




UCRL-JC-116224
!'REPRINT

DETERRENCE, DENUCLEARIZATION, AND PROLIFERATION:

Alternative Visions of the Next Fifty Years

Ambassador Ronald F. Lehman II

Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory

Livermore, California

This paper was prepared for submittal to the

conference proceedings of the

Joint Indo-U.S. Seminar on Nonproliferation and Technology Transfer

Center for the Advanced Study of India

University of Pennsylvania, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

October 3-6, 1993

February 12, 1994

_/__//__/__/__//__//_//___/_//_//_//_/_//__/_///_/__/__/_/_//_/__/__/___;_____/_______;___/_;__;;;_/_/_;__/_5

";',,,////,9_ f_

,,,;;'I;;,

,•,,;;;;;-,,

.... ";vV;; .... ,This is a preprint of apaper intended forpublication in a ,ournal or proceed., Ks. Since _:"'__ ,/,':V,V "
changes may be made before publication, this preprint Is made .variable with the ",':"/,_:','::,_, /,:;:::::,?'"
understanding that it will not be cited or reproduced without the permission of the "_._,;,',_,_,,'_ _,,_,_,',,_,_,?_,;
author. '_',"?_'_'?"

,_.........,:;.
•//////// *



DISCLAIMER

This document was prepared as an account of work sponsored

by an agency of the United States Government. Neither the

United States Government nor the University of California

nor any of their employees, makes any warranty, express or

implied, or assumes any legal liability of responsibility

for the accuracy, completeness, or usefulness of any

information, apparatus, product, or process disclosed, or

represents that its use would not infringe privately owned

rights. Reference herein to any specific commercial

products, process, or service by trade name, trademark,

manufacturer, or otherwise, does not necessarlly constitute

or imply its endorsement, recommendation, o_ favoring by the

Unites States Government or the University of California.

The views and opinions of authors expressed herein do not

necessarily state or reflect those of the United States

Government or the University of California, and shall not be

used for advertising or product endorsement purposes.



DETERRENCE. DENUCLEARIZATION. AND PROLIFERATION:

ALTERNATIVE VISIONS OF THE NEXT FIFTY YEARS

By t' : _ ,!

Ambassador Ronald F. Lehman !1

Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory t,oo,_ _'_
Livermore, California _ T I

INTRODUCTION

The great library of Alexandria may have contained fewer volumes than the number which have been written on the
subject of nuclear weapons in the Cold War. W_:h the end of the Cold War, a new nuclear library is in the making.
Much thought is being given to the next steps in auclear policy, strategy, forces, arms control, and nonproliferation.
For this very distinguished conference, however, I h,we been asked to look further ahead indeed, forward fifty-years.

Prognostication is always a risky business. Detaile t predictions beyond the shortest duration are difficult to label as
"scientific" even in the social sciences. Forecast:.,g ahead fifty years in an age of ever accelerating change would seem
to be hopeless. Projecting the future of nuclear weapons, however, may not be as complex as one might think.
Detailing the future fifty years from aow is not necessary. We want to inform upcoming decisions by examining the
possibilities, not write a history in ad,vance of what is to happen.

Our look forward can benefit from a brief look back fifty years. In retrospect, those years passed quickly, and with each
additional year, analysts make them appear more simple than they seemed at the time. This paper contributes further to
this process of oversimplificazion, as we say, "for heuristic purposes." When in doubt, I have erred on the side of
being provocative.

The Non-Cql0 War Origins of Nuclear Weaoons

Looking back over the last fifty years is not the same as looking back over the duration of the Cold War. 1 say this not
to continue the debate as to when the Cold War began--1945, 1946, 1948, 1950, 1917, 1789, 1776--but rather to
remind us that nuclear weapons were not a creation of the Cold War. Despite early Cold War attitudes spotlighted in
revisionist history, fear of a Nazi Germany and a militaristic Japanese empire, not fear of Moscow, drove the
Manhattan Project. The development of the first nuclear weapons and their use by the United States to end a
conventional World War, which had already resulted in the deaths of over 50 million people, took place at a time when
the Soviet Union was an ally of the United States. The two nations were then cooperating in creating a United Nations
in which the Soviet Union would have a veto and, in essence, a unique three votes in the General Assembly.

Nor has the further proliferation of nuclear weapons to other nations been primarily a Cold War phenomenon.
Although the Cold War climate may have been conducive in some ways, allies of both the United Sty. _s and the Soviet
Union acquired nuclear weapons in part to widen the dimensions of the bipolar world. Other proliferants have sought
nuclear weapons more in a regional than a Cold War context. With the breakup of the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics, voices within Ukraine go so far as to argue for nuclear weapons not to deter former adversaries in the Cold
War, but rather to deter other parts of the former Soviet Union. The Cold War is over, but nuclear weapons remain,
justified by their possessors through national security rationales once again largely unrelated to the Cold War.

Uncertainty Characterizes the Post-Cold War Era

The future of these nuclear weapons, however, will be determined by the evolution of what we have been calling the
"post-Cold War era." We have named this era by reference to the past because the future seems so uncertain. In the
euphoria that immediately followed the end of the Cold War and victory in the Gulf War, expectation of a new age of
cooperation and large-scale denuclearization grew. The United States, Britain, France, and Russia were acting
increasingly in unison, often joined by China. Once again, the Security Council seemed able to play the role expected
of it at the foundation of the United Nations. Support seemed to grow rapidly for strengthened international norms
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centered on the rule of law, the peaceful resolution of disputes, the principles of democracy, the practice of free trade,
and the unacceptability of the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. The arms control revolution had
accelerated exponentially with the treaty on intermediate range nuclear forces (INF), the two Strategic Arms Reductions
Treaties (START I and START II), the treaty on conventional armed forces in Europe (CFE), the convention banning
chemical weapons (CWC), and similarly advanced confidence-building and verification regimes. Export control
regimes such as the Nuclear Suppliers Group (NSG), the Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR) and the Australia
Group on chemical weapons enhanced the nonproliferation architecture as did changes in policy such as those which
brought France and China into the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), secured North Korean ratification of tha: treaty, and
caused South Africa to give up the nuclear weapons that it had already created.

In light of the violent breakup of Yugoslavia, chaos in Somalia and Haiti, North Korea's threatened withdrawal from
the NPT, and an inability to get large-scale START reductions underway, such optimism about the post-Cold War era is
no longer widespread. Expectations that a newly reinvigt, rated United Nations led by a cohesive Security Council
would accelerate resolution of conflict have been lowered as debates rage over membership on and the proper role of the
Security Council. Disagreements between the Secretary General and member states over the conduct of United Nations
humanitarian and peacekeeping operations have also dampened support for a more active U.N. Regional organizations
such as the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe
(CSCE) have also seen their reputations tarnished by intransigent regional violence.

Even recent positive events such as the Israeli-Palestinian agreement have not erased the images of Bosnia nor
dispelled lingering concerns that the former Soviet Union might represent a "nuclear Yugoslavia" in the making. On
average, a new state with some nuclear weapons capability or immediate potential has emerged about every five years.
Continuation of proliferation will inhibit the nuclear reduction process among the nuclear-weapons states and alter the
security calculations of many nations which could develop nuclear weapons. If the massive U.S./Russian weapons
dismantlements are completed, horizontal proliferation may still accelerate even as vertical proliferation decreases
dramatically.

In short, our attempt to look at the future role of nuclear weapons requires a look at non-Cold War national security
justifications in the context of either a "new world order" or a "new world disorder." Understanding how various
nations have reacted to order and disorder over the first fifty years of the nuclear era could be helpful.

A OUICK OyERSIMPLIFICATION OF THE LAST FIFTY YEARS

Numerous debates over nuclear policy in my own country and around the world took place over the last fifty years.
Many of these debates are about to repeat themselves again. Thus we might expect cyclical or oscillating models to
apply in the future. Sometimes, choices were made--options selected, options rejected, and options foreclosed--
suggesting a decision tree model. Yet underneath the posturing, the politics, the theology, and the military budgets is
a basic consistency which suggests that straight-line extrapolation with a band of uncertainty might prove very
accurate. With these analytical concepts in mind, a review of the role of nuclear weapons over the last fifty years may
give us more insight into likely futures.

