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I NTRODUCTI ON

Once proliferation passed a certain stage it might not be
a question of who couldrrgo nuclearrr, but rather of who
could afford ry! to. - Carl Jacobson, The Nuclear Era

The issue of horizontal nuclear proliferation, the spread of nuclear

weapons to more and more countries, has declined in recent years

as increased East-West tensions and talk of the new Cold War have

occupied center stage. The dormant rrspecterrr of nuclear pro-

liferation, however, seems to be rising once again as evidenced by

perceptible world trends in this direction, the renewed interest of

academics, and the expanding amount of news coverage devoted to
the issue. The forthcoming.l985 Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty
(NPT) Review Conference also will signify a period of increased

attention to the matter.

Although many earlier predictions of proliferation, especially

in the 1950s and 1960s, have consistently missed the mark, many

analysts now believe that the late 1980s could be the watershed

period of the efforts to control the spread of nuclear weapons, and

by the end of this century, the number of new nuclear weapons

states could number between 20 and 30 (i.e. Lellouche, 1982a, p.

176; Jacobson, 1982, p. 97). Despite the fact that others contend

the spread of nuclear capabilities can be highly contained (Dunn,

1982), few would assert that the door to the elite nuclear club can

be held completely shut.
Thus, this paper assumes that horizontal proliferation is, in

some form and at least to some extent, inevitable due to the his-
toric nature of world conftlct atong the lines of Hobbesrstate of

'rwarre¡r, the contemporary nation-state system characterized by

the absence of formal order or of a higher international authority
(international anarchy) and of rrself-helprtin regards to national
preservation and security, and finally to the emergence of several
pertinent factors influencing the future probability of its occur-

)
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rence.

the

My long term time frame is between 30_50 years.
reality of this 'rsecurity diremma, in worrd poritics

the plausible pacification effects of nuclear

The imminence of nuclear weapons spread.

the importance of contingency prans to accomodate a worrd ofmultiple nuclear weapons states white simurtãneousry main-taining efforts to discbu."g" ãnã timit ii, ;;;;.'

lndeed,

can be
considered the primary reason for the existence of nucrear weaponsand the deveropment of trends toward nucrear proriferation.
Therefore, continued adherence to the autistic ideats of hatting ailfurther protiferation may be mere quixotic misconception.

unfortunatery, most anarysts of nucrear weapons poritics ingeneral, or specificaily of nucrear proriferation, dear excessivety
with only the short and near-medium terms and tack a farsighted,future oriented perspective. Likewise, in ignoring methods to
accomodate nucrear newcomers or to derive some stabllization fromthe institutionarization of nucrear weapons, many anarysts remain
overly pessimistic, if not apocaryptic, in their presentation. rf weare not all to become rsurvivalistsrl 

'nce the process of limited
nuclear proriferation begins, other poricy options shourd be ex-plored. ln this right, this paper attempts to adopt a cautiousty
positive future oriented approach concerning:

1)

2)

3)

4)

s)

weaÞons.
the possible stabilizing effects of nuclear prol iferation.
the potentiality
resu lt of , or
proliferation.

- of a new world politico-military order as afacilitated by, rimiied ano controiled nucrear

ln respect to the rast point, the design and anarysis of arter_native world orders of security has been a negrected area.
Although at times in the past poriticar scientists have encouraged
the study of utopias of internationar security as a viabre academic
discipline (see Kahn, 1962, p. 351 ), comparatively little has been
advanced on

Furthermore,
the world order aspects of nuctear weapons.

an adequate investigation into the structure of world
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order and international politics under a climate of multiple nuclear
weapons states has been almost entirely absent.

For the sake of my analysis, the assumption is made that the
most important values of any future world order alternative are the
security aspects of international self-restraint and the absence of
nuclear war. These vatues are modest and perhaps conservative;
however, they remain the most crucial aspects of any future world
order. Thus, my primary departure is a preliminary inquiry into
the relationship of nuclear proliferation to a particutar model of
future world security based on the possibility that nuclear weapons
can become a substitute for a monopoly of violence at the inter-
national level (van Benthem van den Bergh, lgg3b).

My anatysis is at times necessarily abstract and not intended
to precisely mirror reality; it also verges on what could be called
rrmoral exhaustionrr, a utilitarian approach that seemingly is divest
of moral standards. Nonetheless, given the inordinate amount of
improvident rrmoral simplificationt' present in most discussions of
nuclear weapons and nuclear proliferatign, 

, (hip. ap¡roach to theo-
rizing to many may be a refreshing change. The world may be
better off without nuclear weapons. However, nuclear weapons
cannot be wished away and apparently they do exert a stabilizing
and restraining effect which has the potential to pacify or eliminate
conflict and war.

It is certainly not prudent to openly advocate the spread of
nuclear weapons or nuclear capabilities because there could be
grave dangers associated with proliferation. But it must also be
pragmatically comprehended that there are also perils associated
with excessive obstinance in the face of an apparent inevitability.
Proliferation may educe or demand major changes in the current
system of world order; we can attempt to resist them, swimming
against the current, or we can flow with the stream, perhaps
maintaining control of our destiny. ln this vein, ¡t shoutd be
reiterated that one of the most salient features of the present
nation-state system is the absence of formal order (anarchy) at the

)

)

ì
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international poriticat rever (Manderbaum, rg77, pp. r5-r6; r9g3, p.l8); thus it is evident that the study of the dynamics of nucrear
weapons proliferation is a paramount aspect of the study of inter-
national relations.

ln the course of my research, r have admittedry reiled heaviry
on three particular theoretical perspectives. Michael Mandelbaum,s
Nuclear Future has offered the vision of a middle route between
disarmament and nucrear war, never veering to either extreme
(Mandelbaum, 1gB3). The deterrent effect of the absorute weapon
makes this course, which wiil not easily be disrupted by rimited
nuclear proriferation, viabre and quite rikery. secondry, the work
by Kenneth wartz on the possible positive utility of the spread of
nuclear weapons has been reviewed extensivery (wattz, 1gg1 ) .waltz, the heavyweight of the theory of the beneficlal effects of
nuclear proliferation, atong with several others have made bold
advances into the future worrd of murtipre nucrear powers - re_
fusing to retreat to their fallout shelters. Lasily, van Benthem
van den Bergh has provided a further insight into the pacifying
and civilizing effects of nuclear weapons as an rexternal constraint
towards serf-restraintr, and as a force potentiaily capabre of
imposing order and stability on a world in the grip of the security
dilemma (van Benthem van den Bergh, l gS3b). These theories
provide the framework for my anatysis.

This research paper is divided rnto four principar chapters.
The first chapter wiil present a background of the non-
proliferation regime along with a discussion of several pertinent
issues influencing the probabirity of future proriferation. After
the foundation is raid in the first chapter, in the second r wiil
endeavor to analyze the actual future nuclèar proliferation trends
and manifestations atong with discussions of redefining proliferation
and of minimizing its occurrence.

The third chapter wiil focus on the confrict stabitization and
world order effects of nuclear weapons and nuclear proliferation,
primarily concentrating on 1) the new school of thought espousing



..ì

I

J

)

ì

)

)

f

_t

-)

..,)

5

the possible benefits of the spread of nuclear weapons, and 2) a

particular model of world order based on the possibility of nuclear

weãpons as a pacifylng rnonopoly of violence at the international
level. Finally, the fourth chapter will present an overview and

the pr:imary conclusions of the study.
ln the addendum, I will speculate on the likely proceedings,

prospects, and potential problems of the impending NPT Review

Conference in late 1985.

J
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CHAPTER I

CONTEMPORARY ISSUES INFLUENCINC N UCLEAR PROLIFERATION

1.1 Back ound of the Non-Proliferation tme

Hiroshima marked the advent of the nuclear era. Following the
development of the united statesr nuclear weapons capability
during wwll, knowledgeable observers predicted that unfettered
nuclear proliferation, the horizontal spread of nuclear weapons
capabilities, would certainly evolve as a serious problem of inter-
national relations in the future. But since the genesis of nuclear
weapons, the world has witnessed the actual ascension of only five
additional nations to the staius of a nuclear weapons power: the
Soviet Union (1949), the United Kingdom (19S2), France (1960),
china (1964), and lndia (1974). The working definition of a

nuclear weapons state or a proliferator at this lnitial stage of my
analysis is the official determinant as embodied in the Nuclear
Non-Proliferation Treaty ( N PT): any nation testing a nuclear
explosive device whether for military or peaceful purposes; this
interpretation, however, will be modulated in later chapters.

Although the economic, technological , political, and military
constraints and barriers to obtaining a weapons capacity were
formidable, equally significant was the estabtishment of an ela-
borate nuclear non-prollferation regimé. The fear of uncontrolled
horizontal proliferation of nuclear weapons prompted both the
nuclear weapons states I NWSs) and most non nuclear weapons
states (NNWSs) to cooperate in an effort to devise technical, and
political non-proliferation mechanisms and institutions to prevent
and control the entry of new members into the elite nuclear club.
The primary organs of the non-proliferation regime are the lnter-
national Atomic Energy Agency ( IAEA) , the Treaty on the Non-
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons ( N PT) , the London Suppliers
croup, and the lnternational Nuclear Fuel cycle Evaluation

{lNFCE). As a matter of necessity and priority rnterests the us
adopted a leading role in the constitutlon of these organlzailons.



Established in 1957, the IAEA was the fìrst of these bodies.

The IAEA was a direct result of President Eisenhowerrs 1953

¡rAtoms for Peacerr plan which was proposed to promote disarmament

and non-proliferation through building up the peaceful uses of

atomic energy. The stated purpose of the IAEA was to encourage

and assist research orì, and practiCal application of, atomic energy

for civil purposes throughout the world while simultaneously pre-

venting diversion to military purposes. The IAEA places safe-

guard inspections, an alarm against potential violations, on the

nuclear power facilities of all participating countries.

The second institutionalized non-proliferation component,

possibty of the greatest significance, was the NPT, signed in '1968

and implemented in 1970. Because of the prominent position of the

N PT in the non-proliferation regime, the treaty warrants more

in-depth attention. To reconcile the considerations of both NWSs

and NNWSs, the NPT addressed three basic areas: the prevention

of nuclear weapons proliferation, peaceful nuclear energy develop-

ment, and nuclear disarmament (united Nations, 1982, p.169). For

reference, the text of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty is

attached in Appendix 1. Firstly, under Article l, the NWSs com-

mitted themselves to refrain from the transfer of nuclear weapons

or their technologies, and the NNWSs agreed to forego the acqui'

sition of such; the NNWS signatories also accepted international

safeguards on their nuclear facilities under Article lll. Since 1970

the IAEA has had the key role in ensuring compliance with the

NPT through providing and enforcing these safeguards. Secondly,

the NWSs, the nuclear fuel suppl¡ers, and the NNWSs with maior

nuclear industry infrastructures pledged under Articles'lV and V

to undertake the advancement of atomic energy for peaceful pur-

poses for the benefit of all NPT signatories, albeit with special

emphasis on developing countr¡es. At the same time, the expan-

sion of nuclear energy was regarded as a panacea for the worldrs

future energy requirements and as a viable means of economic

development for the Third world. Lastly, the NWSs, and par-

ticularly the US and USSR, were obliged to assiduously pursue

)

)
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meaningful and earnest arms control negotiations as an interim stepto complete disarmament.
Additionaily, in order to further address the security con_cerns of the NNwss over vurnerabirity to nucrear attack or brack_mair' the us, ussR, and u K issued a joint security guarantee

statement through the united Nations. security Council Resolution
255 nominaily bound these three Nwss to refrain from threateningthe use of nuctear weapons against NNwss and to come to theassistance of any Npr signatory subjected to aggression withnuclear weapons.

The NPT was predominantly the product of a collaborativeeffort by the us and ussR, but, interestingry, the Npr nego-tiations were actuaily initiated by severar non-arigned NNWS, suchas lrerand, rndia, and sweden, concerned over the superpower
arms race and the possibre provision of weapons to the arties ofNWSs (Duffy , 1992, pp. 199-200). During this period, the NWSs
were increasingry perprexed by the eventuarity of future aspirantsto the nucrear crub, and the unsafeguarded deveropment of nucrear
energy technologies, also a proliferation risk; thus, the NpT wasfinalized under a worrd aura ripe for controiling the spread ofnuclear weapons. The r 96g conference of Non-Nucrear weaponsStates, which paralteted the N pr negotiations, was also a mani-festation of this attitude. To date the Npr craims r24 signatories,
though not alt of these countries have ratified.

However, optimísm in the effectiveness of the Npr was shakenfor a number of reasons. rn 1gr4, rndia emerged as the sixthrecognized Nws via the exprosion of its 'rpeacefurr nucrear device.This incident touched off a crisis among the nucrear suppriers
concerning the deviation of nuclear technologies from civil tomilitary apprications; it arso caused considerabre reconsideration onthe part of many Npr signatories. Arong with this event the 1973world oil crisis exposed to both the deveroped and devetoping
countries the precariousness of the existing energy sources as
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well as the exigency of energy independence and less expensive
fuel sources. Unfortunately, the modern advanced civil nuclear

energy technologies were substantially more'rproliferation pronerr;

in other words, they drastically increased proliferation risks
through the development of nuclear power as a source of energy.
(The aspects and dangers of the future development of these

sensitive technologies will be discussed in the following section.)
Therefore, since 1975 many advanced industrialized nations, spear-
headed by the US, have discouraged the widespread advancement
and adoption of these sensitive facilities.

Partially out of this concern for the organic link between civil
and military nuclear technolgies, the London Suppliers Club, the
next addition to the non-proliferation regime, was created in 1975.

The 15 members are comprised of the NWSs and the other suppliers
of nuclear fuels or technologies, coming from both the developed

capitalist and communist nations The rrLondon Clubrr is mandated

to coordinate nuclear export poticies and has formulated guidelines
pursuant to nuclear materials and technologies requiring safeguard
inspections by the lA EA . The us took this technical denial
approach one step further in 1977 through the enactment of the us
Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act. The NNPA retroactively demanded

revisions of longstanding bilateral nuclear energy agreements and
clearly exhibited the carter Administrationrs renewed apprehen-
sions over nuclear proliferation.

The final institution integral to the non-proliferation regime
was the INFCE which, initiated in 1977 and ending in 1980,

brought together a conference of over 500 experts from both North
and South to discuss means to reconcite future nuclear energy
needs with the prevention of nuclear proliferation. predominantly,

they sought to investigate ways, either technical or institutional,
to increase the resistance of nuclear fuel cycles to proliferation
while concurrently promoting energy independence and security.
The INFCE, however, turned out to be a one time exercise with no
subsequent follow up

)
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)
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Apparently, the institutions of the non-proliferation regime

have played a notable role in preventing or limiting the horizontal

spread of nuclear weapons; their success is evidenced by the fact

that lndiars ascent to the status of a nuclear weapons power has

remained an isolated anomoly Of course. certain reports claim

lsrael and South Africa have both developed and stockpiled a

limited arsenal of nuclear weapons but merely have not conducted

tests. Furthermore, the short term probability of a successful

fruition to Pakistanrs bid to achieve a nuclear weapons capability is

likely. (These cases and others will be elaborated upon in the

chapter on proliferation trends. ) Still, the regime, spearheaded

by the NPT, undeniably has been at least nominally successful.
However, several factors, both within the context of the non-

proliferation realm and externally, now seem to collectively signal a

turning point for horizontal proliferation, one in which an in-
creasing number of nations will possess either nuclear weapons, an

unambiguous weapons option, or the wherewithal of civilian tech-

nologies and materiel requisite for production.

The remaining 'sections of this chapter are devoted to these

germane factors which apparently indicate the future inevitability
of nuclear proliferation , at least to some degree, namely the de-

velopment of sensitive civil nuclear energy procedures, the link

between proliferation and the arms race, structural weaknesses of

the N PT, and the inadequacy of former constraints and disin-
centives to prevent the phenomenon.

1.2 The Connection Between Civil and Military Applications qt

Nuclear Energy Technologies

Following the US Atoms for Peace Program in the early 1950s, the

potential for the future development of civil nuclear energy aPl

peared almost unlimited; the Northern industrialized nations ex-

horted nuclear energy for the Third World as a source of cheap

and reliable energy leading to fuel self-sufficiency, industrial

expansion, social and economic development, and increased

q,,
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equa¡¡ty. The IAEA was created to regulate the anticipated bur-
geon¡ng of activities. Although civil nuclear industries began to

ga¡n a foothold in the energy field, initial dynamic projections

increasingly appeared unrealistic. Thus, one of the primary

functions of the NPT in 1970 was to resurrect and repromote the

peacefut development of nuclear energy technologies for the amelio-

ration of many world problems. Subsequently, in the wake of the

1973 oil cr¡s¡s and the concomitant precipitous surge in fuel prices,

the urgency of energy independence and inexpenslve fuel sources

was reaffirmed for developed and developing countries alike. The

Third World clamor for increased access to nuclear technologies

and facilities, however, laid bare to the NIVSs and other nuclear

suppliers the intrinsic nexus between civil and military nuclear

technologies; in other words, the growth of atomic power in-

dustries is positively correlated to the probability of proliferation.

This link clearly materialized in 1974 when lndia detonated its

nuclear device, in part using materials and technologies obtained

from Canada under civil pretenses.

Even more perplexing at the time were the recent qualitative

advances in the technologies of peaceful nuclear energy, namely in

fast breeder reactors, enrichment plants, and reprocessing facili-

ties, which would augment the efficiency and competitiveness of

nuclear energy in relation to other sources as well as provlde a

constant supply of fuel through the attainment of a ilplutonium

economyrrutilizing cont¡nuous reprocessing procedures. These

state of the art technologies, however, are considerably more t'pro-

tiferation pronetr since they drastically increase the availability of

weapons-grade fissile nuclear materials (plutonium or enriched

uranium-235) as compared with the standard systems of rronce

throughl nuclear fuels.
The prospects of an unmanageable number of NNWSs gaining

access to these sensitive facilities, either through foreign assis-

tance or indigenous production, became a primary area of con-

sternation for the NWSs and the other suppliers. Certain esti-
mates concluded that many developing countries, within a few

)
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years, courd design and buird a prutonium reprocessing facirity
based only upon open technical titerature. Addit¡onally, the NpTand lA EA safeguards ostensibry seemed inadequate to properry
administer to the situation (Meller, lgg0, p.6). From the point of
view of most NWs and nucrear suppriers, therefore, these future
advanced technologies would unnecessarily facilitate matters for
NNwss, or non-governmentar terrorist or gueriila groups intent on
obtaining nuclear weapons

w¡th the evident deviation of nucrear materiars or knowledge
from civilian to miritary apprications even more firmry estabtished,
since 1975 the US along with severat other Western alties have
obdurately resisted the widespread adoption of these proriferation
prone technorogies, the practice of recycring fuet, and the pursuit
of a plutonium economy. They arso espoused the virtues of arter-
native sources of energy such as coal, geo_thermal, hydro, andsolar. Although these nations comprehended the tong term essen_
tiality of these facirities, they perceived the detrimentar effects oftheir premature utirization before further proper experimentation.
To the dismay of the us and severar other nations, the worst oftheir initial apprehensions was rearized when, in the mid_r 970s,
Germany and France contracted to suppry the entire fuet cycres
including sensitive installations, or segments thereof, to Brazir;
and to Pakrstan and south Korea, respectivery. Disconcertingry,
many nuclear industry officials and energy planners of the North,
and even more so in the south, regarded these hrgh-tech systems
as the finar furfiilment of the earrier promises that atomic energy
would be a sorution for the wortdrs economic and energy probrems
( Nacht' 1979, p. 153). The commerciar interests in these dears
were also paramount.

Despite the common insistence by the deveroping worrd that
these technorogies be made more readiry avairabte and proinoted for
civil purposes as specified in the NPT, resistance by the us and
certain other key ailies, such as the u K , the Netherrands, and
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canada, primarily out of proliferation concerns, retarded the
development and further integration of this know-how. These
nations opted to erect technological barriers to proliferation
through such acts as unilaterial embargoes and the formation of
the London suppliers club and the lNFcE. The 1978 us Nuclear
Non-Proliferation Act (NNPA) was the symbol of the lead rote of
the us in the struggle to regulate these proliferation prone tech-
nologies. However, the us N N pA radically altered the us
approach to non-proliferation and set the stage for multiple con-
frontations with Europe, Japan, and the Third World.

These confrontations with the Northern allies were pre-
dominantly over four questions: 1) the view that breeders and' the
plutonium economy could be a miraculous source of autonomous
energy and eliminate fuel dependency ( the US opposed these
developments in the short run), 2) the question of nuclear exports
and transfer of sensitive materials and technologies to the Third
world (tlre us imposed maximum technical restrictions on such
exports), 3) the control and disposal of spent nuclear fuels (the
us demanded control over all spent fuels of us origin), and 4) Üre
nature of nuclear safeguards and their function as a prevention to
violations or merely as an alarm (the us supported the former)
(see Lellouche, lgï2a; Jordan, rgTg). At least partial consensus
on these questions was reached at the INFCE although there were
no commitments to implementation.

