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Introduction

When the United States and China signed a nuclear cooperation agreement during
President Li Xiannian's visit to Washington in July 1985, a controversy over
nuclear cooperation with the People's Republic of China, which began with the
initialing of the agreement during President Reagan's visit to China in April
1984, was rekindled. As of thi3 writing, the agreement lies before Congress
for review and will come into effect some time in 1986, unless Congress
either acts to disapprove it by the passage of a joint resolution, or somehow
persuades the President to withdraw it.

The initiation of nuclear cooperation with China poses unique challenges
to the achievement of the multiple objectives of U.S. policy. The China nuclear
market presents attractive (though at times overstated) commercial opportunities
for the United States, and nuclear cooperation would reinforce U.S. efforts to
achieve closer political relations with China. Despite these potential advan-
tages, a consensus within the United States that the terms of cooperation
proposed are consistent with U.S. non-proliferation objectives has not yet
occurred.

China is the first Communist state, and the first nuclear weapons state,
with whovn the United States has entered into a bilateral agreement. China is
also an underdeveloped country, but it is one with a difference. Tt has a
substantial industrial capability, including a well-established nuclear industry
and R&D system. Its further industrial development, however, is severely
constrained by shortages of electric power. China's unique history has made it
particularly sensitive to issues of sovereign prerogatives, and helps explain
why the terms of cooperation proposed in the U.S.-PRC agreement are themselves
"unorthodox."



China's Interest In Nuclear Power

In energy terms, it is sometimes helpful to think of coastal China as a
country separate from the rest of China. Although China has abundant energy
resources in its fossil fuel reserves and hydropower potential, these resources
are far from the coastal cities where the greatest energy demand is concentrated.
China thus can be thought of as an energy poor but technology rich country, not
unlike some of its East Asian neighbors such as Japan. Just as nuclear power's
promise of substituting technology for energy has appealed to the Japanese, the
Chinese reason that it also seems an appropriate option for coastal China.

Nuclear power also has appeal on environmental grounds. The widespread
burning of coal in China's cities has created serious air pollution problems.
Nuclear power, while not without its environmental hazards, is seen as a
contribution to the solution of these particular pollution problems.

The appeal of nuclear power is further conditioned by the existence of a
large nuclear community in China (something Japan did not have when it launched
its nuclear power program in the mid-1950s). The nuclear industry reportedly
employs more than 100,000 people, including 10-20,000 scientists and engineers,
and has enjoyed priority allocations of manpower and investments for almost
thirty years.1 Until recently, howeverv this community was largely committed
to military work.

Under the priorities of the current "Four Modernizations" program (indus-
try, agriculture, science and technology, national defense), however, national
defense has been assigned the lowest rank of the four, and the defense industry
has been instructed to use Its abundant human and material resources to serve
the civilian economy. From the viewpoint of China's central declsionmakers,
the nuclear industry is thus an important national resource to be used in
attacking the energy problem.

From the viewpoint of the nuclear industry, civilian nuclear power repre-
sents a programmatic opportunity to maintain the industry's prominence; it
has at times been referred to as a "nuclear lobby." China's choice of nuclear
power to alleviate energy shortages in coastal China, thereforef can be under-
stood as more than a rational economic policy decision made after considering
competing alternatives. It should also be seen as a political decision reflect-
ing the interests of a powerful constituency.

The depth of China's commitment to nuclear power cannot be easily deter-
mined. Nevertheless, the importance of the question warrants that It be consi-
dered. China's official target for installed nuclear capacity by the year 2000
is 10,000MWe. Three projects (which, if completed, would represent about
one-fourth of that goal—see Table 1 and discussion below) have been started
and are likely to be completed. A site reportedly has been selected for a
fourth plant.

While China's stated commitment to nuclear power seems strong, certain
questions about it can be asked. First, it is not entirely clear how widespread
the consensus for nuclear power is within China. While there have been some
published analyses of the economics of nuclear power in China which have
attempted to document its overall cost advantages, it is by no means clear how



Table 1 Nuclear Power Plant Construction Plans

Plant Location Capacity Status

Qinshan
("728")

Daya Bay

Zhejiang

Guangdong

300MWe

2x900MWe

Under construction.