Of some 190 nation-states or similarly sovereign entities (184 are today members of the United Nations), 162--not
counting Kazakhstan, whose parliament recently approved ratification--are currently parties to the nuclear Non-
Proliferation Treaty of 1969. This includes the five nuclear-weapons states existing before 1967 and acknowledged
under the treaty (the United States, Russia as successor to the Soviet Union, Britain, France, and the People's Republic
of China). It also includes South Africa, which has admitted to building nuclear weapons, but which has now given
them up to become a non-Nuclear-Weapons State party to the NP'T. Furthermore, the NPT includes as a nonnuclear-
weapons state, Belarus, a former republic of the Soviet Union which still has nuclear weapons based on its territory,
and should soon include Kazakhstan.

Although the vast majority of states' parties do not have extensi,,: nuclear industries, a number of nonnuclear-weapons
states within the NPT including Germany, Japan, Sweden. Italy, Switzerland, North and South Korea, Iran, lraq and the
Benelux countries have very extensive nuclear technology _md :azable nuclear infrastructures. Of these, lraq and North
Korea have had programs not in compliance with the,r NPT obligations and have advanced very close to a nuclear
weapons capability. The intentions of Iran, Libya, and others have also been questioned, but their nuclear programs
seem less advanced.

Argentina and Brazil have caused concern as well, but they have been negotiating on a bilateral and regional basis.
When the Treaty of Tlatelolco, a Latin American nuclear weapcms free zone, comes into force, they will be bound by
nonproliferation commitments similar to those in the Nvr Ukraine, in the Lisbon protocols to START I, undertook
the same obligation as those taken by Belarus and Kazakhstan; namely, to become a normuclear-weapons state party to
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the NPT. Approval by the Ukrainian "Rada" is in question, but the trilateral agreement signed by Russia, the Ukraine,
and the United States in Moscow on January 14, 1994, has improved the prospects.

Thus a number of nations have programs of immediate nuclear proliferation significance, but only three of these--
India, Pakistan, and Israel--have not undertaken NPT equivalent obligations. Each nation of the many nations with
nuclear technology has its own perspective on the future of nuclear weapons, but nations do tend to fall into groups
with similar attitudes and similar concerns.

The Vast Nonnuclear Maioritv

Fewer than thirty nations have the nuclear infrastructure to develop an indigenous nuclear weapons capability over the
next 10 or 15 years. Of course, a nation or even a nongovernmental entity or terrorist group could acquire weapons by
theft or gift, a fear heightened by the uneasy breakup of the Soviet Union and by the prospects of turmoil in China.
Most nations, nevertheless, do not see the acquisition of nuclear weapons for themselves as enhancing their security
or worth the resources required. Indeed, they see the spread of nuclear weapons as a threat to international security.

Almost without exception, the official policies of the majority of nations call for the nuclear-weapons states to reduce
nuclear arms and make them less provocative. They support the ultimate elimination of all such weapons, but their
sense of urgency varies. Within the United Nations and within the Geneva Conference of Disarmament, diplomats
from numerous countries describe the possession of nuclear weapons by advanced industrial states in terms reflective of
the North-South division between "haves" and "have-nots." In part, this reflects concern about disparities in political,
economic, and military power, especially where there are immediate regional security considerations. In part, it
reflects grievances from colonial pasts. In some cases, it retains a flavor of the Cold War divisions. Often, it is
presented to enhance leverage in ongoing negotiations.

Not all non-nuclear-weapons states are so immediately hostile to the existence of nuclear weapons. A number of
countries see in the nuclear arms of some other nations, particularly the United States, an ultimate guarantee of their
security. The existence of American security commitments including this "nuclear umbrella" has played an important
role in permitting a number of countries to forgo nuclear options. With respect to Japan, South Korea, and the
members ol NATO, significantly including Germany and Italy, the extended deterrent of American nuclear forces
remains a central element in their anti-proliferation posture.

The Beni_,n Virtual Proliferants

Most efforts to prevent nuclear proliferation have sought to control the spread of the knowledge, the technologies, and
the materials necessary to build weapons. Because so much nuclear technology is "dual use"; that is, valuable for
peaceful purposes, it continues to spread. Indeed, inherent in the rights of normuclear-weapons state parties to the NPT
is access to the economic and scientific benefits of nuclear technology.

Thus whether a nation becomes a nuclear-weapons state will ultimately be determin"d by intent rather than capability.
Intent is shaped normally by regional security concerns and by the nature of the government and its domestic political
environment. Understanding this reality is central to any approach to nuclear reductions and nonproliferation.

Unfortunately, intent is not always a sound foundation for the future when security equations change. Japan, like
Germany and other countries, probably possesses all that would be necessary for a nuclear weapons program except the
decision to proceed. Indeed, after the Oil Embargo of 1973, Japan pursued a plutonium power industry which
inherently produces large amounts of fissile material. By all measures, however, the "nuclear allergy" remains strong
in Japan, and Tokyo continues to make nonproliferation a centerpiece of its foreign policy. Japan was among the first
nations, even before the United States, to apply strict nonproliferation guidelines as a condition of foreign aid.

Tokyo relies heavily on its close security ties to a nuclear United States, but it continues to press for further restraint
by all the nuclear powers, particularly on nuclear testing. Japan, with its special history and strong constitutional
limitations, is often cited to demonstrate that a nation can have an advanced nuclear industry without automatically
posing an immediate proliferation threat. As nuclear technology spreads in the years ahead, the world will
increasingly consist of nations with some capability to produce nuclear weapons. The forbidden knowledge related to
the atomic bomb is already widespread, and new technologies will inevitably make the process easier and cheaper. The
sense of restraint and responsibility shown by benign virtual proliferants such as Japan and the Euratom countries
gives some basis for hope that the capability to have nuclear weapons does not automatically lead to the actuality.

Yet, even Japan has underscored that intentions can change. In 1969, when Japan agreed to join the NPT, it expressed
concerns, along with Germany and Italy, about the shape of the future. Because of these countries, and others who
shared their concerns, the NPT is not of "unlimited" duration." Rather, it is of "indefinite" duration with a review to be

taken in 1995 to determine its future duration. Recently, Tokyo expressed reluctance to support again an "indefinite"
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extension of the NPT, in part to signal its concern about North Korea's nuclear program, and in part to reflect
uneasiness about Washington's military commitments. After a reassuring visit by the American President to Tokyo
and Seoul, Japan expressed supportfor an indefinite extension of the NPT, but the marker had clearly been placed. In
the end, the key to any future nonproliferation regime is the state of the international security environment and how a
particular nation assesses its security needs.

Nonnuelear Status and a New Measure of Merit

The emergence of Japan and Germany as global leaders based on their economic superpower status has demonstrated
that the path to world influence and enhanced security need not require the acquisition of nuclear weapons. United
States support for permanent U.N. Security Council membership for Germany and Japan further supports the view that
the SecurityCouncil need not be seen as a club of the nuclearpowers. Indeed, only the PRC took a seat on the Security
Council after detonating a nuclear device, replacing Taiwan in the China seat for reasons distant from its nuclear status
and some 15 years after its first nuclear test.

Nevertheless, national pride and global leadership aspirations have played an important role in national decisions to
pursue nuclear weapons. Nuclear research reactors andpower plants can be costly, but energy is important to economic
development; and large-scale nuclear programs have often become important, if expensive, status symbols of nation
building and national pride. In regions where conflict is frequent, pressure to convert a civilian nuclear program into
military service can be considerable. Even in areas where warfare between neighbors has become rare, such as South
America, political forces can generate considerable interest in a nuclear weapons program, especially when the
military plays a dominant role in domestic politics.

For many years, Brazil and Argentina exaggerated differences and exacerbated tensions between themselves, justifying
ever more expensive efforts to push nuclear technology into the military realm. As both countries experienced greater
economic hardship, domestic political crisis, and increased international isolation, the coincidence of the new reform
governments of Presidents Carlos Menem in Buenos Aires and Fernando Collor de Mello in Brasilia brought to bear a
new measure of national status--a modern political and economic system tied to the global market economy.