The Third world also inveighed strongly against the new us
technical approach to proliferation and nuclear energy transfer.
currently, Argentina, Brazil, china, lndia, Korea, pakistan and
Taiwan have the most advanced nuclear energy programs in the
Third World and their activities collectivety represent about 58 of
îh" world's total nuclear energy generation. (Appendix 2 gives a
orief synopsis of the nuclear activities of these leaders in addition
to several others). Most developing countries considered the us
NNPA unilateral and retroactive, a blatant reneging on Npr
pledges on the transfer of civit technotogies, and an obstacle to
economic development. Furthermore, the us was perceived as an
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untrustworthy nuclear supplier. These accusations were ostensibty
reconfirmed by the carter Administrationrs persuasion of France to
cancel one contract negotiated with south Korea and to abrogate
another reprocessing agreement with pakistan, and the us can_
cel lation of nucrear fuer shipments to rndia for the Tarapur
reactor. some anarysts, though, commend the us, and the North
in general , for diligence in respect to the Npr obligations and the
substantial and responsible transfer of proliferation ',proof,, rather
than rrpronerr, civir nucrear technorogies (Duffy, 1g82, pp. 2r0-
211). Moreover, the us position can be defended on the grounds
that not onty are these sensitive facirities rikely to murtiply pro-
liferation risks, but for these technologies to educe the maximum
impact, the recipient nations must already possess a highry de-
veloped nuclear energy infrastructure and an extensive internal
electricity grid, both of which most devetoping countries are
obviously lacking. According to one anaryst, the atomic energy
policies of developing countries should be based on need, access,
compatibility, and its viability as an optimal choice; economically,
¡.nlitically, and sociaily, ¡t is irresponsibre for a deveroping
country to pursue the development of nuclear power only for
purposes of prestige or imitation (Smart, lgg2b, p. 39).

Along with these recalcitrant efforts by the us and a number
of other industrialized nations, including to a degree the ussR, to
downplay the efficacy and desirability of nuclear energy for de_
velopment, a number of other externar factors have caused a
severe slump in the nuclear índustry during the 1970s; among
these are:

2

The realization that reprocessing, breeder reactors, and theplutonium economy are actuaily not as economicar¡v' cãrnpeìi-tive, efficient, or urgent as was originaily-á.,iiË¡p"t"a.

The substantiar d.roq jn the .growth rate of the grobar demandfor energ.y and -electricity, oüe to inaccurate in¡t¡al forecasts,long periods of economíc recession, and conscíous ;;;;iconservation efforts.
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3 The accompanying environmental issues and pressure from
environmentalidt iroups, partlcularly pursuant to storage of
spent nuclear fuãls and to nuclear industrial accidents such
as Three Mile lsland.

The increasing public resistance to the widespread develop-
ment of the nùcläar energy industry (Lantzke, 1980, p. 45).

Bureaucratic problems and infighting in the related govern-
ment agencies, industries, and social groups'

By the late 1970s and early 1980s ¡t was obvious that civil

nuclear energy was not the immediate solution for the worldrs

energy and economic problems of inequality as was original ly

believed; therefore, the nuclear energy programs in both North

and South, in nrost cases, .have been scaled down in the Short

term. ln the US the nuclear industry has nearly ground to a halt

due mainly to the factors discussed above. Amidst numerous

cancellations for nuclear power plants and virtually no fresh do-

mestic orders, the US nuclear energy firms have been compelled to

eke out an existence through foreign exports, attempting to side-

step government transfer controls ¡f possible. Many other

European nations have been confronted with the same O¡fficult

situation (Walker and Lonroth, 1983). Through the 1970s' how-

ever, France and Japan began to emerge as the new leaders in the

field. Nuclear energy now provides nearly 50E of the generated

electrical output of France and by the year 2000 ¡t could reach

75?; Japan is following similar trends. Another exception is the

Soviet Union which also has expanded its nuclear energy blue-

print. The noteworthy cases in the Third World which have not

significantly curtailed short term nuclear energy plans are South

Korea, Taiwan, Argentina, and china. other developing countries

have, in the short term, reconsidered the immediacy of atomic

energy in general. and of breeder reactors specifically; thus, the

convers¡on to civil nuclear energy in the South will be far slower

than anticipated. Appendix 3 presents a table of the status of

civil nuclear power reactors in the world '

4
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This situation, however, has given rise to a new proliferation
risk. The depressed internat market of most industrialized
countries has brought about a potentially precarious situation
whereby nuclear power companies are under compulsion to rely on
exports for their solvency. Therefore, most nuclear suppliers are
desperate for business and must compete aggressively in the open
market, and particularly the Third world, for customers, often
without proper regard for the need, access, and compatibility of
the particular buyer, nor for the safeguards or non-proliferation
standards. A recent study kly walker and Lonroth has shown how
the current retreat from civil nuclear energy has created a new
proliferation risk in the guise of these Nuclear Power Struqqles
(walker and Lonroth, 1983). Additionally, a rrhird rierr of
suppliers of nuclear materials and technology has evolved amongst
the advanced rhird world countries. These new competitors,
which often do not apply the same technical constraints as the
London suppliers, could become an added dimension to future
proliferation problems (Dunn, .l982, p. 4l ).

However, despite the setbacks of the late 1970s the atomic
power industry is generally expected torrbounce backr, and in the
medium and long terms nuclear energy, including the sensitive
nuclear technologies, will eventually become indispensabte to fill
future energy needs and imbalances. An investigation of alter-
native energy sources in the year 2000 such as oil, gðs, coal,
solar , wind, geothermal , etc . reveals that, due to depletion, en-
vironmental problems, or unreliabílity, these sources must be aug-
mented or replaced by nuclear energy (Jordan , 1g7g, pp. 3-6).
Furthermore, at the lNFCE, the us failed in gaining a commitment
from its allies to indefinitely frlrego the pursuit of a breeder,
plutonium economy, and although large new deposits of natural
uranium have been discovered which lessen the competitiveness and
advantages of fast breeders, before the end of the century these
technologies will once again emerge vital, especially in Europe and
Japan.
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Forecasts and predictions for the future growth of civil

nuclear energy, although still conservative, range between, b€-

ginning from the current level of less than 5t of total world

energy supply, a doubling by 1990 (Rogal, 1984); 21t by the year

2000 (Jordan, 1979, P.6); and lS-25t by 2020 (Smart, 1982b, p.

20). Apparently, the short term depression in the atomic power

industry will most likely b€ just that short term. Long term

projections which reveal the future role of 'nuclear energy, ês-

pecially the sensitive breeder, enrichment, and reprocess¡ng pro-

cedures, also rekindle the fears of the organic link between the

peaceful and military purposes of nuclear energy; therefore, a

drift to proliferation or a nuclear weapons option are circumstances

which should be taken into account.

1.3 The Link Between Proliferation and Nuclear Disarmament

The US, USSR, and UK in the original NPT deal had obliged

themselves fointly under Article Vl to assiduously pursue and

achieve meaningful arms control and disarmament as a condition for

N NWSs to forego acquisition of nuclear weapons. Thus, an in-

trinsic connect¡on was created between horizontal and vert¡cal

(between the NWSs) proliferation as regards the pnicess of
trgeneral and completert disarmament. Despite the NWS pledges of

intent, their nuclear arsenals have burgeoned steadily in most

categories, and efforts to attain a halt on further expansions, let

alone actual reductions, have been discouraging.
Though arms control negotiations have steadily proceeded for

over a clecade in the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT), the

superpowers have realized few notable successes; the failure of

SALT ll and the Strategic Arms Reduction Talks (START), and

the recent lntermediate Range Nuclear Force ( INF) negotiat¡ons

fiasco are cases in point. The superpowers have often been

suspect in the sincerity of their arms reduction efforts suggest¡ng

to some that the acronym FART (False Arms Reductíon Talks) is

more applicable than the other negot¡ation designations. Along
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these lines, the superpowers have been accused of coiluding to
institutionalize and perpetuate their nuclear monopoly and the arms
race. As stated by one writer,t,the nuclear arms race is some_
thing over which the non-nuclear powers have no controt whatso-
ever. They must rely on the good faith of the superpowers.r (de
Gara, 1970, p. 30).

Unfortunately the continued maintenance of vast stockpiles of
weapons by the Nwss only serves to demonstrate to the N NWSs the
great utility and prestige attached to such devices. lf a general
realization sets in that superpower disarmament will not be forth-
coming in the foreseeable future and nuclear weapons are here to
stay, multiple numbers of countries may reevaluate the benefits
and disincentives of proliferation. lncreasingly evident, therefore,
is the possibility that earnest implementation of Article Vl of the
N PT is integral to any effective non-proliferation regime.
Actually, this is not a new interrelationship. Even during the
negotiating of the NPT many nations contended that the super-
powers own possession of nuclear weapons provided whatever real
rationales existed for N Nwss to go nuclear (Vital, 196g, p. 425).
The concerted rejection by the us and the soviet union of
Romaniars proposal at the initial Npr negotiations of a binding,
superpower disarmament amendment now, in retrospect, could be
considered an indication of the future of nuclear arms reductions.

The apparent logic of this link between proliferation and
disarmament is also popular in many current analyses. walker and
Lonroth, in their examination of the corporate competition in the
field of civil nuclear energy, conclude with a deviation,from course
warning that continued vertical proliferation remains the most
pernicious threat to international security and peace as welt as the
most obvious incentive to future horizontal proliferation (Walker
and Lonroth, 1983, pp. 177-179), These sentiments are echoed
even louder by radical rhird world intellectuals who argue that the
NWSs should deemphasize nucrear weapons in military policy, elimi-
nate nuclear war fighting strategies, freeze all future force
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modern¡zations, and strive towards complete disarmament, etc., if
the Third World is to be expected to refrain from pursuing nuclear

weapons capabilities. One of the most popular propositions de-

signed to demonstrate the NWSs sincerity about disarmament is the

immediate ratification of a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTB)

which precludes all future nuclear explosives testing; this would in

theory be a prelude to future arms control and disarmament

measures. However, ¡t certainly would not halt NWS computer

simulation testing or nuclear force modernization.

W¡th the inherent correlation between proliferation limitation

and disarmament now established, I will attempt to elucidatê why

future meaningful disarmament is highly implausible ¡f not even

undesirable due to 1 ) its effects on the doctrine of Mutually

Assured Destruction (MAd), and 2l the paradoxical consequence

that disarmament may actually stimulate proliferation . At this

point, a differentiation between the concepts of nuclear disarma-

ment and nuclear arms control is necessary. Entirely different

meanings are presently assoc¡ated with the two concepts, a dls-

tinction which fosters confusion among both governments and the

public regard¡ng curta¡lment of the nuclear arms competition.

Disarmament refers to the actual abolition or substantial reduct¡on

of nuclear weapons arsenals. The concept of nuclear arms control,

conversely, has evolved to imply merely the restra¡nt and regu-

lation of the military struggle as well as the pursuit of crisis

stability (Burt, 1982); the stated objectives of the US are to:1)
reduce the probability of war,2l insure damage limitation,3)
reduce the costs of defense preparations, and 4) make the arms

competition safer for health. Some quantitative force reductions

are encouraged, but deep inventory cuts are not the prime ob-

jective and, in some cases, can be considered destabilizing

The concept of disarmament is inherently alien to military

thinking and cogitations of strategic studies; arms control as a

means of managing the East-West conflict, however, is more readily

palatable. As can be interpreted from the SALT, START, and INF

)
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negotiat¡ons and from president Reaganrs recent statement
(September, 19S4) about institutionalizing political dialogues with
the soviet union, there has been an evident past drift from dis-
armament to arms control as a priority concern.

This change of emphasis, as well as the subsequent failures
of the latter, present somber prospects for arresting vertical
proliferation and preventing horizontal, prospects which are
further reinforced by other realities. Firsily, the dynamics of the
nuclear arms race has a monrentum of its own determined by
domestic political considerations of the hightest order, commercial
economic interests, extraneous events in the international sphere,
and superpower perceptions of each others capabilties (de Gara,
1970 , p. 30) . Secondly , under the present geo-political nat¡on-
state system - characterized byrrinternational anarchyr, self-help
defense and the security dilemma - nuclear disarmament is very
difficult if not impossible. Mandelbaumrs study, which outlines the
probable future equilibrium course between disarmament and
nuclear war, partially confirms this hypothesis:

rrNuclear war and nuclear disarmament are the worst and
best of all nuclear futures. They are polar opposites -the inferno and paradise... Nuclear war and' nue lear
disarmament have something else in common. Neither isa likely nuclear future. Nuclear disarmament is unlikely
because it would require a radical change in the wai
international politics is organized, a chaãge for which
there is no clear precedent in 2,500 yeari of recordedhistory... (Mandelbaum, .l983, p. 1S).

Thirdly, fruitful nuclear arms control agreements will not be easily
consummated owing to I ) the current world political climate of
distrust and confrontation, and z) the attendant problems and
constraints with arms control which hinder superpower progress.
(These shall be discussed shorily.) Lastly, the lobbying pressure
of the disarmament and peace movements are unlikely to influence
this situation because of the esoteric nature of the debate on arms
procurement, arms control, and military strategy

l
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The improbability of future disarmament as a result of the

nature of the contemporary world order has adverse repercussions

for the proliferation context, particularly since no transformation

is likely in the medium term. Since arms control may offer some

hope of assuaging the staunch advocates of disarmament and ful-
filling NPT obligations, the geo-political and military problems and

constraints of the US and USSR which act as impediments to arms

control negotiations necessitate a brief discussion.

Persuant to the us, the practice of political linkage, which

implies that arms control should be dependent on Soviet conces-

Sions, behavior modification, or acquiescence, has often obstructed

negotiations. Secondly, the questíon of the relative comparisons of

inferiority, parity, or superiority of the US and NATO to the

Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact has created a continued quan-

dary in arms control concerning windows of vulnerability, the

stabilization of MAD, escalation dominance, European force im-

balances, etc . Thirdly, one of the paramount impediments from

the US perspective is adequate monitoring of Soviet compliance

witlr agreements. This issue has been marked by distrust for the

USSR (as well as vice versa); furthermore, ¡t is one which will

become increasingly complex as verif ication by national technical

,{"unt (spy plane and satellite intelligence) is rendered obsolete by

new weapons such as the cruise missile. Lastly, the arms control

decision making process in the US is hampered by excessive dis-

putes and competition between executive agencies, power factionS

within these agencies, and between the executive and legislative

branch.
On the Soviet side, the overwhelming resigtance against arms

control is caused by the well known Soviet secur¡ty dilemma as a

result of numerous past foreign invasions, long exposed borders. a

large number of contingent and potentially hostile neighbors, and

its encirclement by an opposing coalition involving the US, Western

Europe, Japan and China. Secondly, the Soviet ideology proclaims

that the USSR is destined to emerge victorious in any conflict, so

.-\
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such a proclamation demands ilre pursuit of superiority and pre-
cludes most arms control agreements. Finally, the arms control
apparatus of the USSR is characterized by pervasive inflexibility
and inertia, as well as a military mindset, which creates an atmos-
phere resistant to innovation and change ( Hollowey, 19g3;
Gottemoeller, 1983).

But perhaps the most significant restraint on arms control is
the mutual requirement of future force modernization and research
and development (RsD). lntegral to preserving a stable nuclear
balance and making a nuclear war unfeasible, the superpowers will
steadfastly resist relinquishing these options . Although these
qualitative improvements could conceivably increase first strike
incentives and possibly upset the nuclear balance, the presence of
newer, modern ized nuclear weapons systems prevents instability
caused by dissimilar rates of atrophy and insures the mutual
confidence of each NWSs in its deterrent. Thus, arms control must
be subordinated to the demands of strategic realities such as
extended deterrence and MAD, and, correspondingly, objectives of
negotiations should be scaled down and pragmatized, deemphasizing
deep reductions in favor of the goal of conflict stab¡l¡ty ( Burt,
1 982 ) . Partially out of concern for the modernization exigency,
the current us administration refuses to resume negotiations on
the crB, and both superpowers balk at nuclear freeze proposals.
These modernization and R6D demands apply even more so to the
strategic defense initiative which may lead to a new generation of
space based weapons and Anti-Ballistic Missile Defence (ABM)
systems. The future of the strategic defense initiative and its
significance will be discussed in later chapters.

Not only are the chances of meaningful and significant dis-
armament or arms control slight due to the factors discussed
above, but the possibility exists that successful accords will
actually exacerbate proliferation tendencies and motivations. For
instance, nuclear security guarantees or defense alliances may be
jeopardized and lose their credibility following a superpower agree-
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ment, thereby encouraging insecure protectorates to consider an

independent nuclear force or a weapons opt¡on. ln a qu¡te dif-

ferent scenar¡o, if the NWSs actuate disarmament, the gap between

themselves and the NNWSs will narrow quickly. This event could

inspire some countr¡es to contemplate closing the divide even

further through prol¡ferat¡on (Duffy, 1982, p. 212).

Seemingly, the superpowers are in a paradox¡cal rrno winrl

situation in regards to the link between disarmament and pro-

tiferation. ln other words, the NVVSs are I'damned if they do and

damned ¡f they donrtrr; however, most factors indicate that they

wonrt or, more accurately, canrtl lt should also be noted that the

prev¡ously discussed structural problems, constraints, and impedi-

ments to disarmament and arms control have culminated in the

recent Soviet termination in late 1983 of all negotiations pro-

ceed¡ngs, âñ impasse which rlìost NNWSs are surely observing

carefully.

1.4 Structural Problems of the NPT

Despite the apparent success of the NPT in its designated task of

prevent¡ng nuclear proliferation , many inherent structural weak-

nesses exist, some recognized from the outset and others emerg¡ng

only later, which may in the long run prove the treaty ineffective

and outdated. This section will concentrate on presenting the

germane structural deficiences of the NPT in its current form.

The first major problem within the context of the treaty is

that there are a large number of non-signatories, amongst which

lie several of the most probable future proliferators. Appendix 4

lists the latest roster of NNWS signatories, thus excluding the US,

USSR, and UK. Currently, apart from the 124 signatories there

are thirty-odd nat¡ons which have refused acceptance of the NPT;

most noteworthy of these cases are Argentina, Brazil, Chile,

tndia, Pakistan, lsrael, South Africa, North Korea, Spain, France,

and China. Several other potential transgressors formerly on this

list, such as Egypt, lndonesia, and Turkey, signed the NPT

)
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within the past five years , partial ly out of response to tlre l9g0
Review conference. out of ilre above list, France and china are
recognized NWSs and refuse ratification on grounds of the putative
discrimination of the treaty; the clilrer major non-signatories ctaim
rationales ranging from the desire for peaceful nuclear explosive
developments to the treaty's inherent inequities. Although this
latter group all possess nuclear energy and/or research facilities
and are usually considered among the most probable proliferation
risks, their domestic nuclear energy facilities are excluded from
safeguards. Furthermore, these countries are not restrained by
the NPT from the development of a weapons capability. Along this
line, there is a discernible past drift of these pertinent non-
signatories into the nuclear ranks. This is best exemplified by
the case of lndia; similarly, the currentrtnear nuclearr status of
south Africa and lsrael, and the apparent near success of
Pakistani efforts, evidence this trend.

Another weakness is the intrinsic discriminatory nature of the
NPT. Many developing nations rambast the treaty for perpetuating
a rrhaverr and rrhave not, relationship between the NWSs and the
N NlvSs in nuclear weapons and access to materials and technotogy
for civil nuclear energy. The view has long been popular that the
US and USSR have considered themselves outside the constraints
of the treaty and have not permitted ¡t to interfere with their
short or long term ¡nterests (vital, r968, p. 42s). Additionaily,
the NNWSs may have made the greatest sacrifice and concessions in
order to achieve the treaty. The NNWSs, and particularly Third
world nations, could eventually come to the realization that the
NPT cannot force disarmament and the promotion of nuclear power
for peaceful purposes is no longer a primary objective of the
NWSs; in this instance, this rrhavetr and thave nott situation may
appear increasingly blatant, thus endangering the future viability
of the accord. Moreover, the Npr is further undercut by the
curious phenomenon that the Nwss and other nuclear suppliers
have actually provided more civil nuclear technology and materials
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to non-party ( N PT ) states than to the signatories which were

guaranteed priority access (Beres, 1980, p. 231).

The NPT also, in seeming contradiction to its primary goal of

halting proliferation, countenances the spread of sensitive nuclear

technologies. Evelr though the London Suppliers Club is now

downplaying the immediate utility of sensitive breeder, repro-

cessing, and enrichment procedures, the NPT obligation to promote

the future worldwide advancement of peaceful and civil atomic

energy as a means for economic development and energy inde-

pendence comes into a head to head collision with the suppliersl

dual pledge not to assist, in any manner, nuclear weapons pro-

liferation. Add¡tionally, it is now becoming evident that the NPT

can actually be utilized or abused by nations with nuclear weapons

asp¡rat¡ons to further their objectives through gaining access to

fissile materials and possibly weapons technologies. lndeed, it is

possible that Libya, after being rebuffed in its alleged attempts to

purchase nuclear weapons from the USSR and China in the early

1970s, may have been compelled to adhere to the NPT for precisely

these nefar¡ous purposes. The same could apply to the case of

Egypt which signed in 1981 . Likewise, though lraq signed the

N PT at its inception, its true intention may have been far less

altruistic than it appeared in light of its large number of sensitive

nuclear purchases from France.

An additional debilitating factor of the treaty is that it lacks

teeth in its task to prevent the diversion of civil nuclear materials

or technologies to military purposes. The NPT has no enforcement

powers, and, furthermore, ¡t even lacks independent safeguard

inspection operations, relying almost entirely on the safeguards

conducted by the ¡AEA. Bt¡t even the IAEA functions only as an

alarm; it cannot prevent diversion, only detect its occurence after

the fact ( Fischer, 1980, p. 149) . The IAEA is granted certain

powers of enforcement but the organisation has become highly

politicized by the East-West and North-South confrontations,

thereby detracting from its fu ll potency and ef fectiveness. An

)
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example of this politicized nature is the threatened US withdrawal
in response to the IAEA Ceneral Conferencers attempted ejection of
lsrael from the organization foilowing the osirak reactor bombing
in 1981 .