Site preparation under way;
Financing being arranged;
Negotiations with foreign

vendors continuing.

Sunan

?

7

7

7

?

Jinshan

Jiangsu

Liaoning

Heilungjiang

Shandong

Jiangxi

Fujian

Shanghai

2x900MWe

2x9OOMWe(?)

2x440MWe(?)

7

1

1

450MWt

Project organization formed;
Bids from foreign vendors

invited.

7

Possible Soviet supply.

7

?

7

Process heat for Jinshan
petrochemical plant;

Feasibility study complete.



thorough these are. Earlier this year, Vice Premier Li Peng was quoted as
saying that nuclear power would only be cost competitive with fossil energy if
China were self-sufficient in nuclear fuels.2

There has been little published dissent on nuclear power within China, but
there has been some. After a visit to China by a representaCive of the World-
watch Institute, for instance, one analyst from the Economics Institute under
the State Planning Commission cautiously concluded in a published article that
nuclear power was inappropriate for China.3

As China's nuclear program progresses, there will undoubtedly be occasions
for China's leaders to reassess the strength of its commitment to this tech-
nology. Cost estimates will become more accurate when they are based on con-
struction experience in China. The scientific community will be more outspoken
in its assessments of nuclear safety, and there will be a better understanding
of whether or not public acceptance will be an issue to contend with. For the
moment, it is safe to assume that China's commitment is strong. The extent of
its nuclear program reinforces this assumption.

China's Nuclear Program

China's interest in, and commitment to, nuclear science and technology go
back to the early 1950s when research was begun in the areas of nuclear physics
and nuclear chemistry. By 1954, China was in active discussions with the Soviet
Union for assistance in atomic energy. The Soviets subsequently supplied China
with a heavy water research reactor, assisted in the establishment of the
Institute of Atomic Energy of the Chinese Academy of Sciences (CAS), and provided
other forms of technical assistance.

The latter included the training of Chinese scientists and engineers in
the Soviet Union, 140 of them at the advanced research facility at Dubna,
where physicist Wang Ganchang served as deputy director during the height of
Sino-Soviet collaboration. A number of China's current leaders in the nuclear
field, such as Peng Shilu (vice minister of the Ministry of Water Conservancy
and Electric Power), were Soviet trained. With the deterioration of Sino-Soviet
relations in the late 1950s, China was forced to rely mainly on its own efforts
to continue its nuclear development.

The Chinese efforts in nuclear technology until the early 1970s were
largely weapons related, although significant progress in the uses of radio-
isotopes was also made. For instance, over 1.700 instruments using radioiso-
topes are in use in a variety of industries.^ There are reportedly some 20
research institutes specializing in radioisotopes, over 100 radiation facili-
ties, and over 10,000 technical staff members working ir this field,5

Over the years, therefore, China's commitment to nuclear science and
technology has been large. In contrast to most countries that are just begin-
ning a civilian nuclear power program, China has a substantial infrastructure
for nuclear technology, including a large community of nuclear scientists,
engineers, and technicians, well-established R&D facilities, and industrial
experience with nuclear grade manufacturing.



China has constructed and operated over a dozen experimental, plutonium
production, and small power reactors.'' In 1980, the Chinese put into operation
in Sichuan province a high flux test reactor to be used for irradiation research
on nuclear fuels, materials for power reactors, and isotope production.^ With
capabilities ranging from uranium prospecting to reprocessing and waste manage-
ment, a nearly complete nuclear fuel cycle is already in place.

While the weapons program provided the dynamic for China's scientists to
become familiar with nuclear technology, the technology of plutonium production
reactors is not as demanding as the technology of power reactors. China's
experience with the latter has its origins in work done to develop naval reactors
for nuclear submarines, of which it now has four. Work on an indigenous reactor
for civilian electrical power generation reportedly began in August 1972 at the
direction of former Premier Zhou Enlai. This work, which is the basis for
the Qinshan project near Shanghai on Hangzhou Bay, is sometimes referred to as
the "728" project, after the date of Zhou's directive.