The decision by Brazil and Argentina to block nuclear weapons programs coveted by elements in their military took
place under special circumstances and was aided by the glamour of a rapprochement between these two great countries.
In a step by step process, Brazil and Argentina concluded a bilateral nuclear safeguards agreement between themselves
and then a trilateral agreement with the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) which administers safeguards
under the NPT. Although neither Buenos Aires nor Brasilia were yet prepared to join the NPT, they have committed to
bring the Treaty of Tlatelolco into force.

Developments in Brazil and Argentina are of great importance in looking at the future of nuclear weapons. First, the
regional approach taken offers alternative approaches which might be of particular value in other regions such as the
Middle East, South Asia, and the Korean Peninsula. Second, the decision, particularly by Argentina, to focus on a
modern, competitive market economy rather than grandiose public works and North-South disputes reflects a widely
held view that the real measure of power in the post-Cold War era will be economic strength and agility. This emphasis
on economic growth as a foundation for security and influence has become a part of the national strategyof a number of
countries with real security concerns which in the past have considered pursuing nuclear weapons, including South
Koreaand Taiwan.

The Denuclearizing, States

Nations aspiring to obtain nuclear weapons are not the only ones to turn away from the nuclear weapon path. Of the 15
republics of the former Soviet Union, only 4 are known to have had nuclear weapons on their territory when the
U.S.S.R. ceased to exist. In accordance with the Lisbon Agreements of 1992, three of these--Belarus, Kazakhstan, and
Ukraine, committed to join the NPT as Nonnuclear Weapon States. Belarus and Kazakhstan have done so.
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Ukraine officially remains committed to positive action on the NPT, but its executive branch delayed action as it
negotiated with the Russian Federation over economic and security issues and sought security guarantees and funding
from the West. Ukrainian-Russian issues have included the future of the Black Sea fleet and proceeds from the sale of
nuclear material mined from nuclear weapons. Russia has asserted ownership of the weapons and control through the
Commonwealth of Independent States while acknowledging Ukrainian ownership of strategic delivery vehicles and
remuneration for some of the financial gain from the nuclear material recovered from weapons deployed in Ukraine.
For its part, Russia has been negotiating to sell highly enriched uranium (HEU) to the United States and other countries
to be diluted and used in safeguarded civilian reactors.

Because numerous hard-liners in the legislature of Ukraine favor an independent nuclear weapons capability, approval
of the NPT when it is submitted to the legislature remains in doubt despite agreements reached with Moscow. The
United States and others have offered help with dismantlement and promised economic assistance. Security guarantees
under the United Nations and Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) have been highlighted, and
programs of cooperation have been developed in an effort to reassure Ukraine about Moscow's intentions and Western
support. The presence of large Russian populations in Ukraine including majorities in strategic locations such as the
Crimea continues to be cited as the reason why Moscow might engage in nuclear blackmail or war to change
boundaries. Still, the nuclear reactor disaster at Chernobyl near Kiev created strong anti-nuclear sentiments in
Ukraine, and the financial and security commitments made by Russia and the United States in the trilateral Moscow
agreement may help reduce opposition to the NPT. Ukrainian views on nuclear weapons are in flux.

The Clearest Case of Rollback

South Africa provides a more emphatic case study of why some nations seek nuclear weapons and why they might give
them up. Isolated by universal abhorrence of apartheid and uncertain how to maintain white-minority rule, South
Africa undertook to develop nuclear weapons and, according to President F. W. deClerk, produced six atomic bombs.
Little information is available about the South African nuclear weapons program and the decisions involved. In the
end, the South African government must have concluded that nuclear weapons could not save the regime in the face of
inevitable political change nor would the retention of nuclear weapons enhance the security of the people of South
Africa. Certainly, the presence of nuclear weapons in South Africa during a period of domestic violence and uncertain
political evolution increased danger without offering mitigating benefits. The decision to find a political solution to
racial conflict must have been accompanied by a recognition that the decision to produce nuclear weapons would have
to be undone, and it was.

The IAEA is continuing its efforts to insure that the South African program has truly ceased. In the end, the world may
never have absolute confidence that no persons in South Africa have hidden away fissile material or even a bomb.
Still, the step taken by Pretoria remains an important precedent. South Africa is the most clear case of a nation,
having produced and controlled nuclear weapons, giving them up. The calculation of South Africa is different from that
of Belarus, for example, but both have concluded that possession of nuclear w_apons by them in the post-Cold War era
is not essential and is, perhaps, even disadvantageous.

DIsinvestment In Nuclear Weapons by the Nuclear Weanons States

Even the five nuclear-weapons states under the NPT have seen the tide of emphasis on nuclear weapons arsenals recede
considerably. This has been most noticeable in the dramatic arms control agreements at the end of the Cold War. but it
is not a new phenomenon. This periodic de-emphasis reflects changing political, economic, and technical
considerations. It also reflects diverse attitudes about the nature and utility of nuclear weapons in promoting national
security objectives. This phenomenon is seen in its greatest complexity in the history of the American nuclear
weapons program, but it applies in various forms to all of the nuclear-weapons states.

The period of American nuclear weapons monopoly immediately after World War II was short-lived, but it remains
illuminating as we think about the next fifty years. In the United States, public interest was focused primarily on
rebuilding the peacetime economy, and isolationist sentiments were frequently expressed. Still, the United States
remained committed to international involvement in light of the widespread view that American isolationism after
World War I had helped permit the conditions which led to World War II. In particular, support for the new United
Nations was more emphatic because of America's failure to enter the League of Nations. Then, as now, multila_ralism
was the theme of the times, but American leadership was considered essential. And then, as now, American nuclear
weapons capability was a secondary consideration.

During the American nuclear monopoly, the mere existence of nuclear weapons was expected to demonstrate that war
finally had become too dangerous to be a rational instrument of international politics. Unlike previous weapons such
as dynamite, machine guns, submarines, and poison gas which were thought to have made war obsolete, instantaneous
mass destruction by nuclear weapons gave this argument far greater credibility. The early post-war nuclear weapons
program of the United States was more research and development than production. A few atomic bombs, and shortly
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thereafter the thermonuclear or hydrogen bomb, was deemed sufficient for national security purposes. Deterrence
theory and targeting doctrine were uncomplicated, and, as embodied in the Baruch Plan, arms control proposals looked
to the United Nations for comprehensive solutions.

The Korean War and the Soviet H-Bomb test radically altered the U.S. nuclear weapons program, initiating a process of
quantitative increase and qualitative diversity which reached its peak in the 1960s-.periodically accelerated by "bomber
gaps," "missile gaps," and "windows of vulnerability." Still, there were few critical moments like the Cuban missile
crisis. With greater numbers and types came more targeting options and the evolution of a nuclear strategy which,
despite many names, has been more consistent than the numerous debates would suggest. Long before it was given its
most enduring name, American nuclear strategy had become a form of "flexible response." Long after almost ritual
homage to flexible response has disappeared from the NATO scene, a more u'uncated flexible response remains.

The persistence of flexible response can be understood clearly when one examines the uncertainties about nuclear
weapons use which have often polarized discussion of nuclear weapons. There are also moral and legal considerations.
Large yield weapons can destroy whole societies and detonated in sufficient numbers could be earth-threatening. Some
small yield nuclear weapons may be militarily effective with little or no "collateral damage" to people or structures
outside a very limited combat zone. Considerable disagreement exists about such nuclear weapons effects, but the
greatest unknown is how national leaders or military commanders would actually deal with decisions to use or not use
nuclear weapons.

Under most circumstances, one anticipates great reluctance to initiate use. Once the taboo has been broken, however,
great uncertainty exists as to how escalation would be controlled. Doctrines have been developed for escalation
control and conflict termination, but theory and reality may not be the same. Some have argued that the
desu'uctiveness of any nuclear weapons use is so great that no national leader could ever rationally order the use of even
a single weapon. In a sense, Hiroshima and Nagasaki established a "taboo" against further use. From this perspective,
nuclear weapons have little military utility because they would not be used.

Still others argue that once the initial taboo is broken, limited use would not be possible and that the resulting
devastation could not be justified by any political or military objective. Somewhere in-between are views that after
initial use, no further use would be possible for political, moral, or psychological reasons and thus no additional
nuclear military campaign could be pursued.