The inadequate definition of a Nws or of proliferation is
another salient structural weakness of the Npr. According to the
treaty a NWS is any nation which has demonstrated the ability to
explode a nuclear device. As manifested specifically in the cases
of lsrael, south Africa, and possibly Taiwan, nations can covertly
develop a nuclear weapons force even muclr larger than that of
lndiars present potential while avoiding the world condemnation and
the stigmatization that has befallen tndia. Since in the future the
route of ambiguous proliferation or a nuclear weapons option
rrnear nucleartr - will be the most probable form of proliferation,
this official, narrow and limited interpretation appears deficient to
be useful to address the spread of nuclear technologies and the
trends toward the threshhold of an overt weapons program.
Reinforcing this statement, the N pr only proscribes the manu-
facture or acquisition of nuclear weapons and is not sufficiently
equipped to prohibit the research and preparations leading to an
ambiguous weapons option.

Additionally, integrated into the Npr, the 'rpositiver security
guarantees of security council Resolution 2ss, whereby the us,
ussR, and uK pledged to defend any NNWSs subjected to threats,
blackmail, or attack with nuclear weapons, has been deemed impo-
tent in many respects, particularly the unbinding nature of the
defense guarantee. The desirability of these ambiguous rpositive'r
guarantees has been replaced by a N NWS predilection for more
credible, activist security pledges through defense alliances and
unilateral guarantees or, conversely, for passive ilnegativer no-
first use pledges

Finally, the last and possibry most critical flaw of the Npr,
and one common amongst most such treaties, is the stipulation of
the right to abrogate the accord. with only three months advance
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notice any nat¡on, which perceives ¡t in their vital interests, is

permitted to withdraw from adherence to the treaty. As iterated

by Beres in the context of the NPT,rrThere is no evidence in the

history of international relations and international law that states

feel themselves bound by international agreements that are deemed

contrary to their own ¡mmediate judgments of self-interestrr (Beres,

1gg0, p.96). Therefore, for most nat¡ons, at best, the NPT can

be regarded as an effective device to demonstrate good faith

through the acceptance of safeguards and to postpone the im-

mediate need for a nuclear weapons decision; at worst the accord

can be viewed, in a crisis period, as a mere convention not

worth the paper on which it is inscribed.

The aforementioned structural weaknesses and problems of the

NPT are now particularly crucial in view of next yearrs 1985 NPT

Review Conference which could, âS in the previous two con-

ferences, be the scene of extreme discontent and discordance'

The NPT Renewal Conference at the treatyrs termination in 1995,

however, could conceivably be the most critical juncture for the

NPT as well as the ent¡re non-proliferation regime since at this

event the accord can be renegotiated, adhered to intact, or

scrapped in its entirety. The problems and prospects of the

forthcoming 1985 conference are discussed in the Addendum.

1.5 The Erosion of Technical , Economic, and Political Constraints

ln the past, technical, economic, and political structural con-

straints together constitute<l a formidable barrier to the spread of

nuclear weapons. The technological backwardness of most Third

World countries, along with the application of technical solutions to

the proliferation problem on the part of the NWSs and other

nuclear suppliers, effectively retarded the capability of most

NNWSs during the 1960s and 1970s. Similarly, the economic

burden of an indigenous nuclear weapons program, and the de-

velopment of legitimate, invulnerable delivery systems and com-

mand, control, communications and intelligence (C3l) , were

I
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seemingly insurmountable obstacles. The possibility that a. pro-
liferator would experience world ostracism and rejection, increased
conflicts, and the rescission of security guarantees, was another
constraint. Most developed NNWSs were predominantly restrained
by only the political and, to an extent, economic constraints; the
Third world NNWSs, however, were limited in their aspirations by
all three. But through the 1970s the efficacy of these constraints
has been incessantly vitiated.

currently, nuclear proliferation is primarily regarded as a

political, problem rather than a technical one as was originally
perceived. ln 1979 the INFCE concluded that, if the development
of nuclear energy for civil and peaceful purposes proceeds un-
abated , ño technical fixes exist to avert the proliferation of
nuclear weapons (slPRl, .t980, p. v). Dunn calls this former
technical approach to proliferation a 'wasting assetr because of
growing Third v/orld capabilities and technologies, a diminished
consensus of the current major suppliers, increased gray and
black market nuclear deals, and the emergence of the new group
of Third Tier nuclear suppliers (Dunn, lgg2, p.43).

Pursuant to economic constraints, taking into account the
widespread adoption of civil atomic energy, more advanced and
economically affordable nuclear warhead and delivery system tech-
nologies, and ,the anticipated continued economic development of

¡Third world countries, the future may witness a loss of their
utility and an alteration of the proliferation context. Many
analysts have found that the economic cost of developing an initial
limited nuclear weapons capacity, 10-20 nuclear devices and simple
delivery vehicles, or a nuclear weapons option is so small that ¡t
will deter few nations intent on this pursuit; these estimates tend
to cluster around the level of 200 miltion dollars ( crahdm, l9g3;
Meyers, 1984; Smith and Soligo, l9B3). Similarly, many NNWSs

possess the economic resources and wherewithal to purchase or
finance a moderate, and semi-diversifed weapons force, along the
lines of the original French and British forces, if deemed essentiat

,I
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to their nation interests. (This excludes considerations of tech-

nical or industrial prowess.) Graham has estimated the initial cost

for lndia to achieve this level of weapons competency at approxi-

mately 2 billion dollars, an amount he believes many other nations

can also well afford (Graham, 1983, p. 21). Although this esti-
mate appears somewhat low, for the relatively more advanced Third

World nations the costs could certainly prove manageable.

Furthermore, in the instance of lndia, the expected direct re-
duction in the CDP growth rate of from 1/3 to 112 as a result of
such a development* could easily be offset by stimulations to other

economic sectors and forward and backward linkages (B/no¡t,
1973). lndeed, a great deal of the process of producing nuclear

weapons can be carried out as a by-product of civil programs

(Frei, 1982, p. 168).

Additionally, the cruise missile has revolutionized the non-
proliferation regime. Cruise missiles are cost efficient and rela-
tively inexpensive. as well as mobile, very effective, and poten-

tialty invulnerable; many NNWSs presently possess the aeronauticat

technologies which coutd lead to a future capacity for the indige-
nous manufacture of conventional variants; furthermore, the US,

France, and the U K, among others, in the future may escalate

sales of conventional versions in order to help absorb domestic

acquisition costs. Since the conventional type can also readily be

armed with a nuclear warhead, the cruise missile could represent

the delivery vehicle of the future for many nations interested in a

nuclear deterrent force. However, lor a nuclear-tipped cruise

missile to have its full efficacy, lt must also be accompanied by

effective guidance systems such as satellite guidance; this in-
formation as well as the data receivers can currently be rented

from both superpowers. ( For more on the cruise missile, see

Pfaltzgraff, 1g77.1

(Samuel Faltas, Free University of Amsterdam, lecture at the
lnstitue of Social Studies, The Hague - 27lll84).
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The development of a war-fighting capability and cal struc-
ture along the lines of the current NWSs, however, appears remote

for most NNIVSs due to the extremely large costs and technological
considerations involved.

Lastly, although political concerns are now evolving as the
ascendant constraint on proliferation, their utility can be termed a
rrstagnating asset'r. The threat of increasing condemnation and
rejection from the world community as a constraint now has
diminished utility since the current NWSs, including lndia and
china, have attained preeminent status positions. Additionaily, it
is now increasingly unrealistic that, upon acquiring nuclear
weapons, new proliferators will have their past security guarantees
or defense alliance membership revoked as a result of their
actions. Finally, regarding the possibility of heightened insecurity
and increased regional conflicts conceivably acting as a political
constraint, the nouveau theories of the potential beneficial and
stabilizing effects of controlled nuclear weapons protiferation
(Waltz, 1981 ; lntriligator and Brito, 1979; tgBl; Feldman , 1992;

and others) have been a catalyst to the reevaluatlon of the
politico-military benefits of a national nuclear weapons program or
a threshold posture.

ln conclusion, ¡t now appears that the technical, economic,
and political constraints on nuclear proliferation will not mitigate
risks in the future as effectively as they d¡d in the past. Thus
the possible eventuality of proliferation will increase with time. tn
the words of Russel Fox, the Australian Ambassador for Nuclear
Non-Proliferation and safeguards, rrrhere cannot be a solution in
an absolute sense. A country that wishes to develop nuclear
weapons, crude or otherwise, wlll do so sooner or later, (Fox,
I 980, p. 1 45).
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CHAPTËT{ 2

FUTURE NUCLEAR PROLIFERATION TRENDS

The purpose of the previous chapter was to introduce the factors,

both internal and external to the nuclear proliferation regime,

which indicate that the spread of nuclear weapons is an eventual¡ty

that should be taken into account. With the implications for the

non-proliferation regime of the connection between civil and mili-

tary nuclear energy, the link between proliferation and nuclear

disarmament, the structural weaknesses of the NPT, and the

erosion of past constraints now established, the future of nuclear

weapons proliferation can be discussed. The purpose of this

chapter is to elucidate how the internal and external factors in-

fluencing proliferation probabilities are converging with motivations

for acquiring nuclear weapons, a situation which suggests that

nuclear proliferation, in some man¡festations and to some degree, is

highly probable ¡f not inevitable. This chapter will discuss the

motivations and ratlonales to acquire nuclear weapons, a proposal

for a reformulation of the definition of nuclear proliferation and

nuclear weapons state, the future of the proliferation of nuclear

weapons, a phenOmenOn that Can be termed rrnuçlear reliancerr, and

ways of limiting the anticipated spread.

2.1 The Nature of the World Proli feration Svstem

The current international political order of nation-states is the

result of the historlcal, dynamic development of attack and defense

units and their consolidation and elimination of rivals. Hobbers

ff state of warreil has been inherent in the interactions of these

attack and defense un¡ts beginning with warrior tribes, feudal

kingdoms, city-states, dynastic-kingdoms, multinational empires,

etc. The current manifestation of theis progression, the nation-

state system, is characterized by: 1) the absence of any inter-

national authority and formal order, 2) the paramount position of

national sovereignty, and 3) reliance on self-help and self-
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preservation for national security and autonomy. This contem-
porary internationat system has been termed t'anarchicalil and has
been attributed as the primary cause of the original development of
nuclear weapons, the continued tenacious belief in their utility and
legitimacy, and the probability of their permanent institutionali-
zation as a component of the world system ( Mandelbaum, 1977 ;
1983). As stated by Mandelbaum,

rrThe term fo,r the way tho system of sovereigry nations,
the basic units of international politics, is stiúctured isrranarchyl. Anarchy does not mean chaos but rather the
absence of formal order; that is the absence of govern-
ment... Anarchy is the root of the problem of nuclear
weapons.rr (Mandelbaum, 1983, pp. lS-lg).

One writer has even stated,

rrrhe point of departure for the analysis of international
politics, of the conduct of states, must be the absence
of a central nrcnopoly of violence - or a substitute for it
at the international level .rr (van Benthem van den
Bergh, 1983a, pp. 4-5).

Likewise, the reality of the present anarchical nation-state
system will exert a major impact on the future of the spread of
nuclear weapons. Nations still basically operate under the dictum,
rr¡f you want peace, prepare for warrt; therefore, in the future
nuclear weapons may be brought into this equation for an incre-
mental number of countries. correspondingly, the decision to go
nuclear is principally a consideration of national interests, taking
precedence over the collective welfare of the international system
or a common altruistic pursuit of non-proliferation. Decisions
about the acquisition of weapons of any type, includlng nuclear,
appear in many cases to be no different than any other defense
policy decisions (Weltman , 1981192, p. t82). Evidently, the in-
exorable 'security dilemmarr - whereby nations become engaged in a

vicious cycle of arming out of defense concerns, which provides
the catalyst for others to further arm, in turn substantiating the
first nationsr initial apprehensions - may be extrapotated into the
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future to apply to the spread of nuclear deterrent forces. One

also recalls the familiarrrPrisoners Dilemmarrgame where two

nations, faced with the decision to proceed wlth or refra¡n from

nuclear weapons development, in independently attempting to

maximize their gains end up both pursuing the nuclear route. ln

this light, ¡f one assumes - using the popular express¡on the

nuclear weapons gen¡e cannot be forced back into the bottle, then

in the long term, according to the dynamics of the self-help sys-

tem, the open proliferation of nuclear weapons and of capability

options is a plausible scenario.

Naturatty, this preceding statement refers to the level of

national governments and the interactions between nations on the

elite, bureaucratic plane. ln many cases. the question of re-

searCh, develOpment, manufaçture, deplOyment, and relianCe on

nuclear weapons (or in the case of NNWSs, act¡vat¡on of a fledg-

ling weapons program), will clash with the views of a large portion

of the population. lt must be realized that nuclear weapons have

fundamentally changed the government-citizen relationship and

interaction. Thus, in the future it is probable that nat¡onal

governments, and even liberal democracies, will be compelled by

esoteric aeo-political realities to implement nuclear deterrent policy

maneuvers which are vehemently opposed by a majority of the

populace. This view is substantiated by Gompert in the context of

the current NWSs:

t'lf, over time, the need of governments to field expen-
sive deterrent forces is not appreciated by citizens who
no longer sense a real nuclear threat, popular support
for the maintenance of forces could fade - and govern-
ments might feel themselves compelled to provide fol
deterrence without the consent of the governed. "
(Gompert , 1977, P, 5).

This actuality is resentty observable in progress in Western

Europe. The governments of the Netherlands' Belgium, and

Germany , among others, intent on their objective of NATO

lntermediate-range Nuclear Force (¡NF) cruise missile and Pershing
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ll deployments, are coming under scathlng attack from large and
vocal rrpeace movementsrr. similarly, the new protest movements in
Eastern Europe have been partially stimulated by the enormous and
expanding Soviet INF deployment.

2.2 Future Motivations for Acquirinq N uclear Weapons

Nuclear proliferation is often treated only on an individual, case-
by-case basis; however, categorizing and addressing certain
groups of states possessing similar proliferatlon motivational drives
is a more suitable alternative (Lellouche, l9g2b, p. 63). A dis-
cussion of these motivations appears particularty relevant since the
political, strategic, and economic acquisition incentives for
acquiring nuclear weapons have apparently increased in intensity
(weltman, 1981 182, p. 1s2). Drawing upon numerous taxonomies of
nuclear weapons rationales (Meyer, lgg4, is the most complete
compilation) , I have derived the following ctassification: internal
political support, economic incentives, prestige drives, and se-
curity concerns. out of these, nations wiil themselves attribute
their actions only to economic incentives and security concerns,
the two rnost viable justifications. The foremost motivations,
however, are prestige and security. The prestige variant can be
subdivided into 1) nations seeking status maintenance or recovery,
2) nations harboring higher status ambitions, and 3) countries
desiring autonomy. The security motive can be subdivided into t)
garrison states,2) nations becoming less secure, and 3) states
embroiled in regional rivalries.

lnternational political su p port. The development of a nuclear
weapons capacity may internally generate tremendous domestic
support under the proper conditions. This motivationat category
would generally fall within the sphere of the Third world. Thus,
if a country is facing insurmountable economic and social probtems
and domestic unrest, the government could gain the support of
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large segments of the populace. For instance, the government may

portray its achievement as an unmistakable indication of economic

and technological prowess and world prestige. Addit¡onally, the

development may be proffered as an anti-imperialist or anti-neo-

colonialist maneuver integral to completing the process of inde-

pendence and self-determination, thus playing on the nationalist

tendencies of the populatlon. Finally, the government of a

country long embroiled in an unpopular regional rivalry could

conceivably educe public support for the attainment of a nuclear

weapons capabllity. Falling into this category, the leadership of

lndia apparently garnered substantial internal polltical support for

its activities in the field of nuclear explos¡ves (Epstein, 1977, p.

2s).

Economic incentives. Many of the economic benefits concomitant

with civil nuclear energy are atso derived from the development of

a nuclear weapons or peaceful nuclear explos¡on (PNE) program;

these include economic stimulation, increased R E D, technological

advancement, strengthening of the industrial support base, and

benefits to civil infrastructural projects such as mines and earth

moving . ' The Soviet Unionrs continued countenance of PN Ers,

which are indistinguishable from weapons devices, lends a further

legitimacy to this pursuit. Furthermore, the marginal additional

costs of civil nuc¡ear energy decline ¡f ¡t is developed in con-

junction with a weapons capability ( Frei , 1982, p. 168) . Aside

from the possible direct stimulus to the economy, secur¡ty based

on a minimal nuclear deterrent could be a more cost efficient

alternative to expensive and protracted conventional arms compe-

titions. Moreover , extrapolating from Benoitrs findings that the

net effects of increased military spending and RED is positively

correlated with economic growth rates ralses implications that a

nat¡onal nuclear weapons program could act as a positive impetus

to economic Arowth and technological advancement (Benoit, 1973).

No nation, as of yet, has pursued a weapons capability strictly

due to this motivation
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Prestiqe motivation. Obviousl y, going nuclear elicits international
recognition manifested in one form or another. The prestige
gained from acquisition can result from real or imagined military
strength, from the demonstration of scientific capabilities, or
possibly most importantly, from the increased attentlon from the
superpowers (strong, 1982, p.16). As is clearly demonstrated by
common usage of the term rrnuclear clubil and the fact that the five
permanent members of the UN Security Council maintain the world
nuclear weapons monopoly, a mystique or special status is as-
sociated with nuclear weapons possession.

One sub-catego,ry of prestige, which applies primarily to the
North, is a quest for status maintenance or recovery. France and
the uK are the best examples of this variant; the former striving
to regain its pre-war status position through the French nuclear
rrforce de frapperr and the latter , although originally for security
concerns, in preserving its diminishing world influence. ln the
future, other middle powers could opt for this route. Nations
such as West Germany, Japan, and ltaly could, prodded by
waning prestige, seek to uphold their international role in this
manner.

Third world countries harboring status ambitions is the
second prestige sub-category. Frustrated by the traditional
prescriptions for world recognition such as economic development,
often slow and difficult, certain developing countries holding
status pretensions may pursue a quick route to their desiród goal

of status attainment through nuclear weapons or a weapons option.
Furthermore, other developing countries, which have experienced
abundant economic progress, may feel unjustly denied the inter-
national prestige they may rightly deserve, so a nuclear weapons

capacity is often considered an immediate fix to close the gap
between themselves and the major powers. For example, Braziils
CNP is among the top 10 in the world, yet the country is bestowed

little prestlge or international recognition. The pursuit of regional
leadership is also an aspect which must be inserted in this sub-
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category of prest¡ge. The nuclear weapons decisions of both

China and lndia, in respect to their endeavors to deal with the

superpowers from a rnore advantageous position ' were at least

part¡ally influenced by these considerations of prestige attainment.

The third sub-category of prest¡ge motivat¡ons can be termed

pursu¡t of autonomy or independence. One manifestatlon of this

mot¡ve is Third World countrles, espec¡ally former colonlal posses-

sions, which perceive that, through the acquiiition of an in-

digenous nuctear weapons program, they can real¡ze greater inde-

pendence from the superpowers and former rrcolonial mastersrr in

the economic, political, and mllitary spheres. lran , for instance,

may become interested in go¡ng nuclear to establish itself as inde-

pendent between East and West. Furthermore, a series of Third

World countries going nuclear could be portrayed as an effort to
contribute to their aggregate power and resources relative to the

North. lndeed. the net effect of the spread of nuclear weapons ¡n

the Third World may be positive in regards to its quest for au-

tonomy and economic redistribution (Knorr, 1979)

Securi concerns. Above all the aforementioned considerations,

however, security concerns are the dominant determinant in the

decision of most NNWSs since a nationrs security ultimately takes

precedence over all other national or international interests. lt is

primarily the security matters which could drive escalating

numbers toward a nuclear weapons defense posture in the same

manner that security concerns were principally responsible for the

US, USSR, and Chinese pursuit of a defense or deterrence based

on the absolute weapon.

The most palpable secur¡ty motivation classification is the
rrgarrisontt or rrpariahrr states, a group of nations isolated and

ostracized in regional or world politics and usually surrounded by

hostile neighbors. The reasons for their quarantined existence

can be traced to one or rnore of several factors namely: the legiti-
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macy of the nationrs origin, its political system, the ethnic struc-
ture, the international behaviour, or the threat of a security
isolation (Lellouche, 1982b, p. 65). The garrison state classifi-
cation is based on an extended period of lnternational or regional
isolation under a conflictual relationship, thus producing a siege

mentality. Although sorne garrison states may have securlty
guarantees from foreign powers, these assurances are often in-
formal and are sometimes considered suspect in their reliability.
lsrael, South Africa, Taiwan, South Korea and Pakistan are cases

which best exemplify this phenomenon. 0ther borderline or po-

tential examples of garrison states include Cuba, Libya,
Yugoslavia, Cambodia ( Lellouche, 1982b) , the Ayatollahts lran,
Egypt, and possibly' Albania.