The tempo for the development of nuclear power began to pick up after
Mao's death and the reaffirmation of the "Four Modernizations" policy. In
December 1978, Deng Xiaoping announced a decision to import two French-built
plants. However, the intial burst of enthusiasm gave way to caution in the
face of domestic economic retrenchment, the cancellation of foreign contractss
and the accident at Three Mile Island.**

Chinese reservations at the time were based on the belief that China had
abundant non-nuclear energy resources, which made nuclear power unnecessary, and
on concerns over the slowness of nuclear plant construction, over safety, and
most importantly over expense.9 The Chinese reportedly then went through
three years of "investigation and demonstration" which led to a consensus that
nuclear development should proceed.10

This consensus was formally stated as policy in December 1982 when the go-
ahead was given for: (1) A 300MW plant of Chinese design (the "728" project)
to be built at Qinshan in Zhejiang province; (2) two 900MW reactors to be built,
using foreign technology, in Daya Bay in Guangdong in collaboration with Hong
Kong interests; (3) planning for a 1800MW facility to be located near Shanghai
in Jiangsu province, known as the "Sunan" (South Jiangsu) project. In addition,
work has been proceeding on a nuclear generated process heat facility using two
450MWt reactors to be built adjacent to the Jinshan Petrochemical Plant near
Shanghai. Subsequently, plans have been announced for a plant in Liaoning
province in the northeast, which will employ two reactors in the 900-1000MWe
range.

China's nuclear program is one aimed at eventual self-sufficiency. To
arrive at that point, however, it is currently "walking on two legs." One leg
is the largely indigenous program at Qinshan to produce an indigenous 600MWe
reactor, which is backed up by a research, development and design effort at the
Ministry of the Nuclear Industry's Southwest Research Institute. The other
"leg" in China's strategy is to enter into agreements with foreign vendors for
plants, equipment and technology to be used at Guangdong, Sunan, and probably
Liaoning, with the "domestic content" increasing with each new start.

China's interest in cooperation with foreign vendors stems from the fact
that imported plants and equipment will expedite the generation of electricity
by nuclear power in areas where it is needed, and from perceptions that there



may be particularly good deals to be cut with a depressed foreign nuclear
industry. In addition, since the Daya Bay plant will be partially financed by
Hong Kong investors, and 70 percent of its power will be sold to Hong Kong, it
represents a financially favorable opportunity for cutting one's teeth with
large reactors.

More importantly, interest in foreign collaboration is premised on the
acquisition of foreign technology. The Chinese realize that the technology of
large reactors is very demanding and is beyond their current capabilities. Li
Peng has spoken of four areas—advanced fuel fabrication, instrumentation,
safety systems, and general construction efficiency—where foreign technology
would be particularly important.H The decision to invite foreign participation
in the Qinshan project also reveals areas where confidence in Chinese technology
is incomplete. Thus, the pressure vessel for Qinshan will come from Japan, in-
core monitoring equipment from France, and coolant pumps will be supplied by a
German firm.

In addition to the efforts now going into LWR development, it should be
noted that China also has R&D programs on breeder reactors and on nuclear fusion.
Also of interest, and of possible future policy significance, is Chinese thinking
about the "back end" of the LWR fuel cycle.

Although the U.S.-PRC nuclear agreement states that neither country plans
to undertake reprocessing in the near future, there is sentiment in China favor-
ing a policy of eventual reprocessing and Plutonium recycle, In an article
strongly supporting reprocessing, Jiang Sheng-jie and Huang Qitao (chief engi-
neer of the China Atomic Energy Industrial Company) not only argue for the
desirability of recovering plutoniura, but also support reprocessing in the
interests of waste management and the recovery of superuraniura elements and
other rare elements and gases. In the words of the authors, "China mastered
military-purpose spent fuel treatment techniques long ago, and has carried out
a great deal of scientific research concerning the treatment of fuels from
pressurized-water reactors."12

The prospects for waste disposal in China are also of interest because of
China's geographical characteristics, its past history of dealing with wastes,
and its political system. The Gobi desert has been mentioned as an especially
suitable site for waste disposal because of its aridity and geological stability.
These characteristics have not gone unnoticed by foreign nuclear interests.