Modern nuclear deterrence theory, however, has been based upon the assumption that nuclear weapons, having been
used before, could be used again. Such nuclear strategy aims first at the prevention of conflict, and if conflict begins,
to conclude that conflict on acceptable terms at the lowest level of destruction. Threat of retaliation must be credible.
To convince a potential aggressor that nuclear weapons might be used, options other than annihilation are needed.
Over the years, this has meant a very expensive diversification of delivery means and warhead yields to retaliate
against military targets and war supporting activities rather than against civilian population. Nevertheless, nuclear
deterrence theory has retained the notion that at some level of escalation, the level of domestic destruction suffered by
an aggressor would become sufficiently great that the aggression would stop even if his attacking forces had the ability
to continue.

A policy of flexible response was made even more desirable because of America's alliance commitments. Extended
deterrence, the "nuclear umbrella," required that the United States be prepared to use nuclear weapons to defend an ally
even if the United States itself were not under direct attack. Thus guarantee of a nuclear umbrella invites nuclear
retaliation against the American homeland. Once significant strategic nuclear capability was achieved by the Soviet
Union, strengthened conventional forces, theater nuclear weapons, and limited nuclear options made extending nuclear
deterrence to others easier to explain in terms of American interests because wheyoffered the possibility of more
palatable scenarios. This gave the American nuclear umbrella greater credibility. Forward deployed nuclear weapons
thus became the physical manifestation of "linkage" to the nuclear umbrella.

With the deployment of comparable theater and tactical nuclear weapons systems by the Soviet Union, however,
America's European allies increasingly worried that the United States might insist on prolonging a conventional or
tactical nuclear defense in Europe so as not to provoke nuclear attack against the continental United States. In turn,
Americans, particularly in Congress, worried that Europeans were unwilling to invest in conventional defenses because
the Europeans wished to rely solely on the threat of quick and early use of US sU'ategicnuclear weapons to deter. NATO
used flexible response to walk both sides of the street on this question in order to help keep the alliance glued together.
NATO ruled out neither the European"steep escalatory ladder" nor the American"fl_.te,scalatory ladder." Rather, NATO
would plan credible responses to whatever form aggression took, and if they were to fail, NATO declared that it was
prepared to escalate at a time and place and in a way of its own choosing.

As the Cold War came to an end, NATO declared that nuclear weapons would be a weapon of "last resort," and with this
declaration de-emphasized nuclear weapons and a declaratory policy of flexible response. The basics of flexible
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response, nevertheless, remain in place. If anything, massive use of nuclear weapons seems even less credible in the
post-Cold War than it did in the Cold War. Indeed, while nuclear weapons were frequently cited as preventing World
War Ill, they saw no use in any war after World War II. Their existence seemed more a source of caution for those who
possessed them than for those who did not. Nuclear weapons seemed particularly inappropriate for wars in the Third
World, especially after the Gulf War demonstrated the military effectiveness of advanced conventional munitions.

Flexible response also made easier reconciliation of nuclear deterrence with moral and legal principles. Deterrence
based upon the tremendous destructiveness inherent in nuclear weapons was constantly in tension with international
law and "just war doctrines" based upon proportionality. The emphasis on credible, limited options underscored
flexible responses' linkage to some notion of proportionality. Only for a brief period under Defense Secretary Robert
McNamara in the 1960s did the United States plan to target the population of an aggressor per se, and since then, the
emphasis has been on ever tighter standards to reduce "collateral damage"; that is, desu'uction and casualties outside the
area of the immediate target.

Nevertheless, even at the height of the Cold War when support for the U.S. nuclear deterrent was strongest, fears such
as those expressed in the "nuclear winter" debate insured that legal and moral challenges remained active. In the post-
Cold War era, legal challenges are likely to continue and may have greater impact. Although the end of the Cold War
has undoubtedly further reduced the likelihood of scenarios involving the use of nuclear weapons by the nuclear-
weapons states, particularly any large-scale use of nuclear weapons, a parallel reduction in support for many traditional
aspects of nuclear deterrence has al_ taken place.

Military planners, who face tight budgets, must question whether resources required for nuclear options which are
unlikely to be used would be better spent on conventional forces which are beiag used in combat and for peacekeeping
around the world. Changing world conditions have accelerated these considerations. Nuclear planning during the Cold
War was driven primarily by scenarios involving the other nuclear-weapons states and the assumption of similar rules
of deterrent logic on all sides. Today, the most likely scenarios do not involve the five nuclear-weapons states, nor do
they necessarily involve decision makers who will follow the same rules of the deterrence game. Accidental or
unauthorized launches_ outlaw states, civil wars and terrorists today may present the most real threat. The dangers
posed by nondeterrable actors and factors are receiving much greater attention. Physical control of nuclear weapons
and material as well as more "fail safe" command, control, and communications have become more important in a world
in which a number of nuclear-weapons states and potential nuclear-weapons states are experiencing regional and
internal instability.

In recent years, greater attention has been given to preventing the proliferation of nuclear weapons to other nation
states. Developments in !raq and North Korea and in states with less advanced nuclear capabilities such as Iran and
Algeria have prompted greater attention to nonproliferation efforts and the development of counter-proliferation
capabilities ranging from defense against ballistic missiles to detection of covert delivery of nuclear explosives.

Central to the American approach to reducing tl_e nuclear danger has been the establishment and reinforcement of
international norms against the spread of nuclear weapons. Internationalization of nuclear energy as proposed under
the Baruch Plan proved incompatible with geopolitical competition, but a number of global and regional regimes have
emerged to deal with proliferation issues. Some have dealt with incentives to proliferate; others have tried to control
the export of technology and materials.

Initially, Europe seemed to be on the fastest track toward additional nation-states acquiring nuclear weapons. Several
advanced industrial nations in Europe saw the efforts underway by Britain and France and pressed ahead with nuclear
science in a way which could have led them to nuclear weapons programs. Voices in France were most influential in
casting doubt on the reliability of American nuclear commitments in the face of nuclear parity between the
superpowers.

In the early 1960s, the United States explored briefly the possibility of a Multilateral Force (MLF) with multinational
crews from NATO manning ballistic missile submarines. Instead, the United States and its NATO allies formalized
"flexible response" to give greater credibility to the American nuclear umbrella. Enhanced consultative procedures on
wartime approval of use were implemented, and several nations acquired delivery systems for which American nuclear
warheads could be provided if war began. Thus neutrals in Europe and all members of NATO except Britain, France, and
the United States concluded that they did not need to pursue their own nuclear weapons program.

This renewed nuclear debate, along with the Cuban missile crisis, the resumption of nuclear testing in the atmosphere,
and China's first nuclear detonation, however, did increase pressures for disarmament. By the end of the 1960s, the Hot
Line Agreement, the Limited Test Ban Treaty, and the Non-Proliferation Treaty had been concluded. At the heart of the
compromises between nuclear and nonnuclear states leading to the NPT were Article IV guaranteeing nonnuclear-
weapons states access to the peaceful benefits of nuclear science and Article VI requiring all states, including nuclear-
weapons states, to work toward disarmament.



The ratification of the NPT coincided with the peak in the American nuclear weapons stockpile. As modernization
continued, most of the huge arsenal of strategic bombers and their often multimegaton weapons was retired. A large
number of smaller warheads, however, were put on ballistic missiles which had higher alert rates. For the most part,
independent of arms negotiations, the American nuclear stockpile fell to a small fraction of its largest size in terms of
total weapons and the explosive power of those weapons measured in megatonnage. The numbers deployed on
operational strategic forces, nevertheless, increased. Years later, the nuclear forces of the Soviet Union would also
decline in nuclear megatonnage as more, but smaller warheads were operationally deployed.

These reductions in stockpile measures went largely unnoticed as the world focused more on the multiple warhead
strategic nuclear weapons, and later the intermediate range nuclear missiles, deployed in the late '70s and early '80s, all
of which became the subject of negotiations. In a process which began as the NPT came into force, U.S. negotiations
with the Soviet Union, and later Russia, led to the INF Treaty banning two categories of missiles and the two START
Treaties reducing deployed strategic warheads to about one-fourth of the level once deployed.