Another important sub-group is that of evolving insecurity.
Nations now tied into legitimate regional defense organizations or
defense guarantees could experience heightened anxiety and inse-
curity upon loss of this assurance. Certainly. most nations lie in
the defense sphere of either the US or the USSR; many nations

are even integrally dependent upon the nuclear deterrent of their
frprotectorrr. lf , for some reason, either superpower withdrew its
security guarantee or ¡f NATO or the Warsaw Pact disintegrated,
these nations would confront an insecure, precarious future and
potential nuclear threat. ln contemporary world politics, charac-
terized by the defense system of I'self-helptt, the only solution, in

many cases, may be the development of an indepentent nuclear

deterrent. Faced with this circumstance, West Germany, Japan,
Czechoslovakia, and Vietnam, among many others, would have few

alternatives. Perhaps the best example is that of European NATO

and the future likelihood of an independent, integrated European

nuclear deterrent force.
Lastly, nations embroiled in perpetual regional rivalries in the

long term may turn to nuclear weapons, either as a deterrent or
as a means of coercion. These conflicts are usually outside the

scope of foreign defense guarantees which, therefore, can offer no
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alleviation to the insecure relationship. since these conflictual

rivalrles come ln palrs, a weapons development by one of the

adversaries, either for security or prestige motivations, could

plausibly be mirrored by the rival states. Pakistan and lndia

demonstrate this situation ln progress, and Brazil and Argentina

could potentlally fall back on the nuclear weaPons alternative to

lay to rest their long running competition for regional dominance'

2.3 Redefinlnq Nuclear Proliferation

At this point, a clarification or redefinition of the concept of

nuclear proliferation, more adequately conforming to cqntemporary

proliferation trends, appears mandated. Currently, the standard

definition of a NWS is any nation which has exploded a nuclear

device, peaceful or military. This definition, unfortunately, is

outdated and often a source of confusion in proliferation dis-

cussions as evinced by its unsuitability to the cases of South

Africa, and tsrael. Although others have proposed alternative

determinants, for the purposes of this study horizontal nuclear

protiferation will be divlded into three categories; t ) nuclear

capability option, 2) ambiguous proliferation, and 3) demonstrated

proliferation. A capabllity option evotves either naturally.through

normal civil nuclear energy developments or through a govern-

mental declsion to conduct RSD in the field up to the point of

testing or manufacturing. Ambiguous proliferation is defined as

any nation that has conducted limited nuclear explosives tests,

including PNEs, without subsequent manufacture or deployment of

weapons.

Lastly, there is demonstrated proliferation which can be

either open, covert, or unorthodox. Open proliferation is testing,

manufacturing and deploying nuclear weapons in an unambiguous

and declared manner, regardless of the numerical levels or the

types of delivery systems. Covert demonstrated proliferation

encompasses any nation suspected of clandestine testing or of

assembling and stockpillng , but falling short of testing, nuclear

¡
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weapons. Determination and identification of this variant depends
on three factors: I) direct access to fissile materials, 2) a political
motivation and willingness to acquire nuclear weapons, and 3)

substantiation and verification by retiable intelligence, preferabty
from several sources. Unorthodox demonstrated proliferation is
defined as the acquisition of nuclear weapons through theft, pur-
chase, oF transfer. of the three main classifications of pro-
liferation, those of ambiguous and demonstrated proliferation are
also identified as nuclear weapon states ( NWSs) . My modulated
definitional classification, integral to this chapter and more ap-
propriate to describe current trends, is as foltows:

Cateqorization of Nuclear Prolife ration

Non-Nuclear Weapons State (NNWS)

1. capability option

Nuclear Weapons State (NWS)

2. ambiguous

2. demonstrated

a. open

b. covert
c. unorthodox

2.4 The Future Spread of Nuclear Weapons and Nuclear
Capabilities

2.4a Overt iferation

civen the characteristics of contemporary world geo-politics, the
future open proliferation of nuclear weapons or capabilities to some

extent appears almost axiomatic. 0f course, projecting the concept
of inevitability into the future can be quite risky; still, evidence
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indicates that, out of several possible outcomes, proliferation to

some extent is likely. lndeed, most analysts, to varying degrees,

acknowledge the probabilit¡r of the future spread of nuclear

weapons (Waltz, 1981; Kincade and Bertram, 1982; Weltman, p.

1821 Jacobsen, 1982, etc,); few would deny the plausibility of

some future prol¡feration and development of small nuclear forces,

and those that do are constrained by their short term perspect¡ves

(Dunn, 1982; Russett, 1983; Sheehan, 1983). Of course' dis-

agreement exists over such factors as the probable extent and size

of forces, the construction of viable delivery systems and Cal,

opportunities to control and limit its occurrence, the concomitant

dangers, the possible stabllizing or beneficial effects, influence on

world politics, etc. Many of these factors will be discussed in the

following chapter in the context of the poss¡ble stabilizing effects

of proliferation. But, at this point, a small nuclear force (SNF)

can be described as a minimum number of 5-6 warheads, delivery

systems (fighter-bomber aircraft), reliable nuclear explosive com-

¡ronents, and basic Ca I (Jones, 1984, pp. 4-5) ln essence,

quixotic ideals of indefinitely proscr¡b¡ng all further proliferation

have largely been abandoned; however, actions to control and limit

the spread can be useful as is discussed at the end of this

chapter.
The group of N NWSs possess¡ng the technical capab¡l¡ty to

manufature nuclear weapons, and considered the most pert¡nent

future proliferators, can be termed the rrpopulation at riskrl

(Meyer, 1983, p. 225). ln observing the tendencies of many of

these nat¡ons, the trends toward nuctear proliferation can be

discerned. Study of this population at risk and potential pro-

liferators, comprised of both developed and developing states, has

been nearly exhausted by analysts of nuclear proliferation (Dunn,

1982; Epstein , 1976; Yager, 1980; Lefever , 19791. SIPR¡ , 1972;

etc. ) ; however, few attempts have been made to individually

quantify the aggregate proliferation risks of these NNWSs in res-

pect to the entire group.
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A recent study by Meyer, though, attempts to objectivize
these relationships (Meyer, 1983; 1984) . ln assessing the ag-
gregate individual risk of each near-nuclear country, Meyer

examines four factors: 1) lag-time component (period required for
manufacture), 2) nuclear-propensity component (inclination to
proliferation), 3) proliferation-salience component (the potential
detrimental effect on the world system) , and 4) treatibility com-

ponent (susceptibility to non-proliferation actions). Although his
findings are based on subjective data (primarily the opinions of
experts) his endeavor to quantify and visuatly display the popu-

lation at risk is a noteworthy achievement in the field.
Meyerts 36 member population at rlsk and the accompanying

empirical risk-component classifications are exhibited in Table 2-l ,

and his graphic findings, in which he places each natlon in one of
27 cells based on the aforementioned risk components (excluding

treatibility), are displayed in Table 2-2, Basically, the aggregate

synthesized proliferation risk of each country increases as they
move upwards and to the left of each graph (as indicated by the

solid arrows), and from the third graph forwards. From Table 2-2

the proliferation danger of each member of the population at risk
can be expediently estimated relatlve to the others, and the dy-
namics of nuclear proliferation tendencies can be observed.
Certainly, this has implications for the application and distribution
of the limited resources to treat potential proliferation available to
the non-proliferation regime, the NWSs, and the other nuclear
suppliers (Meyer, 1983). Based on Meyerrs findings, it is easily

discernible that tsrael, South Africa, and Pakistan represent the
most prominent examples of the trend to demonstrated pro-
liferation. Additionally, Argentina, in the aftermath of the
Falkland lslands debacle, shifted from a weak to a very hlgh
nuclear propensity (as indicated by the dashed arrow in Table

2-2) : thus. it can now be viewecl as a major proliferation risk
( Meyer, 1 984) .
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Other high risk nations from Table 2-2 which clearly demon-

strate the prol¡feratlon drift are Taiwan, south Korea, Brazil ,

Japan, the FRG, lran, Libya, and lraq' A discussion of the

proliferation subtleties of each member of the population at risk is

beyond the scope of this research and, as mentioned previously,

has been adequately reviewed elsewhere. For reference, however'

a 1g74 clA National lntelligence Estimate analyzlng the proliferation

risk and potential of several NNWSs is included in this paper in

Appendix 5. At this point, the particular cases of the highest

aggregate risk proliferators of the population at risk merit further

attention.

z. rrb-Jlis[ss-t -Cis]-prol!le-11t-o¡s-:-lglgg!"-9eg!1,-Ati$,-fg!.i:!qÊ,

ôrg-e¡Jine

lsrael and South Africa. According to my prevlously reformulated'

concept of nuclear proliferation, lsrael and South Africa can pos-

sibly be denoted as NWSs by way of the mutual rumors and veri-

fied intelligence reports of covert testing, and/or manufacture of

nuclear weapons, lsrael and South Africa. the two clearest inter-

national pariahs, have long contemplated the nuclear option as the

ultimate solution to the exogenous and endogenous problems con-

fronting each regime. The dilemma of national survival of the

Jewish nation has manifested into a rrMasada Complexrr or rrSamsonrs

solutionrr (a suicide pact); similarly, reminiscent of the defensive

battle encampments of the Boers, the Dutch-descended South

African ruling class has contemplated a rrnuclear laager" ultimate

defense. Neither nation has signed the NPT, and both possess

unsafeguarged nuclear research reactors as well as some sensitive

nuclear reprocessing and/or enrichment facilities. Furthermore,

according to several accounts lsrael and South Africa, in con-

junction with Taiwan, have created an informal rrpariahrr con-

sortium - a basis for cooperation on nuclear weapons and civil

nuclear energy matters.

For over a decade intermittent lsraeli statements as well as

foreign intelligence reports have suggested that lsrael may already

)
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)
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possess an untested nuclear force. Several accounts during the
t 973 Arab-lsraeli war allege that lsrael had even initiated a de-
ployment of its nuclear forces prior to the Arab setback.
Additionally, several leaked US intelligence reports during the
1 970s ostensibty confirm this suspicion (Jacobson , 1g82, pp. gI-
95). Pursuant to South Africa, although reports of covert manu-

facture and deployment have been llmited, apparently it may have

attempted covert nuclear explosives tests on at least two occasions:

once in 1977 in the Kalahari desert, which was aborted after a

collaborative, preventive lobby by the US and USSR; and the
controversial Septembe r 22 , 1g7g trdetonationrr in the South

Atlantic, which was picked up by US satellite. Following an initial
confirmation by US intelligence of its authenticity as a South

African nuclear test in possible cooperation with tsrael, a series of
conflicting and contradictory statements from the various com-

ponents of the US intelligence community only imperceptibly allayed

suspicions and accusations (Jacobson, 1982, p.95). Nonetheless,

rumors of cooperative R6D on nuclear weapons between lsrael and

South Africa, along with Taiwan, exist.

Pakist3t. Aside from lsrael and South Africa, which by certain
measu res can already be considered NWSs, Pakistan is the next
highest proliferation risk candidate. ln the aftermath of the 1972

partition of É!angladesh and, most importantly, lndia's testing in

1974 of a lrpeacefulrr nuclear device, Pakistan launched an

assiduous attempt to develop a national nuclear weapons capacity
under the leadership of Bhutto. A basic Pakistani precept iden-
tifies the existence of Christian, Jewish, Hindu , and Communist

nuclear weapons to the exclusion of a Moslem equivalent (Palit and

Namboodiri. 1979). Since Pakistan maintains aspirations to be the
technological, military, and scientific vanguard of the lslamic

world, it was assumedly natural for ¡t to pursue a weapons

capacity. A non-signatory of the N PT, Pakistan has obtained

extensive civil nuclear technologies from France, but its most
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rrìonumental coup was the lndlgenous congtructlon of enrlchment

facilities based on classified information filtered out of the

Netherlands in 1972 by a Pakistani physicist, Dr. Abdul Kahn,

who had been employed at a Dutch enrichment plant. Although

the recent Pakistani leadership does not openly proclaim aspirations

to NWS status as did their predecessors, the initiative has already

gathered a self-propelling momentum. Reportedly, China is cur-
rently passing along sensitive nuclear technologies to Pakistan

( BBC World Service, June 16, 1984) . Furthermore, the US is
attempting to appease Pakistanrs nuclear avarice through the

resumption of conventional military arms and supplies (BBC World

Service, March 30, 1984). This tenacious Pakistani penchant for

NWS status has, unfortunately, fed fuel to the nuclear weapons

fire, causing an lndian reassessment of the necessity for actual

assembly and possible deployment (Jacobson, 1982, p. 94).

Argentina. The latest priority proliferation risk is Argentina.

Although the country has long been included in the population at

risk owing to Argentinars semi-advanced civil nuclear energy

industry, traditional rivalry with Brazil, regional status ambitions,

and refusal to adhere to the NPT, its proliferation propensity was

rather low. Argentinars inclination for acquiring nuclear weapons,

however, has evidently compounded significantly due to the

humiliating defeat during the Falkland lslands War, exacerbated

relations with the US concerning favoritism and support during the

conflict, and a diminishing international and national image due to
the economic crisis and severe debt problems (Meyer, 1984).

Discussions of the nuclear weapons route have been resurrected in
Argentina, and the new civilian government certainly has been

closely observing Chinars (a NWS) success in negotiating the

relinquishment of another disputed British colony. Also, in the

middle term, an Argentina with nuclear weapons leverage and

status would fare better in the imminent, but stlll distant,
scramble for Antarctica. lt should be noted that Argentina.rs
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adverse sh¡ft in nuclear propensity could .also educe a change in
Brazilrs posture ( possibly from weak to moderate nuclear pro-
pensity as indicated in Table 2-2).

2.4cJ!sgle-a¿-qar3þ!iU99-9p-tlq!_eng__uÞlgsggs-sgp_acily

The foregoing has applled to the hlghest risk natrons of the popu-
lation at risk either overtly or coverily aspiring to actuat NWs

status. However, a demonstrated nuclear weapons capability will
not be the most prevalent norm for the spread of nuclear weapons.
Assuming the continued existence and perceived utility of nuclear
weapons, expanding numbers of nations will follow one of two
proliferation routes. First, is the nuclear option, a kind of
nuclear proliferation legerdemain disguislng the true nature of the
action pressing for i.ncreased RsD in order to edge up to the
nuclear threshold. A nuclear option can be considered a
rrcapabili decisionrr rather than a rrproliferation decisionrt (Meyer,
1984, p.5). second, is taking the capabilities option one step
further and conducting limited nuclear tests or pNEs (ambiguous

capacity). w¡th a nuclear capabilities option or an amblguous
capacity, nations can derive many of the associated prestige and
deterrent benefits of nuclear weapons without actual manufacture
or deployment. Furthermore, with a capabilities option, contrasted
to an ambiguous capacity, a state eludes most of the penalties and
stigmas attached to demonstrated protiferation.

lndia, of course, is the only nation presenily with an am-
biguous capacity . several other nations, though, such as Brazll
have obstinately maintained insistence on their unfettered rlght to
test PNEs. on the other hand, lsrael and south Africa had both
originally decided upon a nuclear capabilities option, from whlch
they partially received the deterrent effects of nuclear weapons

without openly proliferating (Feldman, lgBZ), but they may have
consequently enacted proliferation decislons and entered the NWS

ranks. Many of the countries in the population at risk now un-



49

doubtedly rnalntain contlngency ptans for emergency R6D, and

manufacture of nuclear weapons which are triggered by certain

crises. ln the future, nx)st of them wlll be compelled by the

proliferation trends and unmitigated geo-politlcal realitles to pursue

a threshold nuclear capabilltles optlon or to conduct limited nuclear

tests.
Sweden may have already made this capablllties decislon

(Meyer, 1984, p. 5). LikewlSe, AUstraliars announcement of thelr

resolve to immedlately nenufacture nuclear weapons forces in

response to a weapgn!¡ development by any reglonal Asian or

Pacific natlon was commensurate to a capabl'lltles option decislon

(BBC World servlce, March 30, t9s4). lt would be very sur-

prising if the military, governmental, and scientific elites of many

of the nations of Western Europe are not progressively edging

towa rds a nuclear capabillt¡es optlon . Similarly , many advanced

Third ìÄrorld countries may presently be ln the process of exe-

cuting a capabilities option or will do so in the fr¡ture, especially

given the relatively modest cost involved with the RED of such an

opt¡on (Smith, 1983; Graham, 1983) and the current wlde dis-

persion of the requisite research and power reactors, trained

scientific, nuclear engineers, nuClear materiel, etc. -{Goheen,
1983, p. 213). Moreover, the pursuit of a nuclear weapons

option can be used as a form of blackmail against the NWSs to

receive more conventional arms transfers in exchange for foregoing

open manufacture.
Tkre cognizance is now setting in that the dissemination of

capabllltles optlons is the most ¡nevitable medium term manifestation

of proliferation and a phenomenon whlch demands expedient ac-

comodation from the lnternatlonal community.* tVinkler calls these

trends toward nuclear ambiguity one of the most dangerous aspects

of the 1980s (Winkler, 1982). Nevertheless, technical or political

(Marriane van Leeuwen, Nederlands lnstituut voor lnter-
nationale Betrekklngen (NllB), Clingendael lnterview on 19

September, 1984).
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mechan¡sms can hardly arrest this trend, and, ostensibly, the dif-
fusion of nuctear capabilities options is less deleterious than the
open proliferation of nuclear weapons.

2 . +d þ!eg;lg!9_gylq!!ic_:i-clqa'lt_Lqqqtjg!g_9¡51_1gio¡1a_l-Jle_a!g!g

The preceding sections have largely analyzed the proliferation
trends of nations as isolated entities. But along with these indi-
vidual trends to open , ambiguous, or capabilities option pro-
liferation, two proclivities involving group or interstate dynamics

deserve reflection namely: chai¡r reactions of nuclear proliferation,
and collaborative regional nuclear deterrent forces. The problem

of nuclear chain reactions, otherwise known as the rrNth country
problemrr or rrdomino effectil, is not discountable in the future after
one or more nations, either party or non-party to the NPT,

suddenly break the taboo; this situation depends intrinsically on

the current world atmosphere at the time, the nature of the of-
fending nations, and the extraneous incentives and pressures on

the probable rrdominosrr. Dunn provides a comprehensive list of
the factors that could lead to runaway proliferation (Dunn , 1982,

p. 68).

The phenomenon of chain reactions can be observeJ in the
following progression: US - USSR - China - India - Pakistan(?) -
lsrael( ?) - other Middle East proliferators(?). The latter potential
proliferators may be inexorably educed to adopt a nuclear defense
posture by the actions of the firstrrdominorrthough there may be

no direct linkage between the two. The other most significant
possible chain reaction initiators are lsrael , Japan, the FRG,

Argentina, lran, Libya, lraq, etc. Although this domino effect
may be the most perplexing proliferation danger, alternative analy-
ses indicate that the probability of its occurrence is slight or can

be highly regulated (Weltman, 1981/82; Waltz, 1981 ). Further
discussion will ensue in the following chapter
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tn further regards to interstate dynamics, world regions , far

either securlty or prestige motivations, could develop a regional

nuclear arsenal . ln this manner, the individual nations could

avoid the economic burden and political stigma of shouldering the

attainment solo, yet still reap the possible associated benefits. ln

the African and Arab regions, amongst certain radical sectors,

promulgations in the past, as well as currently, have demanded

the devetopment of a black African (spearheaded by Nigeria and

zaire) or lslamic Arab (led by Pakistan, Egypt, Libya, or lraq)

bomb, respectively. Despite some rudimentary foundations of such

cooperation in such instances as possible Libyan and Pakistani col-

laboration, the intricate political intrigue and barriers ac-

companying these or other such schemes diminishes the probability

of these events in the medium term.

However, the most plausible eventuality of a regional nuclear

arsenal may transpire in Europe. Ever since the US abandoned

the idea of a NATO Multilateral Force (MLF) to share the command

and control of nuclear weapons in the 1960s, the concept of an

independent European Nuclear Force (ENF) has remained a vibrant

point of debate. The INF deptoyment issue has engendered a

revivat of these considerations of the expediency of an ENF, and

the recent 1984 rebirth of the long forgotten defense consort¡um,

the West European Union (WEU), is symbolic of this dynamic. ln

one future scenario, therefore, a politically and economically uni-

fied or confederated Western Europe, via the European Community

or the WEU, may eventually come under compulsion to build an

independent ENF as NATO necessarily disintegrates and Europe

withdraws from the US defense umbrella.

2.5 Nuclêa r Reliance
,i

Alono¡" with these trends toward nuclear proliferation, a drift is

di¡Cernible toward what can be termed rrnuclear reliance'¡ whereby

many nations are now dependent on, or seeking some security or

deterrence through, nuclear weapons. Nothwithstanding the fact

)
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that the actual rate of demonstrated nuclear proliferation has not
reached original anticipations, increases in the overall level of
nuclear reliance have been more evident. This phenomenon is
represented by demands for defense or deterrence against nuclear
attack and increased dependence on nuclear,weapons, in some
respect or form, for ultimate national defense. The manifestations
of nuclear rel iance are: I ) demonstrated Nws status , 2 ) nuclear
capabilities option or ambiguous capacity,3) nuclear defense
alliances, 4) bilateral nuclear security guarantees, S) de facto or
informal nuclear protection, and 6) positive defense guarantees
embodied in the NPT. Altlrough it is difficult to a¡_rply generati-
zations to such diverse tendencies, lmaintain that they have
sufficient common characteristics to warrant this categorization.

The first two manifestations of nuclear reliance - demon-
strated NWS status, and nuclear capabilities option or ambiguous
capacity - have been discussed in previous sections. Suffice it to
say that these two aspects currenily comprise only a smail pro-
portion oi Úr" nations integrally dependent on nuclear weapons for
defense.

ln lieu of a national nuclear weapons posture or a nuclear
opt¡on, many nations have sought ultimate security through ex-
tended deterrence based on nuclear defense alliances and bilateral
nuclear security guarantees. Many analysts contend that alliances
and security guarantees can be an efficacious non-proliferation tool
(Dunn, 1982; Lefever, 1979; Nye, t9B0), but this policy also
contributes to a heightened nuclear reliance, consequentty also
increasing the future nuclear propensity as a result of this depen-
dency. NATO and the warsaw Pact best exemplify nuclear defense
alliances; other examples are the Australian, New Zealand, and
united States mutual defense alliance (ANzus), the Latin American
and united States Treaty of Rio, and the near defunct south East
Asia Treaty organisation (sEATo). Additionally, many NNWSs

have disptayed interest in receiving bilateral (nuclear) security
guarantees from the us or ussR, the most obvious cases being
open us guarantees to Japan, south Korea, the phillipines, and
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lsrael; and Soviet guarantees to Cuba, and Mongolia. Until 1982

when it joined NATO, Spain also had a long standing, bilateral US

guarantee and at one point temporarily accepted stationing of US

nuclear systems. Furthermore, other NNWSs have actively sought

such protect¡on. According to certa¡n reports, the Soviet Union

may have secretly extended nuclear secur¡ty guarantees to several

Arab nations (e.g. Syria, and lraq) which will act¡vate in the

event of overt lsraeli proliferation (Lellouche, 1982b, p. 77;

Feldman, 1982).