Reportedly, a letter of intent for cooperation in the storage of wastes
has been signed by the China Nuclear Energy Industry Corporation and a consortium
of three German firms (Nukem, Transnuclear, Alfred Hempel). The preliminary
agreement calls for the storage of about 4,000 tons of waste. The Germans
would pay $1,500 per kilogram for the service, which would mean about $5.45
billion in foreign exchange earnings for China for the amount of material
being discussed*^ Reportedly, the German government, which once looked upon
this deal with disfavor, is reconsidering its position in light of the possi-
bility that a waste disposal project could be linked to the sale of Gerr.:an
reactors in a type of counter-trade arrangement. ̂ In addition, waste disposal
services in China could be of considerable interest to the Japanese.



China's International Nuclear Relations

As noted above, assistance from the international nuclear community is seen
by the Chinese as an important ingredient in their nuclear development effort.
China has thus signed nuclear cooperation agreements with such major supplier
countries as France, West Germany, the United Kingdom, Japan (which aspires to
be supplier nation), Belgium, Italy, Brazil, and Argentina, as well as with the
United States.

France has had the most active commercial presence in Chinese nuclear
affairs to date. Since the Daya Bay project was announced, it has been widely
reported that the nuclear steam supply system for the plant would be supplied
by Framatome (with the major non-nuclear generating components coming from the
UK). However, a final decision on the Daya plant has eluded the French,
keeping alive hopes in Germany (and to some extent in the United States)
that the Chinese may yet choose other than a French reactor.

While U.S. firms have not been able to bid on Chinese projects in the
absence of a government-to-government agreement, the Germans have attempted to
undercut the French with a proposal for the supply of the first four reactors—
two units each for Daya Bay and Sunan. The German offer, reportedly including
an extensive technology transfer package, reflects the hopes of foreign vendors
that a sale on the first project will result in a privileged position for sales
on subsequent projects.

U.S. firms are thus starting behind the competition for the Chinese
nuclear market. In addition, it is not clear whether U.S. firms could offer
financing that would be competitive with the Europeans. Nevertheless, U.S.
firms do have some advantages. The Chinese seem to prefer U.S. technology
(as the technology of the "teacher," rather than that of the European "student")
and seem to be particxilarly attracted by the U.S. record of technology transfer
which has facilitated the development of the nuclear industries of Japan as
well as those of Western Europe. In addition, English is a more widely used
language in the Chinese nuclear community than French or German. U.S. advantages
cannot be tested, howevar, until the nuclear cooperation agreement goes into
force.

Implications for the United States

Entering into a cooperative agreement with China has been and will continue
to be controversial. China's rhetoric concerning the spread of nuclear weapons
during the Maoist era is widely regarded as having been reckless and has thus
predisposed many observers to be wary of China's non-proliferation record.
Reports of unsafeguarded nuclear exports in the post-Mao era (to "problem
states"—Argentina, South Africa, and most recently Iran), and reports of
assistance to Pakistan on its centrifuge enrichment plant, have reinforced
these concerns about Chinese responsibility.

In the controversy surrounding the accord, four main issues can be
identified:



1. In light of allegations abo China's past nuclear export behavior,
can China's current policy statements, _ch seem to be consistent with accepted
non-proliferation norms, be trusted?

2. Is there a danger that U.S. (or other foreign) nuclear assistance
(technology and nuclear materials) ^ould be diverted to support China's nuclear
weapons program?

3. Is there a danger that U.S. (or other foreign) supplied pressurized
water reactor technology could be used to enhance China's naval reactor program,
which also employs PWR technology?

4. Are the provisions of the U.S.-PRC nuclear agreement consistent with
U.S. law, and even if they are, are they so lax (especially with regard to
safeguards and reprocessing) as to set an unacceptably bad example which could
undermine U.S. non-proliferation efforts vis-a-vis other countries?

While definitive answers to all of these questions are not possible,
the positions taken by various observers can be spelled out. The acceptability
of the viable answers to the questions is contingent on the weight one attaches
to the potential costs and benefits of seeing the agreement go into fore-. The
remainder of this paper will explore these issues.