Although the reductions mandated by START II are not required to be completed until a few years into the next decade,
provisions for accelerated reductions were included in the treaty. If the difficulties associated with political change and
economic trouble can be resolved in Russia, and if Ukraine lives up to its obligations under the Lisbon Accords, then
the question of additional reductions will become more active. In the meantime, global pressure for a nuclear weapons
Comprehensive Test Ban (CTB) have grown as the 1995 NPT Review Conference approaches. Currently, the United
States, Britain, France, and Russia ate maintaining a moratoriumon nuclear testing. The United States has said that it
may resume testing if another nation tests, but did not resume after China's recent undergroundnuclear test.

UnderSTART and with steps taken as the Cold War ended, the nuclear forcesof Russia and the United States will be very
similar. Nuclear armed bomber forces will be small and normally not on nuclear alert. Multiple warhead land-based
missiles and heavy missiles will be banned. Both sides will rely primarily on an approximately equal number of
warheads on submarine launched ballistic missiles at about half current U.S. levels. Tactical nuclear warheads will not
routinely be deployed at sea, and warheads for nuclear artillery and land-based tactical missiles are being retired. A
process of warhead dismantlement is underway. These developments have been accompanied by negotiated reductions
in conventional arms, an extensive array of cooperative and confidence-building measures, and increased military-to-
military contacts.

U.S. and Soviet nuclear forces once contained greatly different force structures than will be found between U.S. and
Russian forces at the end of the START II reductions. For many years, the Soviet Union relied primarily on a large,
multiple warhead land-based ballistic missile force which included over three hundred heavy Intercontinental Ballistic
Missiles (ICBMs) which were perceived as particularly threatening to the U.S. As the United States began to deploy
more accurate warheads on its missiles, both on land and at sea, the fixed land-based missiles of both sides could be
deemed nonsurvivable. Through modernization and negotiation to enhance Stability by reducing fast-flying systems
such as ballistic missiles, encouraging slow-flying systems such as bombers, and emphasizing survivable systems
such as submarines, the United States sought to address the vulnerability problem.

In the end, the two sides resolved the ICBM vulnerability question largely by reducing their numbers and significance.
Both sides found that achieving survivable land-based missiles was expensive and presented numerous operational and
political difficulties. Nevertheless, both the United States and Russia are retaining a strategic nuclear triad of bombers.
submarine launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs), and ICBMs. The advantages of each leg of the triadcompensate for the
disadvantages of the others. Whether such a balanced approach to a triad would be retained if further reductions take
place is not clear.

During the Cold War, the Soviet Union and the United States often had different approaches to declaratory nuclear
weapons policies. The Soviet Union, and many in the West, urged the adoption of "no-first use" pledges. The United
States, taking into account NATO strategy, rejected these proposals on the grounds that it would weaken the nuclear
umbrella by undermining deterrence of conventional attack which would then increase the risk of use of nuclear
weapons. For its part, NATO always maintained that it would simply not be the first to use any force. Each of these
pledges, of course, can be viewed as a form of confidence-building, but is no better than the intent of the party at the
moment. Still, reassuring statements to the effecz that nuclear wars "can never be won and must never be fought" and
that the parties will take all steps to prevent the outbreak of nuclear war have been agreed to by both countries.

Differences over declaratory policy have continued after the Cold War. An announcement such as that made by Russian
President Boris Yeltsin that the United States would not be targeted by Russian missiles would not have been taken
seriously were it not for the end of the Cold War. It is an easily reversible act not readily verifiable which might make
a disarming first strike seem more achievable. Precisely because the Cold War is over, the United States has been
looking for meaningful responses the two sides could apply to their missile forces which might be comparable to the
decision to take bombers off nuclear alert. At the January 1994 Moscow summit, however, the United States and
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Russia signed an agreement not to target each other's country. "['he agreement is largely symbolic, although in theory
it has merit with respect to the danger_ of accidental or unauthorized launches. More important is the prospect that the
inclusion of Ukraine in such arrangements might aid in the Rada approval of ratification of the NPT.

Cold War competition, as well as contrasting geostrategic requirements, also resulted in different approaches by the
Soviet Union and the United States to nuclear weapon free zones and positive and negative security assurances. The
United States sees itself needing to transit international waters to meet its security commitments to its allies, most of
whom are on the periphery of the Eurasian land mass. This has included transit of nuclear capable delivery systems,
and, if necessary, nuclear weapons. The Soviet Union's vital lines of communications were largely on its own
territory. Not surprisingly, the Soviet Union was quite enthusiastic about nuclear weapon free zones, particularly if
NATO countries could be brought in.

The United States was not entirely negative on nuclear weapon free zones, but viewed their desirability more to
promote nonproliferation rather than from a belief that they might promote strategic stability. The United States is a
party to the protocols for nuclear-weapons states of the Treaty of Tlateloico establishing a Latin American nuclear
weapons free zone and has said that it has not acted inconsistent with the Treaty of Rarotonga establishing a South
Pacific Nuclear Free Zone. The United States has also been supportive of recent efforts to achieve an African Nuclear
Weapons Free Zone and a Middle East free of all weapons of mass destruction. In all cases, however, Washington has
kept an eye on the implications for its right to transit international waters.

The issue of security assurances to non-Nuclear-Weapons States also carries Cold War baggage. Positive security
assurances involve security commitments to aid such countries if they are threatened or attacked. Negative security
assurances involve commitments not to threaten or attack those countries. Currently the United States approach to
positive security assurances is contained in its support for United Nations Security Council Resolution 255, adopted in
1968. Washington has stressed the importance of that language during recent discussions with Ukraine. The key
language reads:

Aggression with nuclear weapons or the threat of such aggression against a nonnuclear-
weapons state, would create a situation in which the Security Council and above all its
nuclear-weapons state permanent members, would have to act immediately in accordance
with their obligations under the United Nations Charter.

The United States has been reluctant to make more specific commitments with nations other than those with whom it is
allied. Nevertheless, a number of nations, including some members of NATO, have pressed for more explicit and
binding, positive assurances in the context of the NPT and its extension.

The basic U.S. negative security assurance reads as follows:

The United States will not use nuclear weapons against any nonnuclear-weapons state
party to the NPT or any comparable internationally binding commitment not to acquire
nuclear explosive devices, except in the case of an attack on the United States, its
territories or armed forces, or its allies, by such a state allied to a nuclear-weapons state, or
associated with a nuclear-weapons state in carrying out or sustaining the attack.

During the negotiation of the NPT, the Soviet Union had proposed a s_aight-forward ban on the use of nuclear weapons
against any country which did not have nuclear weapons based on its territory. That language was rejected by the West
because of the implication it had for NATO basing countries. Interest in additional formulas for negative security
assurances have increased as the 1995 NPT Review Conference approaches.

Most of the major issues related to nuclear weapons revolving the United States and the former Soviet Union have
involved similar considerations for the other nuclear._,eapons states. There are some additional factors, nevertheless.
Britain, France, and China have nuclear forces far smaller than those of the United States and Russia. Indeed, their
forces are smaller than those deployed in Ukraine. In many ways, they have followed the lead of the two largest
nuclear-weapons states in seeking to diversify their forces, deploying a larger number of smaller warheads on more
survivable platforms. Their declaratory policies have been more inclined to stress the counter value consequences of
nuclear weapons, but all have moved toward increased counter military capability. All have seen the modernization and
expansion of their nuclear forces significantly limited by the great resources required, and none has been able to field a
balanced triad.

Their doctrines have been associated with the concept of "mmtmum deterrence" and are explained in various ways as
independent deterrents. In the minds of many, these themes imply a notion of the smallest force necessary for national
survival and no extended deterrence. In the case of Britain and France, however, policy is a bit more complicated,
especially on the question of extended deterrence. Britain _s integrated into the NATO military structure and continues
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its special relationship with the United States including the purchase of the Trident II, D-5 missile for its main
deterrent in the next century.

France, unlike Britain, withdrew from the NATO military structure in 1967, and unlike Britain, but like China. did not
adhere to the NPT until recently. A number of Frenchopinion leaders have discounted the credibility of the American
"nuclear umbrella." France has always trumpeted the independence of its deterrent. To give its small force maximum
visibility in Moscow, Parishas always stressed going to the source of aggression in its nuclear targeting.