Another man¡festat¡on of nuclear reliance is informal and de

facto nuclear protection. Certain nations, lacking an official

secur¡ty guarantee, are reliant for their ultimate defense on in-

formal security arrangements. The examples of South Africa ,

Taiwan, Vietnam, and until recently, lsrael, most vividly come to

mind. Similarly, other nom¡na¡ly non-aligned or neutral nations,

due to their geographical position in the configuration of the

East-West conflict, compute the mutual deterrent effect of the

current superpower nuclear stalemate into their defense need

calculations. Thus, nat¡ons such as Yugoslavia, Switzerland,

Austria, Sweden, Finland, North Korea, etc. actually have de

facto nuclear security pledges due to their strategic proximities to

the flashpoint zones of the superpower struggle. lnsofar as far as

deterrence is stable and will not fail, the nuclear weapons equation

is integral to the national defense computations of these neutral

nations

Lastly, the most sweeping example of this nuclear dependency

is the positive security guarantee embodied in the addendum to the

NPT, UN Security Council Resolution (5Cn¡ 255. Responding to

the security demands of the N NWSs, SCR 255 bound the US,

ussR, and u K to come to the defense of any NNlvs attacked,

threatened, or blackmailed with nuclear weapons. ln essence, this

declaration amounts to a comprehensive, multilateral nuclear

defense arrangement since, implicitly in a positive defense

guarantee, the NWSs must resort to nuClear leverage to enact such

)
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a defense. Although such positive security guarantees are unen-
forceable and non-binding in crisis situations, the fact that most

N NWSs seek and are anxious to accept this guarantee evidences

the extent to which nuclear reliance has taken root in the con-
temporary geo-political system.

These trends towards various manifestations of nuclear re-
liance exhibit the growing importance of nuclear weapons in
national defense postures. Moreover, the disparate attempts by
nations or regions to renounce dependence on, or association with,
nuclear weapons have been feeble as exemplified by the failures
and shortcomings of the concept of Nuclear Weapon Free Zones

(NWFZ). The formation of an African NWFZ is obstructed by the
nuclear posture -of South Africa, the inflammable Middle East,

concerns over technological advancement, and the promulgations in

favor of a black African regional bomb. Similarly, a future South

Asian NWFZ is pu re fantasy given the actions of lndia and

Pakistan. A Middle East NWFZ is likewise impeded by the Arab-
lsraeli conflict, superpower regional involvements, lsraeils latent
nuclear stance and the declarations by the Arab world of their
intentions to mirror any lsraeli development. The formation of
insignificant NWFZs such as the recent announcement by the South

Pacific Forum, a group of small Pacific islands, although meri-
torious in intentions, does little to reduce the drift to nuclear
reliance.

Finally, the solitary example of a supposedly successful
NWFZ, the Treaty of Tlateloco in Latin America, is fraught with
contradictions , problems, and a lack of consensus which render
the effort basically nonsensical. tn this same vein, unilateral
renunciations or declarations of nuclear neutrality are unlikely to
be meaningful in the long term given the trends toward nuclear

reliance and proliferation .

ln conclusion, the continual existence and utility of nuclear
weapons has coincided with the trends of nuclear reliance to pro-
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clucc a psychologlcal rrnuclear wqlapon$ conclltlonirtgrt umongst tlro

governments of both NWSs and NNWSs; this nuclear conditloning

can be equated w¡th r'getting used torr or rrlearning to live withrl

nuclear weapons. As stated by one author, rrthe world has become

accustomed to the nuclear forces of the or¡g¡nal fiug. " (Jones,

1984, pp. 1-2). lt also assumes an inherent faith in the ability of

nuclear weapons to provide deterrence and proscribe world, and

certain regional , conflict.

2.6 Control and Minimization of Proliferation

lnsofar as the future diffusion of nuclear weapons and capability

options is to some extent unavoidable, prudent efforts must com-

mence to prepare for the management and accomodation of the

nuctear newcomerS. Nevertheless, SimultaneOuS endeavOrs to

control and limit the phenomenon are mandated. Any discussion of

venues to retard nuclear proliferation must focus on the assoc¡ated

incentives and possible sanctions rather than dwelling on the

institutionalized, formal controls. Nuclear prol¡ferat¡on analysts

have compiled a surfeit of theories of limitation (Dunn 1982, pp.

104-133; Epstein, 1976; 1977; Lester, 1982; Buchan, 1966;

Weltman, 1981 ISZ). Although most of these pertain to total pros-

cription of future proliferation, they are equally applicable to

minimizing its imminent occurrence.

Many of the standard tools for limiting horizontal nuclear

proliferation deat with: strengthening the NPT while encouraging

broader adherence, bolstering the ¡AEA safeguard inspections on

civil nuclear industries and enforcing violation punishments, and

assiduous NWS pursuit of arms control and disarmament. The

inherent debilities and shortcomings of these approaches, however,

have been expanded upon in earl¡er sections; ¡egardless, there

still exists certain means of minimization which could prove ex-

pedient in the future such as: l) superpower coercion, promises,

or threats; 2') defense alliances and security guarantees;3) ex-

tended strategic Anti-Ballistic Missile Defense Systems (ABM); a)

)
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status as proliferation motivations;
the nuclear fuel cycle. These

and

will

s)

be

Superpower actions. ln his work, Superpower , Jonnson states,
I'The nuclear proliferation issue goes to the very heart of super-
powèr status and I'superpower politicstt (Jonsson, lgB4I. Thus,
in order to arrest the spread of nuclear weapons and to perpetuate
the international bipolar hierarchy, the superpowers can attempt,
either individually or in concert, to control the expansion of new
NWSs or nations with capabilities options. The superpowers un-
equivocally have powerful tools of persuasion and coercion at their
disposal. Given the reality that rrthe central dilemma of nuclear
exports and nonproliferation policy is basically the same for the
United States and the Soviet Unionrr (Duffy, 1979, p. l0g), both
have adopted 'similar approaches.

A t the genesig of a period of horizontal prol iferation , the
superpowers, along with the other NWSs, would attempt all means

at their disposal to control the process including technology
denial, promises, assurances, bribery, coercion, threat, and even
military force. But superpower promises of nuclear energy tech-
nologies, or the denial thereof, is a stagnating asset due to the
abundant number of nuclear suppliers (also Third rier suppliers),
and the highly competitive nature of the business. A more suc-
cessful mechanism, however, is that of coercive sanctions, or
military force. The US-Soviet collaborative prevention of the lg77
south African nuclear test, and their possibte cooperation in pre-
venting lsrael from overtly deploying its nuclear warheads upon
Jericho missiles during the 1973 Arab-lsraeli war remain the prime
examples of coercion as a means to limit proliferation. Simitarly,
irr the future the superpowers may be tempted, either singly or in
cooperation , to engage in preemptive, conventional or nuclear
surgical strikes on the atomic research, production, or deployment
sites of certain proliferation violators. The 19Bl lsraeli bombing of
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the lraqi rrOsirakrrresearch reactor, designed for military pur-

poses, set a precedent for such operat¡ons. As an additional

non-proliferatlon method the superpowers can cont¡nually enlighten

the NNWSs of the disadvantages, dangers, and problems accom-

panying ascent to the nuclear club.

However, the most ¡mportant superpower policy with which to

stem the ftow of proliferation is the provision of security guaran-

tees, sub-divided into: 1) supply of conventional arms, and 2l

negative and positive nuclear secur¡ty guarantees. The reliable

supply of conventional military supplies, in many cases, is a

successful non-proliferation tool. Commonly known as the rrdoves

dilemmarr because of the assumed difficulties a pacifist would have

in weighing the relat¡ve undesirability and dangers of conventional

arms transfers vis-a-vis further nuclear prol¡ferat¡on, the ful-

fillment of the military requirements of certain states by the US,

or threats of aid termination, has been of the utmost immediacy in

precluding overt lsraeli and Pakistani programs and similar de-

velopments in Taiwan, South Korea, etc.

The us and Soviet union have been reluctant to extend

'rnega tiverr nuclear secur¡ty guarantees to N NWSs . Polemical and

non-binding, these guarantees are essentially a pledge of rrno first

usert. Conversely, they have in many cases given rrpositiverl

nuclear guarantees, aSsuranCes to Use nuClear forCes to defend a

protectorate threatened with nuclear weapons. The superpowers

have extended informal positive guarantees to all signatory nations

of the NPT under SCR 255 and to a reticulate of defense alliances

and security protectorates, Although this concept of extended

deterrence CompoundS the nuclear relianCe phenomenon, many

analysts assert that pos¡t¡ve security guarantees are the single

most effective and indispensible non-proliferation instrument (Nye,

1980, p. 110; Lefever , 1979, pp. 134-135, 179: Dunn, 1982).

Through extended deterrence in defense alliances and bilateral

security guarantees (discussed in the previous section) the NWSs

can, to an extent, satiate the defense requirements of their
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rralliesrr , thus permitting them to eschew the nuclear weapons

route; furthermore, for their non-proliferation aims the NWSs can
judiciously apply leverage on their protectorate as exhibited by
south Korears 1976 deferral of acquisition of a ptutonium re-
processing plant, bowing under US pressure.

Formal positive security. guarantees, unfortunately, entail
several drawbacks. Firstly, they dictate integration of the se-
curity, military, diplomatic, and to a degree, foreign policies of
the steward nations into those of their defense guarantor in order
to insure a stable and trustworthy configuration. Furthermore,
extended deterrence guarantees run the risk of failure - that
protectors will not risk annihilation over a paper defense pledge.
Conversely, security guarantees can function too well, dragging
guaiantors into conflicts caused by the reckless behavior of their
protectorates. Nevertheless, extended deterrence through defense
guarantees will remain paramount in the efforts to minimize pro-
liferation.

Strategic defense initiative. A more futuristic possible means to
limit nuclear proliferation is the strategic defense initiative (SDl)
of the us and the equivalent soviet venture. ln the long term of
40-50 years strategic defense could be a reality. ABM systems,
either of the standard nuclear or ultra-advanced laser and particle
beam types, in theory could provide an effective defense against
incoming offensive intercontinental ballistic missiles (lcBM) (see

The Economist, Sept. 1, 19S4). Notwithstanding the complexity of
strategic defense systems, once organically integrated into the
strategic balance they could further the conceivability of mutual
deterrence, albeit atong altered criteria, and plausibly be con-
ducive to halting the offensive nuclear arms race and facllitating
limited disarmament. However, unilateral or uneven development
and implementation of these strateglc defense systems could be

very dangerous and destabilizing for the superpowers. The
credibility of the concept of extended deterrence through security
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guarantees can also be reinforced by the successful fruition of

such initiatives.
Since ABM systems, especially the area-defense, space-based

variant, would be readily retargetable, they could offer another

future means to minimize proliferation.* The extension of super-
power A BM systems to other N NWSs as part of security

guarantees, or the creation of international regional networks could

further eliminate incentives to proliferation by placating the ulti-
mate defense requirements of additional N NWSs. ln the future,
superpower security pledges may consist of a combination of posi-

tive security guarantees of offensive action, and the offer.of inte-
gration into an ABM defense network. Moreover, along these lines

a world of rapid proliferation could conceivably spark the US and

USSR into such an endeavor, incorporating their resources to

achieve an effective defense against multitudes of nuclear new-

comers. The likelihood, problems, and applications of these

futuristic strategic defense initiatives wilt be elaborated upon in
the final chapter.

Addressing prestiqe factors. Many authors (particularly Dunn,

1982) emphasize the preeminent role of the US in the evolution and

maintenance of the non-proliferation regime. The abitity of the

NWSs, however, and particularly the US, to control proliferation

may be waning; hence, a more international or multinational ap-

proach is warranted in many instances (Lellouche, 1979/80, p.

347). One possible international approach is to address the pres-

tige factor as a proliferation motivation. The international system

could possibly be altered so that prestige is disassociated with

military or nuclear prowess and reestablished along other criteria.
Through more benign channels and symbols, therefore, the proper

lnterview with Ceneral G.C. Berkhof of the Netherlands Royal
Army, and an associate of the NllB, Clingendael, The Hague,
on 17 October, 1984

-")

*
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bestowal of international recognition for economic, political, or
developmental achievements is essentiat. The formation of a special
status group of rrnear nucleart nations to recognize the accom-
plishments of nations with a nuclear capability option could prevent
certain overt ascensions to the Nws ranks. tn essence, though, it
would be only a fig leaf to partially conceal protiferation. con-
versely, some students of nuclear proliferation have suggested the
formation of an organization of worldwide Non-Nuctear weapons
States designed to eliminate the NWSs prestige factor and to force
nuclear disarmament.

lnternationalization of fuel cvcles. Promotion of the inter-
nationalization of nuclear fuel cycles may be the most important
multinational non-proliferation ¡nstrument. The future spread of
indigenously built reactors, and reprocessing, enrichment, and
breeder facilities, although in itself a symbol of prestige, portends
deleterious consequences for the world system since the fissile
n¡aterials and spent fuels may remain under national regulation.
lnternationalization could facilitate non-proliferation efforts through
promotion of once-through fuel cycles, the guarantee of reliable
nuclear fuel supplies, and the international control, supervision,
and disposal of all spent fuets. (see Jordan, lg7g, p.3g; slpRl,
l980; Meller, 1980). All enrichment and reprocessing would trans-
pire in numerous regional facilities integrated into the international
fuel cycle configuration. some of the rudimentary mechanisms of
such an arrangement can be observed in comeconrs soviet-based,
regional enrichment and reprocessing facilities for Eastern
European nuclear fuel. Furthermore, internationalization would
also resolve the inherent contradictions of the Npr: to prevent the
spread of nuclear weapons whlle simultaneously advancing peaceful
and civil nuclear energy for development (SlpRl, lgg0).

The NwSs have tacitly supported internationalization pro-
posals, but the actual realization of such a scheme is doubtful due
to the associated impediments such as fierce opposition by severat
Third world nations ( primarily Third rier suppriers) , and the
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possibility that, as a result of the concomitant increases in world

transport, of nuclear fuels and wastes, particularly plutonium, the

number of environmentat disasters would dramatlcally escalate

( such as the August 1 984 incident involving the capsized Mont

Louis, a nuclear fuel transport vessel, off the Belgium coast).

Nevertheless, the optlon of internatlonaliSatlon of the nuclear fuel

cycle must be perspicaciously studied and considered as a viable

future alternative.
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CHAPTER 3

THE STABILIZATION AND WORLD ORDER EFFECTS OF

NUCLEAR WEAPONS AND NUCLEAR PROL¡FERATION

The previous chapters established the framework for the probable
future spread of nuclear weapons, at least to some extent and in
certain manifestations. Assuming that nuclear proliferation is

unavoidable and will become an increasingly important toplc of
international politics, discussions of the posslble consequences,

whether positive or negative, and its potential to provide a degree
of conflict stabilization or pacification are necessary. Many writers
do not approach the subject with a sufficient long term perspective
and remain overly apocalyptic in their presentation (such as

Beres, 1980). Similarly, some analysts, even those who concede

the imminence of nuclear proliferation, counsel against contingency
planning to accomodate recent proliferators dug to what they
perceive as the self-fulfilling nature of such overtures and to the
hance of an accompanying shift away from a general non-

proliferation mentality. I do not subscribe to these assertions. I

am not an advocate of proliferation. however, and do not.,believe it
should be condoned or tolerated merely as a means of reducing
inequalities among nations or even for its possible conflict stabili-
zation effects. But insofar as the present trends and actual
realities testify that nuclear proliferation wlll be a feature of
future international relations, studies must proceed to reveal ways

in which the world can best cope with the spread of nuclear
weapons. ln this final chapter I witl first present a discussion
primarily of the pacification and 'conflict stabilization effects of
nuclear weapons, and the dangers and possible benefits of nuclear
proliferation. The burden of my analysis will be to address the
relationship of nuclear proliferation to the development of world
order and security.
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3.1 Paci n and Civlllzl Effects of Nuclear lVea ns

The paradox of nuclear weapons is that their very destructiveness

and capacity to deliver annlhilation is precisely what guarantees

deterrence and renders nuclear war extremely unllkely. Although

other factors such as economic interdependence and conventional

balances also played a role, Mutually Assured Destruction (MAD),

more accurately reconceptualized as MAS, Mutually Assured Self-

restraint (van Benthem van den Bergh, 1983a), has for nearly

forty years preserved wortd peace - if peace can be described as

the absence of major conventional or nuclear conflicts - through

assuring that the superpowers conduct themselves in a very res-

trained and prudent manner because any direct military con-

frontation could escalate into a nuclear exchange. The terror of

Hiroshlrna and Nagasaki is not easily jettisoned from the conscious-

ness of American and Soviet leaders.

ln prenuclear military terminology the concept of deterrence

referred to deterrence by an adversaryrs military strength, but in

the nuclear age deterrence is based on a commonly perceived

danger and a shared risk - that of nuclear destruction. ln the

theoretical perspective of Waltz, nuclear weapons have been one of

the greatest world forces for good since WWll (Waltz, 1981 ).
Mandelbaum also credlts the deterrent effect of nuclear weapons

for the incredibillty of future nuclear war (Mandelbaum, 1983) .

Currently, there is no other clear alternative to reliance on this

conCept of deterrence, and according to van Benthem van den

Bergh, ,,Tlre MAS relation...is the least dalgerous mili-tary

strateglc situation. giyen the impossibility to return to a nuclear

free world.tr (van Benthem van den Berth, 1983a, p. 15) . Ad-

ditionally, the nuclear revolution has exerted a civilizing influence

on world polltics and nuclear weapons have aCted as an rrexternal

constraint towards self restraintrr(van Benthem van den Bergh,

1983b, p. 3).

Essentlally, there are two opposing perspectives on the via-

bility of nuclear deterrence¡

)

)

)

.)

',J
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Deterrence works because a nation can never be sure that an
adversary will not retaliate.

'beterrence does not work because a nation must be aÞsolutely
convinced of the l-lÏlingness and intentlons of an adversary tb
retaliate or else an attack is invited.

These seemingly lrreconciable views are rooted ln the question of
certainty or uncertainty of response, but, in actuality, it can be

stated: certainty guarantees but uncertainty detersl ln this light,
the deterrent effect of nuclear weapons and of MAS have been

broadened to also apply to the concept of extended deterrence, the
defense of allies and protectorates. Not only do nuclear weapons

reduce the potentiality of regional conflicts, but if a nuclear ex-
change was precipitated, the conflict'would termlnate very quickly
for psychological reasons of crisis management (Luttwak, 1982, p.
47) .

ln conclusion in respect to deterrence, according to most
pragmatic analysts of international relations, nuclear weapons

should be viewed as absolute rather than relative weapons which
retain their utility only in non-use. At this point ¡t should be

mentioned, however, that the future realization of effective ABM

systems, and anti-aircraft and anti-submarine systems as a result
of strategic defense initiatives and other defense developments

could substantially alter the mutual deterrence context, Short of a

comprehensive network, though, mutual deterrence would st¡ll
remain intact, and the simultaneous reallzation of US and Soviet
strategic defense reticulates could even strengthen deterrence.
The following section will extend and extrapolate this nuclear
weapons constraint and deterrence to app¡y to nuclear weapons

proliferation, especially in conflict prone regions.

3.2 The Possible Benefits of Nuclear Proliferation

ln the past, the proliferatlon of nuclear weapons was generally

considered anathema to governmental sectors, opposition parties,



'ì

.,)

,)

)

)

65

the public , and rnost analysts alike . Only two unconventional

schools of thought espoused the virtues of independent, national

nuclear forces: 1) Callois - DeGaulle, and 2, radical Third World'

The Galtois-Decaulle line, popularized by the French military stra-

tegist and French President respect¡vely, emphasized the de-

velopment of national nuclear forces as the only viable option for

nat¡ons to secure the mastery of their own destiny. This school of

thought, originally advanced primarily in the context of the East-

lvest struggle and as a rationale for the French nuclear r¡force de

frapperr, recogized that the nuclear era had evoked a drastic

alteration in world politics whereby nat¡onal possession of a nuclear

retaliatory force rendered attack unfeasible; furthermore, it held

that nuclear proliferation served to reduce inequalities, eliminate

dependence, and guarantee autonomy of decision'

The radlcal Thlrd World school of thought promulgated that

proliferation is not inherently undesirable and is possibly even

beneficial, especially in the developing countries, because of :

firstly, security concerns such as the transplantation of mutual

deterrence, similar to the MAD configuratior't, into the regional

setting; and secondly, probelms of lnegualities such as amelioration

of imbalances in the status quo of the world system, an increase in

the Southrs relative power position compared to the North, the

curta¡lment of the great power arms race, and possible superpower

disarmament (Mazrui, 1980, pp. 76-79).

These unçonventional schools of thought, however, remained

in disrepute; the prevailing belief in the uncalculable, malevolent

dangers of nuclear proliferation remained unshaken among most

parties. The usual anticipated denouement to the saga of nuclear

proliferation was complex and intricate international relations (the

ultimate in brlnkmanship), increased åuperpower and reglonal

rivalries and conflicts, mounting insecurity and paranoia, and the

helghtened possibility of Armageddon. The associated hazards

have been thoroughly documented (see Dunn, 1982; Epstein, 1976;

Beres, 1980; Jacobsen, 1982; Frei, 1982; van Benthem van den
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Bergh , 1983b) . The following list syntheslzes the predominant
dangers of proliferation:

lncreased danger of world nuclear war
NlVSs.

between the present

lncreased mathematical
regional confllcts.

probabllity of nuclear or conventional

The possibility of nuclear chaln reactions or the domino effect
(discussed in the previous chapter).