China's Intentions

The question of whether or not China's current policy statements and pledges
on nonprolif eration can be tmsted arises from the fact that China has refused
to sign the NPT, from the record of China's nuclear policy pronouncements made
during the Maoist era, and from the allegations of past irresponsible export
behavior, as discussed above. This has led some to insist that the United
States should insist on <-he strongest possible formal, written pledges from
China before entering into any form of nuclear cooperation. The insistence on
the strongest possible pledges is all the more necessary, in this view, because
of China's recent history of political instability, which makes the policy of
any given leadership group subject to doubt in ways that a formal, treaty-like
commitment would not be.

Those taking the other side on this question point to significant changes
in China's policy and behavior: China's entry into the IAEA; its pledge to
require IAEA inspections on future exports; the inclusion of IAEA safeguard
requirements in China's recent agreements with nonweapons states (Brazil,
Argentina, Japan); and most recently, its following the other weapons states in
volunteering selected nuclear facilities for IAEA inspections.

In addition, this view holds that the pledges China has made carry the
force of law in China, particularly with reference to the statement made by
Premier Zhao ZIyang to the Fifth National People's Congress in February 1984
and the subsequent endorsement of the statement by the NPC.



The Danger of Diversion

Some concern has been expressed Chat China could use technology and materials
supplied from abroad to divert fissionable materials from a civilian reactor
program to its weapons program. Uranium Irradiated in a civilian reactor
operaced in a low burn-up mode would produce materials usable for weapons.

While admitting that such a course is technically possible, those taking
the other side of this issue point out that such a course, to nuclear weapons is
unlikely in most countries, and is highly unlikely in China, which already has
an established nuclear weapons program5^

The Naval Reactor Issue

China's naval reactor program is thought to be sufficiently backward techno-
logically to limit China from realizing the full strategic benefits from
deploying nuclear-powered submarines. An interesting concern has been raised,
therefore, as to whether the Chinese could acquire specific know-how from a
program of cooperation in civilian power reactor technology to enable them to
overcome the problems that have been alleged in heir naval reactor program
(such as excessively noisy operation and questionable reliability).

A response to this concern, while acknowledging the common technological
origins of naval and civilian reactors of the PWR type, would point to the fact
that over the years the two types of technologies have evolved in somewhat
different directions. A program of cooperation in civilian reactor technology
will contribute to the overall upgrading of China's nuclear industry—and in
this sense, could contribute indirectly to the naval reactor program—but
specific examples of how such cooperation would contribute directly to naval
reactor technology have not been publicly identified.^

The Terms of the Agreement

The terms of the nuclear agreement have been the subject of controversy ever
since the agreement was first initialed, and have become more controversial
since the text was made public in July 1985. The controversy has involved
whether or not the agreement meets the requirements of U.S. law (in particular
Section 123 of the Atomic Energy Ast, as revised), and whether, with its somewhat
unorthodox provisions, enforcement would compromise nonproliferation efforts
with other countries.

The two issues that have aroused the most concern are associated with
Articles 8 and 5 of the agreement, which pertain to safeguards and to U.S. con-
sent rights over future Chinese reprocessing. To the critics of the agreement,
the safeguards provisions are excessively vague. They call for inspection
visits to China by U.S. personnel to be arranged through normal diplomatic
channels, but the details of such visits are not spelled out. (There is no
explicit provision, for instance, for technical materials accountancy which are
part of IAEA safeguards inspections.) Instead, the details of U.S. inspection
visits are to be spelled out on a case-by-case basis. In the Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency's report accompanying President Reagan's submission of the
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agreement to Congress, It is implied that export licenses would be contingent
upon inspection arrangements satisfactory to the United States, but this is not
contained in the text of the agreement, and thus it is not clear that the
Chinese have the same understanding.

While critics of the agreement Fault it on its weak safeguards provisions,
and question whether it meets U.S. statutory requirements on this point,
supporters of the agreement argue that the provision for U.S. site visits is a
major achievement. According to this view, there is no requirement in UUS. law
for safeguards provisions in agreements with weapons states. Thus, the inclu-
sion of th*» inspections provisions is seen as an accomplishment of the U.S.
negotiating team, and a measure of China's willingness to move toward accep-
tance of the practices which have oacome standard in the nonproliferation
regime.