At various times, France has spoken disparagingly of NATO's flexible response precisely because it admitted to the
possibility that Soviet aggression might not have been immediately met by retaliation on Soviet soil. In recent
years, however, France has shown some tendency to moderate its views. France joined the NIT and then announced a
nuclear test moratorium despite its continued opposition to the Treaty of Rarotonga. As European integration and
Franco-German relations have advanced, France has been forced to suggest that it too can provide something of an
extended deterrent. Indeed, Paris has developed a doctrine involving shorter-range "pre-strategic" forces which look a
great deal like a poor man's flexible response. It is, however, retiring its intermediate-range ballistic missile (IRBM)
force and fireezing its modernization of short-range missiles.

The Chinese nuclear weapons program has continuously surprised analysts by its small size and slow growth.
Expectations that a large ICBM force would be deployed to threaten the United States proved wrong as Beijing focused
on shorter-range missiles to counter the Soviet Union. The vulnerability of the Chinese forces led experts to expect
the deployment of highly mobile land-based missiles and missile submarines. Instead, China has kept its small force
associated with hidden, hardened caves. The experience of the PRC suggests once again the tremendous challenges and
costs associated with a truly modern nuclear deterrent. The story on China, however, is not yet ._omplete. China's
military would prefer to complete deployment of a new generation of nuclear delivery systems and warheads before the
PRC joins a CTB or engages in negotiations on its forces. Rapidly growing sectors of the Chinese economy may
provide the economic resources.

Furthermore,during the current period of economic and political transition, the People's Liberation Army (PLA) seems
to be receiving greater funding for modernization and is retaining considerable independence from other political
authorities. PLA enterprises may be trading in the technologies of weapons of mass destruction with potential
proliferators (Pakistan, for example) even as Beijing contemplates its own nuclear buildup as other nuclear-weapons
states reduce their forces and cancel modernization programs.

Britain, France, and China have all issued statements to the effect that the future size of their forces will depend on the
depth and pace of superpower reductions. Britain and France, in fact, have already scaled back their nuclear programs,
and China's nuclear weapons program has thus far remained small. None of the three has anticipated entering into
strategic arms reductions talks of any sort in the near term, but all have been surprised at the scope of superpower
reductions, and all have said they are committed to negotiation of a comprehensive ban on nuclear testing. Britain and
France have also been engaged in the recent arms control revolution in Europe.

From a nonproliferation point of view, the British, French, and Chinese programs provide several examples of small
nuclear forces for potential proliferators. Each has sought to build a strategic deterrent force that is militarily potent
even in the realm of the superpowers. They have not sought equality with the two largest nuclear powers, but they have
all gone beyond a very small force of questionable survivability constituted primarily as a weapon of political
coercion. Even the small Chinese force would take any of the nations of proliferation concern many years to achieve.
Nevertheless, a number of nations have been seeking nuclear weapons even if only one or a few have come close.

NPT Breakout: Irao. North Korea. and Others

Prior to Iraq's expulsion from Kuwait and submission to United Nations Special Commission (UNSCOM) and
International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) inspections in support of U.N. Security Council Resolutions, most
experts agreed that Iraq was seeking nuclear weapons. They disagreed over the extent of the program, the progress
made, and the appropriateness of countermeasures. Indeed, as is so often the case with nonproliferation policy,
experts were divided as to whether engagement or isolation would be the better strategy. From within the region,
pressure grew to reach out to Iraq after the Iran-l.raqWar as a secular Arab counterweight to the growing power of lran.
Saddam Hussein's brutality resulted in most countries maintaining their tightest controls on expoi,s of sensitive items
to Iraq, but many nations' control systems had low standards and weak enforcement.

U.N. inspections revealed that estimates of Iraq'sefforts once labeled alarmist had, in fact, underestimated the breadth
and depth of the effort. Mirror imaging by Western nuclear experts had not understood Iraq'swillingness to exploit
inefficient, obsolete technologies at great cost in order to circumvent restrictions. Indeed, experts had underestimated
Iraq's willingness to pursue multiple paths to the same goal even when that duplication increased costs significantly.
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The lraq experience also undercut confidence in the IAEA's ability to enforce the NPT. IAEA concentration on
accounting for declared material in programs reported as peaceful projects had been exposed as inadequate. Iraq
demonstrated more than cheating on IAEA accountability. The lraq experience illustrated once again how a country
could run a declared program openly as a cover for a covert program. The declared program was also a potential source
of additional fissile material once the covert program achieved success, lraq had come very close to acquiring an
atomic bomb.

One can only speculate about what might have happened had Saddam Hussein waited until he had a nuclear weapon
before invading Iran or Kuwait. Would he have used it on lran or Israel or other neighbors? Would he have used it
against forces coming to the aid of his victims? Would he have made it available to other states, entities, or
individuals? In the minds of some, Saddam Hussein is the ultimate nondeterrable actor. To others, he follows a brutal

logic which responds only to dictatorial force. Still others believe that Saddam Hussein is driven by a misguided logic
highly susceptible to miscalculation because of isolation from the real world. This debate has profound implications
for the role of nuclear weapons in the post-Cold War era.

Although UNSCOM and the IAEA have adopted vigorous short-term inspection procedures, Iraq's recalcitrance has
called into question the viability of a long-term U.N. monitoring program. If Saddam Hussein were deposed, would his
successors continue the final effor',s to build an atomic bomb, and would the international community retain the will to
prevent them from being successful? Iraq has highlighted the real threats posed to international security by
proliferation and has also underscored the ruthless nature of some who might obtain nuclear weapons. The prospect of
global nuclear terrorism and talk of Shia, Sunnis, Catholic, Orthodox, Protestant, Hindu, Shinto, Confucian, and other
religious or ethnic bombs continue to sensationalize a nuclear proliferation problem already very serious.

Fear of proliferation can lead to preemptive attacks. Debate continues as to whether the Israeli attack on the Iraqi
Osirak nuclear reactor delayed or accelerated the Iraqi nuclear program. It may have already inspired some potential
proliferators to disperse, camouflage, and harden their nuclear facilities, just as it has undoubtedly inspired those in the
region who fear proliferation to include preemptive attack in planning options.

Such planning has undoubtedly recognized that pin-point attacks, especially against nuclear facilities which might
release radiation, involve great dangers for the counter-proliferator and may actually have limited effect over the long
run. This in turn may inspire consideration of more massive options aimed at _.stablishing long-term control. In this
sense, the nonproliferation lessons of the defeat of Iraq may be less satisfactory than one might wish. Some potential
proliferators may abandon their nuclear quest for fear that Iraq's fate might become theirs. Alternatively, they may
simply avoid the mistakes made by Saddam Hussein by keeping a lower profile until a nuclear capability is in place.

The prospect that lran0 a large and potentially powerful nation strategically located next to or near Pakistan, India,
Russia, Ukraine, Kazakhstan, the Gulf States, Turkey, and the Eastern Mediterranean, might need less than ten years to
build its own bomb only complicates further an already dangerous region. Whatever one thinks of the rationality of
Iranian foreign policy in the years ahead, the prospect that an arms race would unravel nuclear restraint in this troubled
region would greatly increase if Iran were to acquire nuclear weapons. Fear that Teheran might aid terrorist groups
would also inflame tensions and escalate consideration of preemption against the terrorists or against sources of their
support.

The Democratic People's Republic of Korea (DPRK) is a party to the NPT, like lraq, Iran, and a number of other states
suspected of seeking nuclear weapons. Unlike those states, however, North Korea has chosen conspicuous delay and
outright confrontation as a part of a national strategy which aims at building an atomic bomb, using such an effort as a
bargaining chip, or both. North Korea signed the NPT in 1986, only after Moscow threatened to cut off cooperation
with its already advanced nuclear science program. Pyongyang then violated its obligation to conclude an IAEA
safeguard agreement within 18 months by delaying over six years. Concluding such an agreement only under great
international pressure and only in the context of broader concessions by South Korea and the United States, North
Korea further delayed IAEA inspections at facilities which originally should have been declared.