Greater uncertainty and insecurity in international politics in
respect to both NWSs and NNt{Ss.

5. undermining of defense alliances and nucrear security guaran-
tees.

6. The danger of a greater number of decision makers with
access to weapons, or of a hlgh leadershlp turnover in a new
Nws, and the plausibility that some leaders will be irrespon-
sible, reckless, irrational, or even insane.

7 . The invitation of preemptive attack due to the impossibility of
nuclear newcomers to manufacture and deploy invulnerable,
retaliatory deterrent forces.

8. lnadequate d_evelopment of reliable nuclear weaponsrsafety
systems and c3l to prevent nuclear lncidents and accidents.

9. The risk of terrorist or non-terrltorial groups getting nuctear
weapons.

Recently, there has been a breakdown of the near unanlmity
regarding the adverse consequences of prollferatlon as some

studies have indicated that a world of multlple nuclear powers rnay

be commensurate to a world of conflict stability, and a new line of
theory has emerged among respected academiclans which espouses a

less fatalistic, utilitarlan approach to nuclear proliferation. Led

by Kenneth waltz, author of Ïlrg spread oj Nuçlear weapofrs: More

May. be Better several non-conformist analysts have made bold,
inquisitive advances into the future world of nuclear weapons

dispersion (Waltz, .l981 ; 1983; Intrlllgator and Brlto, 1978; l ggt ;
Brito and lntriligator, 1983; Weltman, t98t /82; Quester, t9B3; and

2

3

4
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Bueno de Mesquita and Riker, 1982 ) . These writers, along with

several others, have bucked convent¡onal philosophy and under-

raken a reconaissance into the possible beneficial or bänign effects

of nuclear proliferation. To one extent or another, each of their

analyses identlfies potential advantages assoc¡ated with the slow

spread of nuclear weapons and rejects the totally malevolent v¡ews

of prollferat¡on.
However, these writers are often mistaken for open advocates

of the nuclear proliferation process. Generally, realizing the

future near inevitability of proliferation, they merely adopt a

pragmatic and prudent, tnquisitive approach to the problem ln an

attempt to reveal the possibility of the derivation of some benefits

and accomodation. The theories of these analysts collectively

constitute a strong rebuttal agalnst many of the aforementioned

dangers of nuclear prol¡ferat¡on and suggest other more appro-

priate policy atternatives w¡th which to address the quest¡on.

First of all, limited nuclear proliferation will have little evi-

dent impact on the bipolar strategic balance of the superpowers or

the likelihood of world conflagration. Waltz, for one, reached this

conclus¡on by deducing expectat¡ons from the structure of the

international political system and by inferring from past historical

events (Waltz, 1981); and tntriligator and Brito, in their quant¡-

tative studies, concur with thls premise ( lntriligator and Brito,

1978; 1981 ; Brito and lntriligator, 1983). One wr¡ter even ven-

tures to say regarding most NNWSs, rrNuclear acqulsition by others

can represent no more than strateglc rrpinpricksrr to the super-

powers.ff (Weltman, 1981182, p. lS7). ln this light, neither

amongst the developing or developed NNWSs ls proliferation likely

to inexorably lead to general world wide nuclear disaster as ¡s so

often asserted. Proliferation in the. Third World will primarily

affect onty regional adversarial standoffs, and further ascens¡ons

of large, industriallzed nations will, apart from possible except¡ons

such as West Cermany., Japan, or a unifled Europe, remain inte-

grated into and subordlnated to the bipolar superpower balance

)

)

)
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(as occurred with the nuclear forces of France and Britain).
Additionally, not only will proliferation fail to result in dis-
continuity in the intractable uS-uSSR nuclear balance, it may also

actually increase world conflict stability due to the increased
uncertainty imposed on all actors (Quester, 1gB3)

Furthermore, defense alliances and security guarantees, which
are part of the overall bipolar configuration, could actually be

strengthened by nuclear proliferation insofar as the us and ussR
would seek to maintain the status quo in order to exert some

leverage over the recent proliferators and to insure their inte-
gration into the strategic balance. New NWSs which are dependent
on defense guarantees will also seek to perpetuate the arrangement
in many instances (Waltz, 1981 , p. 26).

Not only could proliferation have a benign effect on the
current superpower strategic balance, but it could, under certain
circumstances, also be conducive to a world wide general deter-
rence and the promotion of increased regional and global security.
ln essence, the spread of nuctéar weapons coutd be beneficial if it
duplicated the conditions of superpower mutual deterrence in other
world regions such as the Middle East (Feldman, 1gB2), the Korean
peninsula (Weinstein, 1981 ), and the lndian subcontinent. Based

on the belief that nuclear weapons dramatlcally raise the stakes of
potential conflicts and constrain governments to caution in their
actions, many analysts support this hypothesis. The statement by
Waltz, IUncertainty about the course that a nuclear war might
follow, along with the certainty that destruction can be immense,

strongly inhibits the first use of nuclear weapons.rr (Waltz, lgBl ,

p. 12), evidences his supposition of the salutary stabilizing effect
at the regional and local level. Weltman concurs with the primacy
of the uncertainty of success and the response of the other NWSs

as the prime guarantee against regional conflicts as result of
proliferation (Weltman, 1981 l82) .

lntriligator and Brito argue that an expansion of NWSs may

not always be destabilizing and, in some instances, can veritably
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reduce the proþability of calculated nuclear attack or hostilities

between belligerents, and in the reglonal setting the prudent,

caut¡ous behavior of mutual deterrence can be transplanted

(lntriligator and Brito, 1978; 1981 ; Brito and lntriligator, 1983).

Furthermore, each additional NWS prov¡des an added restra¡ning

and stabilizing force on the other nuclear powers due to: 1) un-

certainty over the possible reactions and behavior of each new

proliferator, and 2) the relatively disadvantageous post war situa-

tion of an initiator in a world of a multiple number of NWSs.

Although prot¡ferat¡on initially increases the risk of preemptive

nuclear strikes, with a growlng number of nuclear powers the

probability of contemplated nuclear war w¡ll be reduced to virtual

insignificance ( lntriligator and Brito , 1978, p. 177; 1981 , p. 256).

ln another study Bueno de Mesquita and Riker reached similar

conclus¡ons: as the number of nat¡ons with nuclear weapons in-

creases, the chance of bilateral regional nuclear confl¡ct tem-

porar¡ly is heightened and then drops prec¡pitously to zero after

all nat¡ons are nuclear armed. (Bueno de Mesquita and Riker,

19S2 ) . Assuming nuclear prol¡ferat¡on is unavo¡dab¡e and ir-
revers¡ble and that the probability of conflict is greater between a

NWS and a NNWS than between two NWSs, they arr¡ved at this

hypothetical conclusion. Their work is also rooted in the mer¡ts of

selective nuclear proliferation by the NWSs - the encouragement

and ass¡stance of proliferation of weapons, delivery systems, Cal.

etc. - in certain reg¡ons in order to enhance conflict stability

through reduction of nuclear weapons inequalities and assymetr¡es.

(The concept of selective proliferation will be expanded upon in

later sections. )

Quester also acknowledges that proliferation can exert a

visibte, positive impact in precluding regional conventional and

nuclear encounters (Quester, 1983). tn the context of the spread

of nuclear weapons ¡n the Third World, Weltman, who also believes

that g¡ven enough time regional mutual deterrent postures w¡ll

develop, asserts, rrWeapons that constra¡n governments to restra¡nt
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in their use as a matter of self-interest have proven rnore effective
tlran treaties that attempt to create common interests in reducing
the tikelihood of weapons use and the warbearing potentiat of
crisesf' (Weltman , 1987 182, p. I 44)'. Furthermore, rather than
being disrupted by proliferation the East-west nuclear balance,
along with the application of pressure from the us and ussR,
would mediate and neutralize errant behavior in pairs of ad-
versarial NWSs.

The words of van Benthem van den Bergh, pursuant to
superpower mutual deterrence, can perhaps best summarily explain
these theories of regional conflict stabilization based on minimum

deterrence,rr 'The crucial property of the nuclear age is that the
risk that a nuclear war may come about. no matter how small, will
always be infinitely more important than the possible gains of
whatever military confrontationrr (van Benthem van den Bergh,
1 983a , p. 271.

The foregoing survey and discussion of certain analystrs
views on the regional stabilizing effects of nuclear weapons pro-
liferation assumes a slow and controlled dissemination and largely
repudiates tlre possibility of nuclear chain reactions or the domino

effect. According to waltz, t'lt is not likely that nuclear weapons

will spread with a speed that exceeds the ability of the new

owners to adjust to them'r (Waltz, 1981 , p. 29); similarly, Weltman

has called nuclear proliferation rrself regulatingrr (weltman,

1981/82). Thus, proliferation apparently has what can be termed
a rrterminal velocityrr, a point where further increaseq are unlikely
due to continued constraints and disincentives, difficulties in
adapting to changing circumstances, superpower leverage, and the
finite number of regional standoffs or rivalries

Likewise, the validity of the argument that proliferation
increases the chances of nuclear conflict because some irrespon-
sible, reckless, irrational or insane leaders may gain access to
nuclear weapons can be challenged. Regarding irresponsibility and
recklessness, the N NWSs have learned from the NWSs that there
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can be security and prestige attached to nuclear weapons; hope-

fully, they will also assimilate the NWSs belief that these absolute

weapons only have utility and extend prestige in non-use and in

self-restraint. Furthermore, it cannot be assumed that totalitarian

or authoritarian governments will act without caution since in most

cases they show restraint in international relations, ¡f not in
domestic politics. Rationality, as another concern, is a relative

conception and holds various meanings for different people or

groups. Seemingly irrational leaders have often in the past shown

constraint in crisis situations, based on an awareness of the costs

and benefits, and are unlikely to use nuclear weapons irrationally,

exhibiting a caution and awareness of the costs and risks (Waltz,

1gg1 , p. 1 1 ) . Reinforcingly, weltman argues that the intentions

and rhetoric of supposedly insane or irrational leaders must be

distinguished from their choice of means (Weltman , 1981 182 , p.

191 ). Another important point is that the decision to initiate a

nuclear attack is not actually made by a single individual, and the

power groups of most nations would not permit a permanently

irrational or insane leader to adversely affect nuclear stability.

Thus, in light of the above, new NWSs will probably only use

nuclear weapons if their ultimate survival is at stake, and this is
responsible and ratlonal usage rather than the reverse.

The seem¡ngly insurmountable difficulties of manufacturing

and deploying invulnerable, retaliatory deterrent forces, reliable

nuclear weapons safeguard systems, and C3l; and the concomitant

invitation of preemptive nuclear strikes and heightened possibility

of nuclear accidents are also addressed by several analysts of the

new line of proliferation theory. The conventional wisdom of

nuc¡ear protiferation holds that, rrThe history of strategic delivery

systems repeats itself in different regional contexts, thus multi-

plying in the future the risks of strategic instability as it existed

in the 1950s in major Power relationsrr, (Frei , 1982, p. 170).

Furthermore, the credibility and invulnerability of a nuclear force

relies on the application of several modes of sufficiency including:
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var¡at¡on in delivery systems; numerical levets of warheads and
delivery systems; mobility, hardening, dispersion, or concealment
of delivery systems; the alertness of the military command
(Feldman, 1982); and reliable nuctear weapons safeguard and cal
systems (Frei, 1982, p. 170).

In response, waltz has shown the ability of new Nwss, both
small and medium sized, to manage, protect, and control nascent
nuclear retaliatory forces and provide a credible deterrence (Waltz,
1981, pp. 13-21 ). conversely, lntririgator and Brito, determining
that proliferation lowers the probabitity of calculated attack, iden-
tify the risk of nuclear attack by accident, miscalculation, or
mechanical failure due to faulty or insufficent weapons or ca I

systems as a priority concern. They advise a reorientation of
superpower policy, therefore, away from a proscription of alt
proliferation towards the control and prevention of accldental
nuclear war (lntriligator and Brito, 1gzB, p. l79). Selective
delivery to proliferators of safeguard and cal systems could
partially address this problem (lntriligator and Brito, 1g7g; Bueno
de Mesquita and Riker, lgï2; Weltman, lggl lg}).

waltz has also demonstrated that there is a low probabitity of
preventive or preemptive nuclear attacks against fledgling NWSs

because of adversarial uncertainty of outcome (waltz, 1gg1 , pp.
14-16). others have suggested that, with a limited number of
NWSs, the risk of a preemptive surgical nuclear strike is initially
high, but as the numbers of NWSs expand, the probability of such
an action dwindles due to the possible response of the other NWSs
( lntriligator and Brito, 19st ) ; additionaily, the practice of setec-
tive proliferation of nucldar warheads or delivery systems during
certain crisis situations would diminish the incentives for pre-
emptive strikes (Bueno de Mesquita and Riker, lgïz; weltman,
1981/82). lt is important to note that even a low probability of a

nuclear counter-attack is sufficient for deterring potential bel-
ligerents, so, in time, mutual deterrent postures between newly
nuclearized adveraries will develop, especially given the increaslng



l

)

)

)

)

!J

t5

availability of relatively cost efficient and defensible delivery

systems such as the cruise missile and advanced fighter-bombers.

Summing up the possible beneficial or benign effects of

nuclear proliferation on world politics, Stanley Hoffman has com-

mented:

rrThe spread of nuclear weapons stra¡ns (yet somehow
preserves or engenders) alliances, exacerbates some
existing hostilities while transforming others, and
generalizes the kind of uneveness that has always pro-
vided world poltics with the dynamics of uncertainty, by
establishing links (of enmity and collusion) between
nuclear powers at varying stages of development.rl
(Hoffman, 1966, p. 118).

Table 3.1 exhibits, in graphic form, a juxtaposition of the

theories of five writers on the new school of thought vis-a-vis

their treatment of the popularly acknowledged dangers of pro-

liferation presented earlier. The table displays whether each

theorist identifies beneficiat , benign, or dangerous effects in these

nine categories. Expectedly, the proponents of these theories

have drawn considerable criticism and at times come under scathing

attack from analysts who claim these hypotheses are meretricious,

neglect or inadequately handle certain factors, and generally rest

on tenuous grounds. The most commonly mentioned areas of

weakness are in terms of: stable political systems, regional conflict

stability, invulnerability, second-strike capability, accident-

proofing , irrational or irresponsible usage, nuclear decapitation,

and the down side risk of theoretical faiture (nuclear war) (among

others Dunn, 1982; Russett, 1983; Graham, 1983). One writer has

even labeled these theories as rrnuclear mythologyrr ( Russett,

1983).

Nevertheless, if future nuclear proliferation is apparently

inevitable, these kind of studies are necessary and useful .

Attacking these theories from a too short-term of a perspective,

ignoring future possibilities, is not constructive. Moreover,

although these studies are necessarily abstract and do not pre-
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c¡sely m¡rror real¡ty, they are useful in challenging the traditional

belief of the totally malevolent nature of proliferation. These

theories of the beneficial or benlgn aspects of nuclear spread also

suggest important implications for the following sect¡on on the

world order aspects of nuclear weaons and nuclear weapons pro-

liferation .

3.3 Nuclear Weapons, Nuclea r Proliferation and Future World

0rder
Supposing the continued exlstence of nuclear weapons, nuclear

reliance, and some manifestation of nuclear weapons proliferation,

the aim of this section is to analyze the possible consequences for

world politics, specifically regarding alternative world security

orders. ln this tight, the section will focus on: the procedures of

world order design, isolation of a partlcularly relevant model, and

the relationship of nuclear proliferation to this type of world order

configuration.

3.3a Restruct world secur¡tv order

The study of. future world order and its attendant political, eco-

nomic, diplomatic, security, and social balances is becoming in-

creasingly popular among students of world politics interested in

matters of global design (Beres, 1975, p. xii).
Two types of future world order research ex¡st: design, and

forecasting. Designing refers to attempts to visualize the future

world order that is most desirable and to formulate a strategy to

progress in this directlon; forecasting seeks to isolate the most

probable distant wortd lmage from a number of reasonable alter-

natives. The focus of this section lies on the concept of de-

signing. . lt is also relevant to note, however, that most attempts

to design or forecast future world orders have been hampered by

the lack of a conception of a transition linking the present to the

future and a tendency to invariably envision solutions as a repli-

cation on the global level of the system of authority manifest in
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the current nation-state system (Falk, 197s, p. 200). world order
design also entails either the transformation of the nature of man

or the nature of states (Beres, 1975)

Numerous authors have expounded guidelines for research of
world order alternatives; two sþnificant writers are Beres and
soroos. The former has identified four stages of pranni-ng

Alternative World Futures: values, hypotheses, models, and re-
commendations ( Beres , 1975, p. 52 ) . The latter author has listed:
1 ) value specification, 2) analysis of the present and forecasting
future developments, 3) formulation of designs of worrd futures,
4) evaluation of the designs, and s) drafting transition strategies
( soroos, 1 975, p. 1 2 ) . This section wilt loosely follow a synthesis
of these two procedures in approaching the discussion at hand.

The design and forecasting of alternative world orders' of
security has been a neglected academic field despite the catts by
several writers for restructuring a branch of international relations
into a newly conceived academic discipline of comparative systems
of world order (e.9. Kahn , 1962, p. 351 ; Falk, 1975, p. 21.l).
For the sake of analysis the assumption is made. at this point,
that the most important value specifications of any design of alter-
native world orders are the political aspects, particularly survival
and ultimate security, rooted in international self-restraint and the
absence of nuclear war. ln other words, the imposition of order
on an otherwise anarchical international system. Disconcertingly,
in this vein, owing to the hypothesis of the continued widespread
acceptance of the nation-state system, the seeming permanency of
i¡rternational anarchy and self-help as chqracteristics of world
politics (as described by Mandelbaum, lgB3), and my conjecture of
the tenacity of nuclear weapons deterrence doctrine, proliferation,
and nuclear reliance trends, relatively little has been advanced on

the world order aspects of nuclear weapons. Greater efforts in
this sphere appear appropriate.

Another important hypothesis in any projection of future
world security orders is the perpetuation, or conversely, disinte-
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gration of the contemporary bipolar power configuration. Many

analysts contend that the bipolar balance between East and West

- centered around the US and the USSR, with its tenets of inter-

national anarchy, pursuit of equilibrium, and ordered hierarchy

- cannot be replaced (e.g. waltz, 1981 ; Dunn, 1982; Mandelbaum,

1g77; van Benthem van den Bergh, 1983a; 1983b). short of the

development of a world government and the concomitant disinte-

gration of the anarchlc nation-state system, Mandelbaum suggests,

in trlnternational Stability and Nuclear Orderrr, the continuation of

the present bipolar nuclear regime that has served to minimize

world conflict and hostilities and to proscribe nuclear conflagrat¡on

as the most preferable world security order (see Mandelbaum,

1977 , pp. 1 3-80) .

More ingenuous models, accepting the value spec¡f¡cations and

hypotheses mentiond above, have been devised by other authors'

Adopting a long-term developmental perspective which builds upon

the works of Norbert Elias, one such writer is van Benthem van

den Bergh who has, in Nuclear Weapons and World Order, des-

cribed a poss¡ble future world securlty order based on the premise

that the restraining influence of nuclear weapons on the conduct of

NWSs can develop into a rrfundtional equivalent of the monopoly of

violence of the state at an international levelrrwhich would durably

pacify international relations (van Benthem van den Bergh, 1983b,

p. s). This pacifying and taming function would be achieved by

limited cooperation - especially in terms of crisis management - by

a cooperative consortium of nuclear oligopolists, presumably com-

posed of a NWS roster not much different than the present

grouping, which as such makes up the permanent members of the

Security Council of the U N. However, to properly fulfill that

function, the Security Council permanent members would have to

be expanded to include such countries as lndia, Nigeria, Brazil,

etc. The following paragraph summarily describes the nature of

this world security order model somewhat further:

)

)

)

)
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rrBut the paradox of the nuclear revolution is that
nuclear weapons. precisely because of the nearly apoca-
lyptic threat the-y constitute, may yet begin to'function
as a substitute for a violence and power monopoly at theworld level. That situation can eventually rästrain the
conduct of states without them having to transfer their
sovereignty- to a -world government. What may emerge
then is a form of rrcollective securityt (througir ,rintei-
national sheriffsrr) as conceived by president Rooseveltat the time of the Jalta meeting. But that will not be agreat power condominium, dividing up the world in
exclusionary spheres of influencè or command as
imagined in George orwell's 19g4. ln terms of all other
areas but the nuclear, and perhaps the military in
general, in the economy, political and cultural spheres,
the great powers will not derive many benefits from their
oligopoly, a.s.nuclear weapons cannot be used for posi-
tive political influencer'. (van Benthem van den Bergh,
1 983b, pp. 1 0-1 I ).

The logistics of this world security order require much con-
sideration and attention. For this type of model of the taming of
nuclear weapons and of NwSs to be achieved, the true function of
nuclear rveapons must clearly be understood by the national
governments of all NWSs and NNwss alike. and, furthermore, this
knowledge must be imparted on their citizens to democratize the
popular acceptance of thisrrutopiar. lnterestingly, at the l96g
conference of Non-Nuclear weapons states which paraileled N pr
negotiations, one draft proposal urged for the creation of a multi-
lateral instrument composed of the uN, the |AEA, and the NWSs,
which would positively ensure the security of all N Nwssi the
similarities with van Benthem van den Berghrs rnuclear oligo-
polistsrr postu late are striking.