The safeguards issue has become somewhat more complicated because China
has agreed to the inclusion of safeguards provisions in its recent agreements
with nom?eapons states, and has volunteered to open some of its facilities to
IAEA inspections. To the critics of the agreement, these developments are
taken to mean that the United States is getting less verification value from
its agreement with China than it might reasonably be. able to get. For the
supporters, however, these developments are taken as indications of more respon-
sible PRC policy and behavior, in no small part due to the expression of
U.S. concerns in the course of negotiating the agreement. They should ts.;t be
taken to indicate that the United States is getting a weaker agreement; the
Chinese are simply making distinctions between weapons and nonweapons states,
and are accepting different provisions accordingly.

The provisions pertaining to U.S. consent rights are arguably the most
unorthodox and most controversial in the agreement. Unlike the safeguards
question, where the legal requirements for safeguards in agreements with weapons
states is at least ambiguous, the requirements for U.S. prior consent for
reprocessing is explicitly stated in Section 123 of the NNPA, with no distinc-
tions made on the basis of weapons state status.

The language of the agreement fails to state these rights explicitly and
unambiguously. Instead, the language of Article 5 provides for a two-stage
consultation procedure, which to the critics seems to rely on the good faith
negotiating behavior of the two sides in reaching mutually acceptable arrange-
ments, should the Chinese wish to reprocess. Left unstated is what would
happen if agreement is not reached after the second-stage consultations. In
the administration's presentation of the agreement, there has been the implica-
tion that the United States could terminate cooperation under the agreement in
such circumstances, but again it is not clear from the language of the agree-
ment itself that the Chinese understand and accept this as a U.S. option.

The critics of the agreement find the language used to provide for consent
rights so vague and convoluted as to be unacceptable and inconsistent with U.S.
law. Supporters of the agreement, however, admit to the unorthodox nature of
the language, but are convinced that U.S. law is adhered to and U.S. interests
are upheld.
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Conclusion

The agreement now before Congress for review will come into force after
ninety Congressional working days have elapsed—unless one of two things
happens. Congress could adopt a joint resolution of disapproval, which could
of course be vetoed by President Reagan. Congress could also find that the
agreement does not meet the requirements of U.S. law, and could insist that the
president resubmit the agreement with a request that such requirements be
waived because of overriding national interests. In such a case, Congress
would have the opportunity to vote the agreement up or down, as in the case of
treaty ratifications.

A new option for Congress was proposed on October 9, 1985, by Senators
John Glenn and William Roth which, they believe, would overcome the weaknesses
they see in the agreement. The senators have introduced legislation which
would lev}' additional requirements for presidential action prior to the issuing
of export licenses (but after the agreement has been allowed to go into effect).
The President's ability to meet these requirements, however, would require the
active cooperation of China.

As Congress deliberates, it will continue to be subject to arguments
stating different assessments of the costs and benefits of cooperation. Let me
conclude with a consideration of these arguments.

The political relations issue. The agreement can be seen as part iof an
ongoing process to build better relations with China, a process that began in
earnest in 1979. The achievement of an agreement for cooperation in such an
important area of industrial technology as nuclear power would represent an
expression that the two sides hava reached a new level of trust and understand-
ing. Rejecting the agreement would be an expression of U.S. distrust of China,
could raise serious questions in the minds of the Chinese about the reliability
of the United States, and could strengthen the hands of those in Beijing who
have remained doubtful about the wisdom of closer Sino-American ties. Of
course, those Americans who are skeptical about the policy of rapprochement
with China tend to oppose the agreement for the same reasons.

However, while there seem to be clear political benefits from seeing the
agreement go into force, there is another side to the political relations issue
that deserves attention. Even among those favorable to China and to the princi-
ple of cooperation with the PRC in the peaceful use of atomic energy, there is
concern that vagueness found in the language at critical sections of the
agreement could produce serious misunderstandings with China at some later date.

