged a military
research program which night keep the option open. The Social Denpcrats and their
allies of the Liberal and Center parties continued to delay a decision and, in the
meantime, pursued an active policy of supporting international efforts at disarnmanment
and arns control. By the late 1960s, opponents of a national nuclear force were
clearly ascendant: The Swedish Riksdag ratified the NPT in Decenber 1968, with little
debate and no opposition.

Several factors appear to have contributed to the decision to refrain from
exercising the nuclear option:

* The Social Denocrats exercised great restraint in resisting early
pressures to proliferate.

+ The governnent undertook a conmitnent to the goals of international
di sarmament and arns control.

* The nature of Swedish coalitio,politics, which makes conproni se

easy but decisions on controversial issues difficult, nmilitated
against the coalition supporting the acquisition of nuclear weapons.

* The Swedish public witnessed a real debate over the issue that
spanned over a decade.

« Sone military personnel concluded that increased conventional forces
were nore useful to Sweden than nuclear weapons.

Z The perceived threat emanating fromthe East receded with the first
stirrings of U S -Soviet detente.
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3.  Special Grcunstances

The wani ng Swedi sh interest in acquiring nuclear weapons can be traced to
several strategic devel opments in the 20 years between the creation of A B.
Atonmenergi and ratification of the NPT. The first was the enormous growth of the
U S. and Soviet nuclear arsenals and the growth of the two great military pacts.

The kind of arnmed neutrality that Sweden could seriously entertain in the late
1940s and early 1950s sinply becane less credible as the Cold War went on and as
NATO and Warsaw Pact capabilities grew.  The national defense burden also increased
with the growing cost and conplexity of mbdem arms and equipnent. By the early
1970s, the Swedes openly admitted that there would be no followon to the Viggen
fighter-bonber, the pride of the Air Force.

As the relevance of Swedish mlitary forces shrank it became evident to the
| eadership in Stockholm that Swedish security interests were best served by striving
to reduce East-West tensions, thereby mnimzing the risk of confrontation and conflict
in Europe. It is probably that the Swedes see their continued neutrality as a

potential assest in nediating disputes between Vashington and Mscow.
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Concl usi on

Japan, Sweden and the Federal Republic of Germany have each refrained
from proliferation despite the technical and industrial capability that
pl aces nucl ear weapons easily within reach of those countries. Al three
countries have extensive civilian nuclear power prograns and each faces
potential adversaries whose mlitary strength and strategic position are
threats to their independence

Japan is party to a security treaty with the United States which is
intended to deter strategic nuclear attack; the Federal Republic of Germany
is a menber of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization that is pledged
to assist any of its menbers who are attacked; and Sweden is neutral,
although it is assumed within Swedish defense circles that a Soviet attack
on Sweden would be part of a general attack on NATO and that therefore
NATO would in fact become an ally of Sweden under those circunstances

The considerations that dictate nonproliferation for the three
countries are chiefly political. Each eschews nuclear weapons, in part,
because of their intrinsic qualities and because of the disapprobation
that such weapons elicit anong their citizenry. For Japan and Germany,
there is the additional consideration that any nuclear weapons program woul d
carry overtones of militarism remniscent of the time when both countries
were bent on conquest. Sweden on the other hand, cherishes a role as a
neutral and an advocate of peace and reconciliation, a position that would
be conprom sed by possession of nuclear weapons. Beyond that, the mlitary
utility of national nuclear forces for each of the three countries is
problematical. Japan and Germany are allied to nuclear powers, inplying

that nucl ear weapons would be available for their defense in the event



of war, while none of the three countries can reasonably

hope to deploy nuclear forces sufficiently adequate to defend against a
determined attack by its potential adversaries. None of the three
countries wishes to challenge its nuclear-armed adversaries, and both
Japan and Germany are careful to respect the nonproliferation policy
for their ally, the United States.

For the three refrainers examned here, the acquisition of nuclear
weapons within the current context on international affairs would bring
unwarranted changes on their circunstances in the international commnity
without strengthening commensurately their respective defensive capa-

bilities. Such is not the case with some other nuclear-capable countries.