Given a number of possible alternative future wortd security
orders, this model appears as one of the least dangerous and most
feasible. This thesis, therefore. is an attempt to design a future
model of world security, imposing order on an anarchical system,
by examining the unintended benefits of the existence of nuclear
weapons. However, several formidable hindrances to the reali-
zation of such a durable pacification of international and regional
conflicts by nuclear weapons as a monopoly of viotence can be
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identified: 1) traditional , outmoded strategic thinking, 2) con-

tinued political confl¡cts, 3) future technological brgakthroughs,

part¡cularly in the area of ABM systems, and most in line wlth the

therne of my paper, 4) the destabilization caused by nuclear

weapons proliferation (van Benthem van den Bergh, 1983b, p. 10).

ln respect to this last point, the structure of world order

and international politics under a climate of multiple NWSs has not

received sufficient attention. The next sect¡on will endeavor to

expand upon the relationship of nuclear weapons proliferation to

the consortium of rrinternational sheriffsil or trnuclear oligopolistsr¡

model of future worlcl securitY.

3.3b Nuclear roliferation and world order

lnsofar as the spread of nuclear weapons, nuclear capabilities

options, and nuclear reliance will most likely be features of future

international relations, they obviously are an important con-

sideration of any cogitations of future world security orders; this

is particularly retevant to van Benthem van den Berghrs nuclear

oligopolists modet, which basically is rooted in the continuance of

bipolarity. Since proliferation tends to undermine centralization

and promote polycentrism, at first glance it may seem incompatible

with the aforementioned world order thesis. This dichotomy can

best be addressed by the example of another model of world order.

The political scientist, Stanley Hoffman, earlier advanced a theory

on a future world order based on several hierarchies of power

such as military (nuClear), economic, resourCe strong, etc., which

took into account the regional fragmentation effects of pro-

liferation. Similar to van Benthem van den Berghrs nuclear ol¡-

gopolists model, the paramount category verily is the military-

nuclear hierarchy, a stage of harmony where all NWSs, including

recent proliferators, cooperate as .a trkind of bqardrr managing

conflict pacification and world stability ( Hoffman, 1966, p. 120) .

Hoffmants world security order, however, is rooted in the belief

that an international system of proliferation would not be bipolar

)

J
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but multipolar. Thus, the question of regionalism and poly-
centrism must be placed in proper perspective.

My point of departure is that not only are the relationships
and repercussions of nucleqr proliferation important to any dis-
cussion of alternative world security orders. but ¡t may even

expediently facilitate and be deemed essentiat for certain models

owing to the potential beneficial effects of the spread of nuclear
weapons capabilities. Therefore, in the context of the nuctear
olígopolists rnodel , I will examine some particularly germane

factors: I ) the expedition of the nuclear oligopolists postulate, 2)

strategic defense initiatives, 3) the importance of an enlarged
cooperative consortium of NWSs, 4) selective nuclear proliferation,
and 5) anrreye for an eyerrcode of nuclear behavior.

Expedition of the nuclear oliqopolists model. A world system of
nuclear proliferation would, as mentioned previously, tend to be

multipolar rather than bipolar. This conjecture holds true unless
most new secondary NWSs fell into the orbit of one of the super-
powers, eliciting a minimal effect on the world position of either
or, more importantly, untess the US or USSR cooperate to per-
petuate their hegemonic positions. ln the future, ¡t is possible
that the superpowers, rrenemy-partnersrr, through the normal

course of the development of world politics, adopt a collaborative
approach to maintaining the bipolar nuclear balance and may

eventually perceive their nuclear arsenals as a monopoly of vio-
lence at the international level . However, it is equally, ¡f not
more, realistic that a crisis could provide the catalyst to the
pursuit of major structural changes in the world order. Some

manifestations of this crisis trigger are: a limited nuclear exchange
between the current NWSs, nuclear accidents, the rapid horizontal
proliferation of nuclear weapons, and a small regional nuclear
conflict as a result of nuclear spread (Kahn, 1962, p.333; Dunn,
1982. pp. 168-175; van Benthem van den Bergh, 1983a, p. i7,
1 983b, p. I 0) .
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ln regards to the latter two aforesaid manifestations, as in-

sinuated previously, ¡t is not discountable that the superpowers

engage in preventive and accomodative damage llmiting cooperation,

working together against a commonly perceived threat, rather than

becoming embroiled in the new international developments. ln the

future the precedents of US-USSR cooperation in monitoring and

precluding South African nuclear explosive tests and in putatively

prevent¡ng the lsraeli 1973 deployment of their 'rbombs in the

basement'r, in retrospect, may be perceived as the beating of

distant drums. Thus, faced with a proliferating world or of

further calculated regional nuclear attacks, the superpowers may

be compeled to propose an alternative world order of the control of

nuclear weapons by a world organization, or by a cooperative

consortium of oligopolists (international sheriffs), a further step in

the evolutionary process towards a monopoly of violence and power

on an international level. An unintended possible outcome of

proliferation, therefore, is an end to the arms race and a re-

duction of the risks of world nuclear war or regional confl¡cts.

lndeed, this prospect is not wholly unrealistic ¡f , through this

collaborative action, the superpowers are able to arrest an other-

wise uncontrollable escalation of horizontal proliferation an oc-

currence of mutually extreme consternation.

Strateqic defense initiatives. According to another scenario, faced

with the aforementioned crisis situations, including the spread of

nuclear weapons, the superpowers could be sparked into ac-

celerating progress on comprehensive national ABM defense net-

works which could provide a broad protect¡on from ICBM attack.

A world of proliferation could even serve to induce the US and

USSR to incorporate their resources to achieve an effective stra-

tegic rrarea defenserr for themselves and their allies aga¡nst the

poss¡ble irrational actions of the nuclear newcomers. Discussion on

these strategic defense initiatives has long persisted in certa¡n

esoteric circles, but the issue has been reenergized and brought

into widespread debate by President Reaganrs rrStar Warsrr defense
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speech and more recently by the the 1984 US Presidental election
debates. Although unilateral or disparate development, construc-
tíon, and placement of these ABM systems, especially of the space-
based variety, could be temporarily very dangerous and de-
stabilizing for the superpowers, once organically integrated into
the strategic balance, these futuristic systems coutd further the
credibility of mutual deterrence, albeit along altered criteria , and
provide a defense shield for military installations, ca I infra-
structures, and certain population centers against periphereal
Nwss and stray lcBMrs. ln the long term either out of concerns
of mutual deterrence or in the aftermath of proliferation , the
attainment of preferential ABM area defense networks appears
highly conceivable to some experts.*

Furthermore, as discussed in the second chapter, strategic
area defense systems can also serve as a viable non-proliferation
tool with which to guarantee the long-term viability of extended
deterrence, appease the defense apprehensions of NNWss, and
eradicate certain security incentives to further proliferation.
Either through unilateral extension of ABM area defense protection
or the cooperative internationalization or regionatization of such
systems, the superpowers could place most nations anrl regions
under a strategic defensive umbrella.

However, future technological breakthroughs such as ABM

systems is one of the factors identified earlier as endangering the
future evolution of the nuclear oligopolists model of world security.
ln this light, the enormous complexities of the elaboration of a

totally comprehensive ABM system, capable of repelling a massive
adversarial attack, must be mentioned; the most notable difficulties
are related to problems of identification, overwhelming, decoys,

( lnterview with Ceneral C . C . Berkhof of the Netherlands
Royal Army and an associate of the NllB, Clingendaet, The
Hague, on 17 October, 1984).

*
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electron¡c jamming, and logistical technical details. Addit¡onally,

strategic defense systems cannot provlde protection agAinst cruise

missiles, stealth bombers, suitcase bombs, etc. These compli-

cations collectively represent a seemingly insurmountable barrier to

the realization of a large scale impenetrable strategic defense.

Thus, short of the accomplishment of a comprehensive venture, the

tenets of MAD will remain intact, along with the possible durable

pacification of international relations through nuclear weapons as a

monopoly of violence.

Moreover, if the development of an all-embracing ABM reticu-

late d¡d become a feasible real¡ty as many analysts claim is pos-

sible, the US and the USSR could conceivably share or combine

their technologies to preclude any destabilizing or dangerous

imbalances or vulnerabilities. Strategic defense incentives, hence,

could be integrated into a world secur¡ty order, along the rrinter-

national sheriffsrr model , and ass¡st in the pacification of inter-

national relations, though along different guidelines than originally

conceived. Once advanced ABM systems are deployed, a world

climate much more conducive to negotiating arms reductions may

result.

Enlarqed cooperative consortium of NWSs. Given the intensifying,

discernible trends toward nuclear weapons proliferation and nuclear

reliance, and the potential assoc¡ated beneficial effects, the ac-

comodation of an expanded number of NWSs may even be a funda-

mental requirement for the evotution and widespread acceptance of

the nuclear oligopolists model of future world order rather than an

obstacle as claimed by van Benthem van den Bergh. First of all,

in order for this model to be workable, the ultimate secur¡ty

concerns of all nations must eventually be allayed by either a

national nuClear deterrent, a regional nUclear deterrent, of an

effective NWS security guarantee. As discussed in the previous

chapter, the limited and controlled spread of nuclear ùeapons

capabilities perceptibly enhances conflict avoidance and inter-

)

)

)

)
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nat¡onal power management. Thus, in certa¡n intricate regional
cases such as the Middle East, South Asia, etc., a mutual deter-
rence based on symmetrical national nuclear forces is more potent

than threats or coercion by external NWSs. Moreover, in regards
to the nuclear oligopolists scenario, in the regional context it is

not preposterous to suspect that local nations, if given the option,
would prefer integration into, reliance oñ, or pacification.by, a

regional nuclear force or local dominant NWS than the deterrents of
distant international sheriffs. Lastly, the international or regional
prestige and status aspirations of several more advanced or
latently powerful Third World countries must be fulfilled for sta-
bility to reign in our hypothetical world order. Presumably,

national nuclear forces or nuclear weapons capabilities options may

be the only sound and durable approach to the problem.

Therefore, assuming that proliferation has a terminal velocity,
van Benthem van den Berghrs model of nuclear weapons as a

substitute of the monopoly of violence of the state at an inter-
national level may require not only rlinternational sheriffs" (the

current NWSs), but also the institution of certain regional spheres
of nuclear deterrence manifested in regional I'international depu-
tiesrr , medium and some small nuclear powers such as lndia,
Nigeria, Argentina, Australia, etc. However, the US and USSR

would maintain dominance in such a configuration, their immense

nuclear might, and the tenacious strategic balance acting to

subordinate the periphereal NWSs and to induce compliance to the
objectives of the world order. The superpowers along with the

other NWSs could also engage in what can be termed 'rnuclear
orientationrr, educating the new NWSs (international deputles) of
the most effective methods of nuclear management, mutual deter-
rence, and prevention of nuclear accidents and incidents based on

their past experiences in rrwriting the ground rulesrr for the
nuclear deterrence game. (For example, see Jonesr discussion of
nuclear crisis mangement (Jones, 1984, pp.252-255).)
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W¡th balance of power, collective security, and conflict paci-

fication as the most fundamental aspects, such a future world

security order , characterized by nuclear regionalism and the

placation of regional security and prestige demands through an

enlarged number of nuclear oligopolists, could correspond to

Cliners divisions in hiS work, World Power Assessment, in which he

described eleven politectonlc regional zones of ascendancy (see

Cline, 1975). North America, Eastern Europe and the Soviet

Union, and China are the natural preponderant divisions, with

Western Europe following. (For a discussion of alternatives for

European unity or confederation under such an international hier-
archy see Spiegel , 1972,) The periphereal world regional zones

such as East Asia, South America, southern Africa, etc. ) would

function as t'junior partnersrr in the nuclear weapons consortium.

This model of nuclear regionalism or regionalistic, oligopoly

control of violence at the international level could conceivably

correspond to the administration of regional civil atomic energy

facilities unden an lnternational Fuel Cycle arrangement. ln this

instance, all nations would depend on the nuclear deterrent forces,

as well as nuclear enrichment and reprocessing facilities, of the
trinternational deputiesrr. Similarly to the previous discussion, as

undesirable as ¡t may seem, the catalyst for such a world secur¡ty

order may come from an international crisis such as the pro-

liferation domino effect, nuclear accidents, or a limited nuclear

exchange by the superpowers or by fledgling NWSs.

Selective nuclear roliferation. Another pertinent aspect in terms

of horizontal nuclear proliferation vis-a-vis the nuclear oligopolists

model of future world security is selective nuclear proliferation.

The theory of selective nuclear proliferation rests on the,premise

that in most situations the danger of conflict is greater between a

NWS and a NNWS than between two NWSs; in the event of un-

avoidable proliferation, therefore, a greater number of conflict

prone nations achieving the capability simultaneously would present

I
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an increased ratio of nuclear standoffs and thus obvlate risks of a

nuclear confrontation. The existing NWSs woutd facllitate this
process in a crisis situation by, either unilaterally or in concert,
attempting to remove imbalances in nuclear forces and minimize the
risk of regional conflagrations and preemptive attack by selectively
supplying militarily insecure nations with the nuclear means to
counter their adversarial power. tn essence, the dangers of
assymmetries in nuclear weapons capabilities may be greater than
the risk of expanded ranks of Nwss. The perits caused by gross
imbalances in military capabilities is evinced in the case of the war
between lran and lraq. lraqi chemical warfare against lran, which
possessed no comparable chemical or biological weapons capacity,
demonstrates the possible use of horrendous weapons of war if an

unambiguous disparity exists with no effective defense guarantee
or faculty for commensurate retaliation. ln addition to the above,
the self-interested selective proliferation of certain weapons safe-
guards, and ca I systems to nascent NWSs could expediently
diminish the hazards of nuclear war by accident or miscalculation.

several analysts have espoused the possibte virtues of the
selective transfer of detivery vehicles and warheads, and/or com-
mand and control systems as a plausible future alternative in the
event of the dispersion of nuclear weapons forces or weapons

options (e.g wentz, 1968; weltman 19sl /82; lntriligator and Brtto,
1978; 1981). Bueno de Mesquita and Riker, who berieve technical
approaches and political and institutional disincentives to the
obstruction of proliferation will eventually fail, have provided one
of the most competent studies based on the prisonerrs Dilemma

game and historical evidence supporting nuclear deterrence.
Although not exhorting an overall policy favoring proliferation,
they suggest the transfer of nuclear weapons systems and tech-
nologies, in certain circumstances, as a viable policy reformulation
(Bueno de Mesquita and Riker, lgB2). one major drawback of this
scheme, of course, is that nations are indirectly invited to actuate
a small scale indigenous weapons program in the hopes of receiving
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superior technology ,transfers from the NWSs who will be

attempting to prevent imbalances (Weltman, 1981/82). Further-

more, this utilitarian approach has the potent¡al to be extremely

dangerous if not handled properly.

ln regards to future world alternatives, this concept of selec-

tive proliferation may be integral to the development of the nuc¡ear

oligopolists wortd order thesis characterized by central and

periphereal zones of nuclear weapons as a monopoly of violence

{nuclear regionalism). Thus, in order to maintain conflict stability

and address the securlty and prestige requirements of certa¡n

nat¡ons and regional groups, the international sheriffs may be

compelled to act together to employ selectlve proliferation to these

international deputies as a means to realize the obiective of world

security under the new world order. This concept requires ex-

tensive future studY.

Code of nuclear behavior. Herman Kahn once suggested banning

the first use of nuclear weapons through the institution of an rreye

for an eye" code of nuclear behavior whereby the superpowers

would be responsible for delivering commensurate retaliation

against any initiator of a nuçlear conflict (Dunn, 1982. pp. 168-

170). The implementation of such a code of nuclear conduct, not

regarding the actual plausibility of such a scheme, would go far in

alleviating motivations to a nuclear strike, as well as reducing the

insecurity of NNWSs. Thus, a code of nuclear behavior, if

credible, would drastically reduce incentives to proliferation.

Other analysts have suggested similar proposa¡s to deter the

uSe of nuClear weapons, preserVe deterrence, and prevent prg-

liferation whiCh entail the transfer of nuclear weapons. Frye has

advocated a plan whereby all NWSs, iointly or individually, would

guarantee that any NNWS subjected to nuclear attack or aggression

would be provided with immediate access to nuclear weapons sys-

tems to deliver a retaliation in kind ( Frye , 1 976) . Garwin has

proposed a similar, though more feasible, plan; the NWSs would
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designate a certain section of their arsenals to be controlted by
international or multinational groups for the specific purpose of
providing protection or commensurate retribution for any NNWS

subjected to aggression involving nuclear weapons (Carwin, 1977,
pp. 131-132) .

Such unorthodox theoretical proposals could, if enacted,
prohibit nations from precipitating a nuclear attack under any
circumstances or conditions. Thus, some manifestation of these
rrt¡t for tatr¡ codes of nuclear behavior, which may involve the
functional equivalent of the concept of selective proliferation, have
the potential to elicit the durable pacification of international
relations and the taming of nuclear weapons and the NWSs, the
primary precept of the nuclear oligopolists thesis of world order.
lndeed, such a plan may be an inherently essential component of
this model; rrinternational sheriffsrr or regional rrinternational

deputiesrr would guarantee proportional retaliation against a nuclear
conflict initiator or, conversely, would furnish 'rlynch mobrr nuclear
retaliatory forces to any NNWS subjected to such aggression.
However, such actions are not intended to be carried out and it is

their threat which would restrict deviations from acceptable inter-
national behavior. Thus, nuclear weapons as a monopoly of vio-
lence would eventually pacify all potential conflicts and, as stated
in the context of codes of nuclear behavior, rrOnce acquired, the
sole purpose of nuclear weapons would be to deter the use of
other nuclear weapons.rr (Dunn , 1975, p. 160). Furthermore, a

no first use code of nuclear conduct would substantlally reduce
proliferation propensities through assuaging the security require-
ments of NNIVSs and eliminating many of the existing proliferation
motivations.

However, the obstacles to the adoption and lmplementation of
an "eye for an eyerr code of nuclear behavior are formidable, the
most paramount difficulties being: the continuatlon of superpower
competition, clashes of NWS interest, the question of retaliation
against an ally, contradictory inherent political values, the de-
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termination of commensurate retaliation, the possibility of reprisal

counter-deterrence by the initator, and, most importantly, the

ethical and moral considerations of t¡t for tat retaliations (see

Dunn, 1979, pp. 161-163). These obstacles and constraints os-

tensibly collectivety indicate the unfeasibility of such an attempt to

pacify world politics. However, as dlscussed previously, after the

hypothetical future occurrence of one of a number of nuclear

crises, the world may be more receptive to measures to prectude

further cases of such incidents; thus, the NWSs as well as NNWSs

may voluntarily collude in the formulation and acceptance of a code

of nuclear behavior which prevents further use of nuclear weapons

and forestalls the necess¡ty of the dispersion of nuclear weapons.

These propositions of codes of nuclear conduct - as with the other

previously discussed speculat¡ve prOposals related to nuclear

weapons, nuclear proliferation, and world security order such as

selective proliferation, and strateglc defense initiatives - deserve

much further careful study and reflection.
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The uncontrolled proliferation of nuclear weapons is now re-
emerging as a predominant concern of both nuclear weapon states
(NWSs) and most non-nuclear weapon states (NNWSs), and as a

priority item of international relations. Since the genesis of the

nuclear era the world has witnessed the actual ascension of only

six nations to the nuclear weapons ranks, the US, USSR, UK,

France, China, and lndia, owing at least partially to the elaborate

non-proliferation regime devised by the NWSs and the other
suppliers of nuclear materiel and technologies. The Nuclear Non-

Proliferation Treaty (lfPT) is the centerpiece of this regime.

Through the 1970s and 'l980s, developments in the world

system and the emergence of certain realities have indlcated that
the current proliferation context may be drastically altered in the

future. Most significant are the realizations of the contlnued

existence of nuclear weapons and the anarchic world system,

characterized by the absence of formal order and by reliance on

self-help for security. As a result, there have been increasing

world tendencies toward nuclear proliferation and growing as-

pirations to attain nuclear weapons status or a weapons capability,
primarily for reasons of security and prestige. Out of the popu-

lation at risk, the group possesslng the technlal capability to
manufacture nuclear weapons and considered the most feasible

future proliferators, this is most vividly evidenced by the current
nuclear posture of lsrael and South Africa, the probable short
term ascent of Pakistan to the elite nuclear weapons club, and

Argentinars shift from a low to a high nuclear propensity as a

result of several domestic and international problems. The most

comrnon future path to proliferation, however, will be through the

nuclear capabilitles option pursuing a weapons program to the

threshold of a demonstrated capac¡ty. ln this light, a recon-

ceptualization or clarification of prollferation = and of a nuclear

weapons state, which rnore adequately conforms to contemporary

trends, must be formulated.
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Along with the trends toward actual weapons proliferation, a

drift toward rrnuclear rellancerr can be discerned. Thus, in lieu of

a nat¡onat weapons capabllity, many countr¡es are now dependent

ofì, or seeklng Éofne secur¡ty or deterrence through, nuclear

weapons. Thls phenomenon is man¡fested rnost clearly in demon-

strated NIVS status, nuclear defense alliances, bilateral nuclear

security guarantees, the development of a nuclear weapons optlon

(near nuclear), de facto or informal nuclear protection, and, most

sweepingly, by the positive defense guarantees embodied in the

NPT. This phenomenon is also reinforced by a type of rrnuclear

weapons conditioningrr, a psychological attltude that can be equated

w¡th t'getting used tort or rrlearning to llve withl nuclear weapons

and their latent promisé for deterrence, stabillty, and reduced

world conflict.
These prolivities toward Var¡ous forms of proliferation and

essentiat nuclear reliance have also been fueled by several con-

temporary factors influencing the future probability of pro-

liferation. For one, there ls an organic connection between the

ongoing development of civll nuclear energy and the application of

nuclear technologies to mllltary purposes in both developed and

developing countr¡es, partlcularly given the poss¡b¡l¡ties of future

widespread use of new sensit¡verrproliferation pronetr nuclear

power technologles (i.e. uranlum enr¡chment and reprocessing, and

breeder reactors) in a plutonium economy. Secondly, there is a

link between future proliferation and the disarmament efforts of

the current NWSs. lt is structurally extremely difficult, if not

actually undeSirable, for NWSs to achieve the type of limitations on

vertical proliferation (superpower arms race) as the N NWSs

demand; therefore, the great powers have drawn scathing cr¡tlc¡sm

in their dlsarmament efforts. This, in essence, also lends a

further legitimacy to the rrbombrr. A third factor is the numerous

inherent weaknesses of the NPT which have emerged, suggest¡ng

grim implicatlons for the future of this non-proliferation device.