While stalling on its obligations to the IAEA, Pyongyang agreed with Seoul to pursue a parallel North-South dialog
which included additional inspections of nuclear facilities. Faced with South Korea's insistence on the right to
challenge inspections in the North in exchange for such inspections of all Republic of Korea (ROK) and American
facilities and bases in the South, Pyongyang blocked movement on the bilateral front and agreed to IAEA inspections
of some facilities of concern. When these IAEA inspections turned up evidence of false declarations by North Korea,
Pyongyang denied the IAEA its rightful inspection of new facilities which had been identified, accused the IAEA of
bias, and then announced its intention to withdraw from the NPT. This achieved a face-to-face negotiation with the
United States to obtain nonattack commitments, promises of access to technology, and further legitimization as a
price for stopping the clock on the withdrawal process. Delay in implementing required IAEA inspections raised the
danger of a loss of continuity of safeguards which could result in further uncertainty about the amount of unaccounted-
for nuclear material. In bilateral negotiations, the United States obtained agreement by Pyongyang for a one-time
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inspection of declared sites in exchange for termination of the annual "Team Spirit" joint U.S.-ROK military exercises.
This inspection may provide continuity of safeguards for a number of months, but it does not bring North Korea into
compliance with the NPT or the North-South agreement. Pyongyang's strategy has successfully given North Korea
additional time to work on nuclear weapons and has defused the attention of an international community caught up in
other issues such as Bosnia and Somalia. Worse, it has left tile impression that by a now instantaneous withdrawal
from the NFT, North Korea could escape the consequences of its noncompliance. Although this is inconsistent with
intemational law, it may become a political reality if more clear action is not taken soon.

Some experts believe that North Korea is engaged in a political game of "chicken" designed to buy time to prepare the
regime to survive in the face of great political challenges weighing ever more heavily on this most closed of
totalitarian societies. A few of these experts believe that North Korea has actually given up any real quest for nuclear
weapons. Most analysts, however, believe that North Korea sees h, a nuclear weapons capability a chance to blunt
pressures for change, prevent the collapse of the regime, and establish the groundwork for a "peaceful coexistence"
based upon a balance of terror. A few analysts fear that North Korean hard-liners may see in nuclear weapons a means
to unite the two Koreas under its rule.

Whatever the immediate objective of North Korea's current strategy, the implications of a North Korean nuclear-
weapons state are chilling. The heavily armed Korean peninsula represents one of the last remaining military
confrontations of the Cold War. The United States is a nuclear power, and South Korea could choose to become one.
North Korea borders on two nuclear powers, Russia and China, and could provoke other countries in the region such as
Japan to become nuclear-weapons states. In fact, in a number of regions around the world, the veneer of commitment
to nonproliferation remains thin. The global nonproliferation regime could begin to unravel region by region. The
key to preventing such an outcome is strict enforcement of nonproliferation obligations. This will require a more
intense commitment to norms now widely shared by the international community, but not universal.

The Democracies with Ambifuous Nuclear Status: India. Pakistan. and Israel

India, Pakistan, and Israel are working democracies with advanced technology, large populations of highly-educated
citizens, and diverse civilian and defense industries for both national security and economic development. All three
have extensive ties with the United States, and all three pose major challenges to the viability of the existing
nonproliferation regime.

India, Pakistan, and Israel are the only three advanced nuclear nations which have not become a party to the NPT or an
equivalent regime. Each has experienced numerous internal and extemal conflicts over the last fifty years, the period
of its political independence in this century. Each has the nuclear materials and technology to build nuclear weapons.
Each has made clear by its actions or its statements that it wishes to keep open the option to deploy operational
nuclear weapons quickly, if it so chooses.

None h_s said that it has operationally deployed nuclear weapons, but each faces regional threats including possible
weapons of mass destruction which might cause it to deploy such systems and announce that deployment. Each has an
effective foreign policy elite, an experienced, professional military, and a demonstrated willingness to preempt when
it believes decisive action is needed. Indeed, each has reason to fear that its survival as a nation-state in its current

form could be placed at risk. And each has been willing to take criticism from the international community for military
action, covert operations, export of sensitive items, and human rights viola,ions when it believed certain measures
were warranted.

These three nations challenge international nonproliferation norms precisely because they are important democracies
in strategic locations with plausible justifications for exploring nuclear weapons options. Although the
nonproliferation community might wish that each of these stales show more restraint, it is, in fact, somewhat grateful
for the restraint already shown. Only India is known to have tested a nuclear explosive, a 1974 test it described as a
peaceful nuclear explosion which had not been weapomzed. India has not declared nuclear-weapons state status, nor
has Pakistan or Israel. Despite assertions by nonofficials and teasing statements by some officials, none of the three
governments has yet seen the merit in pressing a verbal competition which might generate domestic or foreign
pressures for an arms race,

Israel seems intent on keeping the lowest profile. The widespread belief that it has nuclear weapons probably provides
some deterrence, but during many crises Israel has stressed conventional defense and conventional surgical strikes.
Rather than take steps to signal that a nuclear deterrent ts ready for retaliation, Israel instead has sought defenses
against ballistic missiles and has declared as a matter of _l_cy that it will not be the first to introduce nuclear weapons
into the Middle East.

Even before the beginning of the Middle East Peace Talks and the creation of the Arms Control and Regional Security
Working Group, the Arab states have sought to place legal restraints on any Israeli nuclear technology. The best
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known of these efforts is the Mubarak Plan, proposed by the President of Egypt, calling for all nations to forgo all
weapons of mass destruction in the Middle East simultaneously. Egypt and most other members of the Arab League
have refused to sign the convention banning chemical weapons (CWC) unless Israel signs the NPT. Israel, on the
other hand, has signed the CWC. Israel has also endorsed a Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD) Free Zone as part of
its vision of a Middle East at peace, but insists upon the creation of real peace with its neighbors first. Now that Israel
and the PLO have recognized each other, the Arabs will argue that the conditions have been met for renunciation of all
weapons of mass destruction. Certainly, Israel will seek to minimize the nuclear issue. As part of the process to
obtain the strongest conditions for peace, however, Israel may take a cautious step-by-step process if it can gain as
well as give.

Despite provocative statements by a number of its officials over the years, including reference to the need for "an
Islamic Bomb," Pakistan probably also would have preferred a lower profile in file past. lslamabad's efforts to advance
a nuclear weapons program created intense pressure on its relationship with the United States, generated Pakistani-
specific legislation in the American Congress, and ultimately resulted in a cut-off of major U.S. military aid.

A case study of the Pakistani experience would illustrate vividly the many obstacles to maintaining an effective
approach to nonproliferation. At a time when the United States and Pakistan were working together to reverse the
Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, American efforts to stop the flow of nuclear and missile technology to Pakistan
created diplomatic difficulties in numerous capitals around the world, not just in Washington, D.C., and lslamabad.
The lessons learned in the Pakistani experience would ultimately help strengthen the international export control
regime, but this renewed restraint was largely too little, too late with respect to Pakistan. Pakistani participation in
the Gulf coalition against Iraq and its U.N. peacekeeping role in Somalia has continued to generate pressure to ease up
on nonproliferation sanctions and restraints aimed at reversing Pakistan's nuclear weapons agenda.

Some would argue that Pakistan provides a clear example of how inadequate security guarantees can drive proliferation.
Pakistan had been a Central Treaty Organization (CENTO) ally of the United States when that security organization
existed and had retained close security ties to the United States after CENTO's demise. Cold War considerations,
including India's cozy relationship with Brezhnev's Soviet Union, papered over many inherent tensions in
U.S./Pakistani relations. Nevertheless, Pakistan's strategic relationship with the United States was not sufficient to
prevent Pakistan's defeat by India in 1971 which, with the independence of Bangladesh, reduced Pakistan's territory by
one-fifth and its population by nearly half. The year Pakistan finally gave diplomatic recognition to Bangladesh,
1974, was the year India detonated its nuclear explosion. Continued confrontation with India, especially over
Kashmir, increased interest in a Pakistani nuclear capability and led Pakistan to an ever closer relationship with
nuclear-armed China.

, The United States saw in its military aid and sales to Pakistan means to reassure Pakistan militarily and hoped that this
would reduce pressures for Islamabad to go down the nuclear weapons path. At the same time, the possibility that
military aid would be cut off if Pakistan proceeded too far was seen as a nonproliferation lever. Unfortunately,
acquiescence or support for a nuclear weapons program increasingly became a condition for remaining in high office
during domestic political turmoil in Pakistan. U.S. legislation and policy permitted Pakistan to go very far before a
military cut-off was mandatory. Although the United States has not said that Pakistan has acquired nuclear weapons, it
terminated military aid when it could no longer certify to Congress that Pakistan did not have such weapons.