The commercial promise issue. There are opportunities for significant
commercial benefits to the United States if the agreement goes into force.
Estimates of possible sales to China are in the billions of dollars, with $4-6
billion seen as a reasonable range if the Chinese program proceeds as planned.
These are significant t\ imbers for an economy running chronic trade deficits,
and for an industry that has not seen the sale of a new reactor for the past
few years. In addition, the presence of U.S. firms in China's nuclear program
can >e expected to have spillover effects enhancing commercial opportunities in
other energy sectors, especially for architect-engineering firms and vendors of
non-nuclear power generation and transmission equipment.
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The commercial benefits should not be overstated, however. U.S. firms
face stiff competition in cost and financing from the vendors of other countries,
and the full implementation of China's nuclear development program remains to
be seen. In addition, China's commitment to achieving its own capabilities as
rapidly as possible is also a factor influencing the eventual value of the
salts. While there is good reason to think that China would like to work with
U,S. firms, China can also be expected to bargain aggressively and to play off
foreign competitors against each other for their own benefit.

The nonproliferation issue. Allowing the nuclear cooperation agreement
to go into force is a course of action that carries nonproliferation risks.
In assessing them, however, we must ask both about their severity and about the
ability of the United States to reduce these risks. While the risks of Chinese
misbehavior (e.g., diversions of materials and technology from the United States
to military uses; unsafeguarded or otherwise irresponsible Chinese exports) are
real, in the final analysis they are probably not the most serious of the
nonproliferation risks. More serious is the possible "bellwether" effect of
the agreement. The controversial language of the agreement carries the danger
that it will be invoked as a precedent by other countries and used to resist
U.S. efforts to achieve an improved nonproliferation regime.

On the other hand, rejecting the agreement is to reject the nonproliferation
benefits associated with it. The negotiation of the agreement coincides with
significant and constructive changes in China's declared nonproliferation
policy. It is quite reasonable to assume that the former contributed to the
latter. Having an agreement in force would enable the United States to build
on the momentum established, and enlisting China's support for an improved
nonproliferation regime would be no small benefit for U.S. objectives.

Finally, the United States must be careful not to overstate to itself the
leverage it has with China at the moment. In considering the options of reject-
ing or renegotiating the agreement, the United States must consider the likely
Chinese response. There are good reasons to think that the Chinese would find
little further benefit to themselves from renegotiation (except, perhaps?, to
keep pressure on other suppliers in order to strike better bargains), while the
costs could be high. Other countries stand ready to sell to the Chinese most
of what could be had from the United States; thus U.S. leverage through the
withholding of nuclear technology is limited. The United States could have
somewhat more leverage for inducing the Chinese to renegotiate if it were
prepared to include as "chips" the wider range of non-nuclear technologies
being transferred (or being considered for transfer) to China, and the access
to U.S. higher education enjoyed by the Chinese.

Such a step might be considered if it is determined that the agreement in
its present form is an unacceptable threat to nonproliforation efforts and
that nonproliferation values must supersede other foreign policy considerations.
Such a steo, however, would take us far beyond the terms of the current debate
and would require a very different assessment of the costs and benefits at
stake.

The debate over the agreement for nuclear cooperation with China can
usefully be considered in the larger context of how diplomacy and technology
interact to affect U.S. influence in world affairs. The case of the China
nuclear agreement does not contain any definitive lessons on the scope of U.S.
influence. However, it again poses questions about U.S. strategies of influence
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in a world where the United States no longer enjoys clear technological
superiority vis-a-vis other industrialized states, and where nations such as
China are emerging with technological capabilities of their own.

Richard P. Suttmeier is currently on leave from Hamilton College, Clinton,
N.Y., where he is the Henry Bristol Professor of International Affairs. During
the current academic year he is serving as a Senior Analyst at the Congressional
Office of Technology Assessment. This paper draws heavily on research and
analysis carried out as a part of a project team which prepared an OTA Technical
Memorandum entitled Energy Technology Transfer to China, published in September
1985. However, the paper reflects the author's views and not necessarily those
of the OTA, the Technology Assessment Board, or the Congressional Committees
which requested the study. The author wishes to acknowledge the valuable
assistance provided by Alan Crane, Martha Harris, and others at OTA.
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