Lastly, the technical, economic, and political constraints against

proliferation have been eroding steadily.
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Thus, partially on the basis of these factors the conclusion

has been reached that the future horizontal spread of nuclear

weapons is almost axiomatic, only the extent and pace are still
undetermined. However, the expanslon of NWSs will not be an

uncontrolled dynamic process because of continued dlsincentives

and efforts by the present NWSs and other international efforts to

constrain and discourage the nuclear rrdomino effectrr; nonetheless,

the future proliferation of nuclear weapons and the continued

strengthening of nuclear reliance appear inevitable

This occurrence could produce increased superpower and

regional rivalries and conflicts, mountlng insecurity , and the

heightened possibility of a nuclear Armageddon. On the other

hand, it is also possible that a world of multiple NWSs ls tanta-
mount to a world of stable, pacified international relations and

reduced conflicts. This hypothesis is based on three assumptions:

1) the imminence of nuclear proliferatlon and the need to ac-
comodate newcomers,

2) that nuclear weapons have a potential tamf ng or pacifying
effect which is responsible for the self-restralnt evidenced by
the actlons of the current NWSs and which wlll not be easily
undermined by proliferation, and

3) contrary to the conventional belief,
elicit several beneficial or benign
relations.

nuclear proliferation may
effects on international

This latter assumption, espoused by several analysts of a new

line of thought concerning proliferatlon, is rooted in the premlse

that the danger of war is greater between a NWS and a NNWS than

between two NWSs; theíefore, an increased ratlo of nuclear stand-

offs, especially in conflict prone regions, could mlnimize the

dangers of conventional or nuclear confrontation. lt certainly

must be realized that there may be many rlsks associated with the

proliferation of nuclear weapons but there could be even greater

dangers from rigld opposltlon ln the face of the unavoidable.

Thus, the future international system wlll have to accomodate a

multiple number of NWSs.
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Assuming that nuclear weapons have ln the past, and will in
the future, elicit a rrconstralnt towards self-restraintr¡ on natlons

and regional groupings in internatlonal relatlons, and that the

nuctear weapons genie cannot be rrwlshed awayrr or stuffed back

into the bottle, lt ls increaslngly evident that nuclear weapons

could evolve into a substltute for the monopoly of violence and

power of the state at an international level. (van Benthem van

den Berth, 1983b). ln the context of this rrnuclear oligopolistsrl

model of world order, cons¡derations of nuclear prollferation and

nuclear reliance are intrinslcally important, especially in their

impact on educing or even facilitating an alternative international

system for the maintenance of world peace, short of a world

government, through a Cooperative cOnsortium of rrinternational

sheriffsrr.
Reflections on the relationshlp of a world security order and

nuclear proliferation to speculative future proposals such as selec-

tive proliferation, international fuel cycle arrangements, strategic

defense initiatives, code of nuclear behavior, etc. are essential

and merit further careful study. ln any case, it is highly likely

that a larger numþer of NWSs and the institution of certain

regional spheres of nuclear deterrence, manifested in. regional
rrinternational depUtiesrr, must be accomodated into a new world

order of politico-military security based on nuclear weapons as a

monopoly of internatlonal violence. The possible unintended out-

comes of increased proliferation and nuclear reliance, therefore,

are an end to the arms race and a reduction of the perils of world

nuclear war or regional conflicts.
Returnlng to considerations of the present, given the in-

creasing world tendencies toward nuclear weapons proliferation and

nuctear reliance, the continued resldual views of the social and

economic benefits of uninhibited access to all civilian nuclear

energy technologies, Third World disatisfaction with superpower

disarmament efforts, the inherent weaknesses of the NPT, and the

erosion of non-proliferation constraints, the forthcoming 1985 NPT
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Review Conference may prove a crucial juncture for the current

non-pro¡¡feration regime, one which could portend the future col-

lapse of the sytem. Perhaps the 1995 NPT expiratlon date?

Primary Conclusions

I have arrived at three primary concluslons based on my research

into the contemporary issues influencing nuclear proliferation, the

current system of international politlcs, future nuclear proliferation

trends, and the conflict stabilization and world order effects of

nuclear weapons and nuclear proliferation. They can be identified

as follows:

1) Based on the current trends ln world tecl,rnological advance-
ments, the continued attractlvenesg of civil' nuclear energy
and new sensitive facilities, the characterlstics of the present
world politlcal system, dissatisfaction wlth the performance of
the existing non-proliferation regime, perpetual internatlonal
tensions, aña possible recent entries lnto the nuclear club, a

future increase in nuclear proliferation or dependence on
nuclearweaponsdeterrenceappear5unavoidable.

The imminent proliferation of nuclear weapons and the com-
pounding of nuclear reliance could exert a stabllizing .e.ffect
on inteinational and regional conflicts; however, it will in-
herentty necess¡tate drastic transformations of the, current
world fotiticat order to, in a utllitarlan manner, accomodate
the nuclear newcomers and institutionallze nuclear weapons
and nuclear regionalism as the bindlng forces of a new al-
ternative world security order based on nuçlear weapons aS a

monopoly of violence at the internatlonal level.

Since little has been done slnce the 1980 NPT Review Con-
ference to address the questions and complaints of NNWSs,
primarily the Third World, concern¡ng the^ provisions of the
ireaty, the impending fall lg85 Review Conference, in all
probábility, witl onóe again be the scene of severe
grievances, unresolvable disputes, scathing attacks on the
ñWSs, and seemlngly insurmountable obstacles. However,
there will be certãin changes in emphasis from previouS
gatherings. Consequentty, the conference could witness the
ãctual õr threatened withdrawal of several current sig-
natories, possibly portending the demise of the present non-
proliferation regime.

2)

3)

l
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ADDENDUM

PROSPE CTS FOR THE FORTHCOMING 1985 NPT

REVIEW CONFERENCE

The Third Revlew Conference of the Partles to the Treaty on the

Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons will be held at Geneva,

Switzerland, in the Fall of 1985 with the primary purpose of

assuring that the objectives and provislons of the NPT are being

reallzed. Since the lnception of the NPT in 1970, two similar

review conferenceg have been held at Geneva, the first in 1975

and the second in 1980. The 1975 Revlew Conferences adopted a

final consenÊus which reafflrmed the objective of the NPT as well

as the commltments of the signatories. The 1980 Review Con-

ference, however, wag uanble , to adopt a final consensus

declaration, primarily due to disputes over certain implementation

of its provisions. The Conference did, though, reconfirm the vlew

that the N PT retained lts viability as a useful tool in efforts to
prevent the spread of nuclear weapons.

But the proceed¡ngs of both past Review Conferences, were

conducted under an aura of negatlvism, misunderstanding, and

dissatisfaction, especially persuant to alleged superpower insen-

sitivity to the'demands and needs of the NNWSs and the entire

world community concerning the peaceful benefits of nuclear

energy, superpower dlsarmament, and failure of the Comprehensive

Test Ban Treaty negotiations. Epstein has stated regarding the

1975 Conference:rrthe actions of the two superpowers seemed

almost deliberately calculated to anger the Third World countrles

without heed as to whether this might do danger to the NPT|'.

(Epstein , 1976, p. 253). Slnce the NIVSs have retained a veto

power at the NPT Review Conferences, the NNWSTs numerous

proposed amendments to the Treaty were defeated because of

superpower opposition. still the overwhelming majority of the

signatories dld not question the foundations of the NPT but only

critlcized the failures of its provisions.
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Glven the increasing world tendencles toward nuclear wcapons

proliferation, the residual views of the social and cconomic beneflts

of easy access to all civil nuclCar energy technologies and

facilities, Third World dissatisfaction wlth superpowcr disarmament

efforts, and the inherent weaknesses of thc NPT, the forthcoming

1985 N PT Review Conference could once again witness extreme

disagreement and discordance.

Almost certainly, dlvergent vlews will exist amongst varlous

groups over the objectives of the Conference, the future lmple-

mentation of the treaty, and the future need to strengthen certaln

aspects of the NPT. The NWSs, as well as several other of the

nuclear suppliers, generally favor the Status quo and wlll npst

likely only emphasize the continued link between the civil and

military uses of nuclear energy and urge strengthened and

broadened safeguards on clvil nuclear facilities and sanctions

against viotators. They will also push for wider adherence and

ratification of the NPT.

Conversely, the rnajorlty of the NNI{Ss, spearheaded by the
tf Croup of 77tt and the Non-Aligned Movement, will strive to con-

solidate their position in order to make a critlcal examination of the

N PT's precepts, and the fulfillment .thereof, and to remedy any

evident deficiencies. As at past Revlew Conferences the demands

of the NNWSs can be expected to centcr around three themes: 1)

the development of peaceful nuclear energy, 2) superpower arms

control and disarmament, and 3) securlty guarantees. The NNWSs

in atl likelihood will once again stress the importanÇe of eliminating

the Treatyrs inherent d¡scrimination

ln the past the paramount issue for Íþst NNI{Ss was the

peaceful development of atomic energy. The common perception

was that the NWSs and other nucleaf suppliers had reneged on

their pledges to promote civll nuclear energy to lts fullest extent

for the signatories of the NPT and were, in actuallty, extending

preferential treatment in nuclear materlals and technology to non-

parties. But because the ambitious future plans for nuclear
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energy in most nations have been considerably sC¡led back in

recent years', at least for the short and medium term, this concern

should assume relatively less precedence at the 1985 Conference.

However, lt can be suspected that the nuclear suppllers, and

partlcularly the US, wlll be blamed for the current depressed state

of the nuclear ênergy industry and that there will be continued

calls for preferential treatment for NPT ratiflcants, especially

Third World countrles. MOst of these statements, of course, will

be only traditional rhetoric.
What should emerge as the predominant topic of the debate in

1985 is the issue of superpower commitments to disarmament. Most

N NWSs view vertical prollferation (the superpower arms race) as

being organically linked to horizontal proliferation, so they con-

sider dlsarmament vltal. At the original NPT negotiations in 1968.

the Minister of State for Forelgn Affalrs of the United Kingdom,

Fred Mulley, stated, persuant to the sendlng debate over dis-

armament, ,,ÌT€ are all given flve years notice the two major

nuclear powers partlcularly - to produce real p/ogr"r, towards a

better and saner world.rr ( Unlted Nations, 1968, p. 6) . This

progress was not real¡zed by 1975 however, certainly less by 1980,

and the current lmpasse ln all arms control negotiations-..could be

the dismat low polnt in this pursuit. This, disarmament could

emerge as the prlmary toplc of debate in 1985.

Reinforcing thls, recent events indlcate that neither super-

power, nor the other NWSs, ls anxlous to assuage the disarmament

and arms control demands of the NNWSg. These events and oc-

curences, which will also be points of dlscussion themselves at the

1985 Conference, lnclude:

2

The 1983 Soviet walkout of all arms control talks and the
current comprehenslve arms control quandary.

The US refusal to rellnqulsh its rrflrst userr policy.

The Sovlet repudiatlon of US offers to return to negotiations
which combine all types and categories of nuclear weapons,
both offenslve and defensive, and including space based
(BBC World Service, 1 JulY, 1984).
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The announcement that the US, breaklng with past nuçlear
test policies, has been conceallng an undlsclosed number of
nuclear explosions.

The refusal of France and China to sign thc Limlted Test Ban
Treaty and Francers announcement that it will contlnue openly
testing in the Pacific atolls until at least the year 2000 (BBC
World Service, 4 October, 19S4). (At the Unlted Nations,
France has come under scathing critlcism for these practices,
particularly from the South Pacific Forum ( BBC World
Service, 11 October, 1984)).

6

7

The refusal of the US to renew efforts to ratify
negotiated Threshhold Test Ban Treaty (TTB
Peaceful Nuclear Exploslons Treaty (PNET).

the already
T) and the

The Reagan Administrationrs apparent lack
disregard ln resuming negotlations on the
Test-Ban Treaty (CTB).

of interest and
Comprehenslve

B. The attempts by both the US and USSR to extend the arms
race into space with new Anti-Satellite (ASAT) and Anti-
Ballistic Missile (ABM) systems.

Thus, because of specific instances such as the above, and

the unlikelihood of meaningful disarmament in the foreseeable

future due to superpower problems and constraints (discussed in

Chapter I ), the issue of disarmament should supplant the de-

velopment of peaceful nuclear energy as the priorlty ltem on the

agenda.

The issue of NWS security guarantees for NNWSs, either

positive rractivisttr or negative rrpaClfistrr, may assume a relatively

greater urgency. Most N NWSs have been disconcerted wlth the

credibility of past security pledges through the N PT and have

been clamoring for rþre vlable guarantees. The US refusal to

adopt a negative trno first use'r posture will reinforce these appre-

hensions. ln essence, these inCreaSed demands for rellabale

security guarantees further compound the exlstence of the pheno-

menon of nuclear reliance (Chapter 2).
Another emerging topic at the 1985 Conference could be that

of full adherence to the obligation to refraln from the manufacture

or purchase of nuclear weapons. Therefore, the queStlon of
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amblguous proliferatlon wlll bs important, and countries such as

lsrael and Souin Afrlca, suspected prollferators, could be sub-

jected to an overwhelmlng round of condemnatlon' (lsrael wlll also

rnost tikely be censuted by most N NWSs, prlmarily the Third

World, for lts 1981 preventive bombing of lraqrs Osirak nuclear

research reactor). Many N NWSs and NVrlSs are now becoming

increasingly concerned that the provisions of the NPT are not

adequate to arrest the drift toward open proliferation or to a

weapons capability optlon. ln regard to the latter, the NPT ln no

way restricts ratificants from conducting RêD and initial pre-

parations for a nuclear weapons capacity up to the point of out-

rlght manufacture or testlng; thus, as discussed in Chapter 2,

there is a discernible world drift to nuclear weapons options'

Unfortunately, the NPT is not structurally capable of addressing

the situations of amblguous prollferatlon and nuclear weapons

options, both potentially dangerous trends; one of the pr¡mary

problems is the Treatyrs insufficlent deflnition and concep-

tualization of nuclear proliferatlon ( Chapter 1 and Chapter 2l .

Thus, at the 1985 Conference an effort may be lnitiated by certain

N NWSs to formulate a new conceptualizatlon of nuclear pro-

liferation, one which rnore adequately conforms to the current

realities of the spread of nuclear weapons and nuclear caþäOilities.

concerning the attendance at thè event, past NPT Review

Conferences usually had rather dismal turnouts of signatory

nations and observers; thê 1985 Conference, however, should see

a much futter complement of the 124 slgnatorles due to the in-

creasing internationat significance of the matter. Furthermore,

additional nations may declde, or be persuaded, to ratify the

Treaty. As a result of the 1980 Conference, six countries:

Bangladesh, Barbados, Egypt, lndonesia, sri Lanka, and Turkey,

ascended to the NPT. lt can be expected that the NWSs, PâF-

ticularly the US, will urge non-parties to sign and will advocate

broader international adherence and compllance to the Treatyrs

precepts. As a result of these actions a number of additional

small countries, such as the newly independent Caribbean micro-
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states, may join the ranks. However, it.wlll be exceedingly d¡ffi-
cult for the NPT members to convince the larger rnrc dctermincd

N PT holdouts, such as lndia, South Africa, lsrael , Paklstan,

Brazil, and Argentina, of the expedlency and advantages of ratifl-
cation. One large natlon which may slgn in 1985 is Spaln since

adherence to the NPT is a necessary condltlon for the countryrs
full integration into NATO.

But the more important questlon ln 1985 môy not bc how many

nations will join, but how many nations will wlthdraw throughout
the course of the assuredly tulmultuous proceedlngs or at the close

of the Conference. Up to this point, tho NNIISs have reliod only

on the passing of unblndlng resolutions, or of proposing amcnd-

ments destined for defeat, as a means of protest against what they
perceive as the insufflcient fulfillment of provlsions of the. NPT,

but in 1985 they may utillze a more powerful tool of persuaslon,

namely their right of wlthdrawal in case of rrextraordinary eventsrr.

Therefore, it may require a monumental effort on the part of the

NWSs, other nuclear suppllers, and the devoted NNÌ{Ss to prevent

numerous current adherents from abrogating the Treaty. As

expressed by one writer, rrThe threat of withdrawal from the

treaty must be taken seriously. The 1985 Review Conference

might well be the grandstand from which a group of nön-weapon

countries choose to dramatize their exeunt from the treaty.rl
(Duffy, 1982, p. 209). ln this ínstance lt ls concelvablc that in
the late 1980s the NNWSs, led by the Third World, could organlze

another Conference of Non-Nuclear Weapons States, slmilar to that

held in 1968, to further air thelr complaints and to conslder the

future of nuclear prollferation and the non-prollferatlon regime.

It would not at all be surprlsing ¡f, at the 1985 Conference,

the members wlll once again fail to agree on a flnal communique

due to the anticipated sharp disagreements over postures, per-

ceptions, and approaches. Thus, the Revicw Conference could

conceivably conclude that the N PT is an lnherently :flawed and

outdated convention - the death knell for the Treaty. According
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to the NPT Antlclc X, thc Trcaty shall come up for renewal in

1995, at whlch tlme lt c¡n bc renegotlctod, rdhcred to intact for a

further length of tlmc, or Scrappod ln lts entircty; therefore, 1995

will prove the true lndlcator of the futurc of nuclear prol¡feration

and of the course of lnternatlonal relations.
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CLOSSARY OF ABBREVIATIONS

Anti-Ballistic Missile

Australia, New Zealand, and Unitcd States Treaty

Organizatlon

Command, Control, Communlcatlons, and lntelligence

Comprehenslve Test Ban Treaty
European Nuclear Force

Federal Republic of Germany

lnternational Atomic Energy Association

lntermedlate-range Nuclear Forces

lnternational Nuclea¡. Fuel Cycle Evaluation

Mutually Assured Destructlon

Mutually Assured Self-restraint
Multilateral Force

North Atlantic Treaty Organlzation

US Nuclear Non-Prollferatlon Act

Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons

Non-Nuclear Weapons State

Nuçlear l{eapons Free Zone

Nuclear Weapons State

Peaceful Nuclear Ëxplosion

Strategic Arms Llmltatlon Talks

Security Council Resolution

Strategic Defense lnitiatlve
South East Asia Treaty Organizatlon

Strategic Arms Reductlon Talks

West European Union

cal
CTB

ENF

FRG

IAEA

INF

I NFCE

MAD

MAS

MLF

NATO

NNPA

NPT

N NWS

NWFZ

NWS

PNE

SALT

SCR

SDI

SEATO

START

WEU
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Appendix 3

World Nuclear Power Reactors (as of 31 December, 19821
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A¡¡pendlx 3 _(cont. )

World Nucl.ear Power Reactors(as of 31 peceri"r , 19821
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Comprehenslve Listlng of NPÍ Slgnatorlea

Situarion on 3l Docsbcr l!83 vtth rup.ct to tba conclu¡lon o! te!¡¡u¡rd¡ rgr.ertnta
between t,ha tt.ncy and non-nuclott-T..¡tq¡ lt¡È¡r fn corn¡ctlon riÈh tlPT
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9./ 'ft¡G r.l.v¡ñt nfrgurrdr .gr.-.nt raf.rr to both Xtl ¡¡a ì,ha Îl¡Èalolcc tt.¡ty,
gJ 1tr. tlPl trlr¡urrdr.gr....nt r¡t,h Daâ..st (¡XtCtRC,/¡?al , la torcr ¡tær I hr6h lt?Z, h¡r boca rrplrced b¡rth. ¡9r...'.ñ3 ot 5lglll lr?t b.tr.ar¡ tb. nolt-nr¡olaas-rr rs g!.¡.. of ntl¡l¡t, lulÀ1u.rÉ th. ú*y(¡x¡ctrc/¡t3, br¡t .rllI epgtlor to cho t¡ro. t.hâa..
y ln .gr.-.nÈ h.d .I.o brcn ooncludtd fn rorgoct of tt¡o Ltò.3ltnaa lñtlt¡.t (tl?c¡rc,/¡2t¡ .

.nÈ.rad ¡nto forca on 5 Jun¡ 1173.
Itlt airt..âÈ

!/ Ît¡r loltorlng 8t.È.r hrd rlgnd tllt but not t.t r¡ttlt.a ¡t,r 6lcbh, s ¡ ü¡ly ttatr tút|lt. ût
15 À¡gu.c traat lrfntd.d .ôd Dò¡9c, .ñ 2¿ à¡9ult ItOa, ¡¡d thr l1rr Ató.f.|lr¡tlfcr t tt ¡rtrLr ¡tal.

U Ît'r .pPllc¡tlcl! ot âtñay ..f.|l¡lrô. lô or.æa l¡¡aôr the qt¡cüt ttclrc/¡la, grortrtorlly ln lorot tlaoe¡ å.rch ll?2, rtr ¡utpr¡d¡l oô It DG-.r llllr at râ¡ot aat. eßa..o n¡¡¡ 3o t¡a .framG ot5 
^9rll 

tt?t lt¡te¡fc/I9ll batü..tl !b. n¡r-ùual..t-r..ro tt.t.. c! Atl¡|Ût, ntf¡l$t ¡|rd *¡ t|¡ror.
1/ ît¡. .9r.r.r¡È vlÈh Luru ant.r.¿ lnÈo forc. on l! þrll lf!|.

Excerpted from: IAEA, The Annual Re t for 1983. Vlenna, 27 Augustr l9i
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