Pakistan may believe that nuclear weapons are important for its leadership in the world, particularly the Islamic world.
Certainly, some form of nuclear weapons status may enhance its political efforts and make it more equal at the table
with a powerful India. Still, fear of military defeat drives the intensity of its efforts. This suggests that Pakistan, more
than most potential proliferators, may be interested in military use options. Targeting cities in population dense
South Asia takes the nuclear nightmare to the extreme. It brings to mind a nuclear strategy of committing suicide to
prevent execution. This is all speculative, but Pakistan's interest in short-range missiles is consistent with such
thinking. Regional solutions to Pakistan's security fears will be essential to reducing the nuclear dangers in South
Asia and must involve India.

Interest in nuclear weapons options for India seem more political and strategic than military and tactical. In 1964.
China detonated its first atomic bomb and in 1967 detonated a hydrogen bomb. Although battlefield losses to China
in the Himalayas may have helped propel India toward its 1974 detonation of a nuclear device, the desirability of a
nuclear weapons capability for India is widely debated among experts, including within India. International political
change and diplomacy have improved relations between India and China, and India hag demonstrated that it has
conventional military dominance on the subcontinent. A nuclear arms race with Pakistan or China would not seem to
serve India's purposes.

Indeed, the greatest security threat to India may be the danger that internal violence and separatism will weaken and,
perhaps, fracture the Indian federation. The breakup of the Soviet Union and the violence in Yugoslavia, countries
with which India had special relationships, have highlighted the centrifugal forces which can be generated in the post-

-14-



J

Cold War era. That internal stability plays a role in the thinking of some Indians about the nuclear question is thus
understandable. For some, India's status as a great power was enhanced by the 1974 test. Internal cohesion is seen as
strengthened by pride of accomplishment and increased international influence. Others in India fear that a nuclear
Pakistan may be more aggressive in its support for separatists in Kashmir, threatening the loss of Kashmir and
encouraging separatists in the Punjab and elsewhere. With the demise of the Soviet Union, some Indians believe that
India should overtly deploy nuclear weapons to unite the country more strongly and to discourage Pakistani adventures
in Kashmir.

One hears anti-nuclear sentiment in India as well. The nuclear balance of power among the superpowers did not always
lead to restraint during the Cold War and may have increased the likelihood and danger of involvement in certain
regional conflicts and insurgencies. The same could prove true in South Asia. Indeed, many Western military planners
today see the cost of nuclear weapons and the dangers posed by them as undermining the very conventional military
capabilities which seem most appropriate to post-Cold War circumstances. India has seen its conventional military
power grow in South Asia and the Indian Ocean. The proliferation of nuclear weapons among its neighbors would
undoubtedly undercut a number of India's political and military goals, regionally and globally.

Many Indians still see China as a major threat and cite Beijing's continued nuclear testing and overall military buildup
as evidence that the danger is growing. With the Soviet Union no longer in existence to counterbalance the PRC, they
note that the singular nuclear superpower of the post-Cold War era. the United States, has maintained difficult, but
important strategic relationships with China and Pakistan. Under these circumstances, they argue, India must stay well
ahead of Pakistan and not lag too far behind China.

Although sentiment for asserting nuclear weapons status and deploying nuclear weapons may be growing in India, one
should not get the impression that Indian opinion leaders are simply polarized into nuclear and antinuclear camps.
Thus far, the predominant view among major political leaders supports continuation of India's existing policy of
ambiguous status, keeping options actively open. Further diplomatic progress with Pakistan or China could set the
stage for additional restraint. A nuclear arms race in the region is not likely to serve India's security interest. A more
aggressive Pakistani nuclear posture could prove highly destabilizing, and a quest to match Chinese nuclear strength
would likely bring greater cost than benefit. Unfortunately, given the current period of political uncertainty in India,
growth in the nuclear capabilities of China or Pakistan could result in decisior_ being made in India to deploy nuclear
weapons.

The nuclear question has a particularly global dimension for India, and often a moral theme. As a leader of the
nonaligned movement and a key spokesman in the North-South debates, India has taken an active role challenging the
nuclear "haves" on behalf of the "have-nots" in international disarmament debates. India has refused to join the NPT

because it says that the treaty is discriminatory in that it creates categories of nuclear "haves" and "have-nots" with
unequal rights. From the Indian perspective, the nonnuclear-weapons states have no firm security guarantees to replace
the nuclear options they relinquish, and they have little leverage to compel the nuclear-weapons states to give up their
nuclear weapons. New Delhi also has criticized export control regimes as inhibiting developing nations and serving
the purposes of Western industrial powers. Its current "neither fish nor fowl" nuclear status is seen as enhancing
leverage for complete nuclear disarmament, a way to insure equality.

Still, India's nuclear policy is not driven by altruism and a thirst for mere equality. Many Indian leaders believe that
India, by virtue of its size, power, and perspective, should have a greater role in world leadership. For some, this
requires nuclear weapons: "India is a great power and should have weapons that great powers have." For others,
retaining nuclear options is a sufficient means to insure that India has a senior seat at the international table. Only a
minority believe that a clear normuclear status would be an important step toward leadership in the post-Cold War era.

one sees the global dimension of Indian thinking in its resistance to approaching the nuclear question as a bilateral
Indo-Pakistani problem. A few small steps in confidence-building have been taken by India and Pakistan, but
compared to much of the rest of the world landscape of confidence-building, arms control, and nonproliferation, the
environment in South Asia is largely barren. Restraint is not the same thing as progress in the right direction, even if
it is better than movement in the wrong direction. India is reluctant to engage Pakistan in any way which increases
Pakistan's status or enhances its negotiating leverage. Thus on nuclear questions, it has preferred to discuss the
question in terms of the broader relationship of ,ations with some relevant nuclear weapons capability.

The American five-nation initiative was driven by an effort to accommodate the Indian perspective as Americans then
understood it. The idea was simple. Too simple. Pakistan required action by India; India by China; China by Russia;
and Russia by the United States. Thus five powers. Although India was willing to begin a bilateral dialog with the
United States, clearly it was not interested in a forum in which outside powers simply facilitated Indo-Pakistani
negotiation. A number of Indians have suggested a much larger forum with a broader agenda involving states such as
Ukraine, Kazakhstan, and even Israel.
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More and more, one hears Indian political thinkers speak of a category of nation-states which they define as "nuclear
weapons capable," a third category separate from those which have openly deployed nuclear weapons, and those which
have no capability to develop nuclear weapons anytime in the near future. In this category, one often hears mentioned
Belarus, Ukraine, and Kazakhstan, but also Germany, Japan, and Israel. Indians sometimes explain this grouping in
response to the five-power initiative as a more logical representation of regional interactions and balance. Outside
that context, however, it is explained as a reflection of reality not codified in the NPT; namely, that there are nations
that can deploy nuclear weapons if they wish. These nations have common concerns and desire special consideration.

From this perspective, the CTB is seen as a more appropriate vehicle for nuclear restraint than the NPT. A CTB would
appear less discriminatory or unequal, and would not actually ban nuclear weapons programs. For India, Pakistan, and
Israel, the CTB is an alternative to the NPT that reduces pressures on them to adhere to the NPT. Indeed, it gives them
some moral "topcover" for their nuclear efforts. A CTB could serve as a "halfway house" for nations moving toward the
NPT, or an equivalent commitment not to have a nuclear weapons program. Unfortunately, there is danger that a CTB
could also serve as a "halfway house" for nations wishing to withdraw from the NPT for the purposes of developing
nuclear weapons. In the minds of some analysts, the difference between normuclear weapons status and nuclear
weapons status for virtual proliferants is whether they have tested a nuclear weapon. Countries such as Ukraine--and
even Germany and Japan--might someday find this distinction useful in joining with India to form a third group of
nuclear-weapons-capable states different from the "haves" and the "have-nots." This group, in the minds of some
Indians, would play a special role in global leadership, have permanent representation on the Security Council, and
center its international arms control obligations on the CTB rather than the NPT.

At a time in which the United States has spoken of permanent seats on the United Nations Security Council for Japan
and Germany--a status many Indians would like for their country--associating India's global and nuclear status with
these countries is useful. Likewise, American nonproliferation policy has always had difficulty dealing with Israel.
Suggesting that the United States should think of Israel when it thinks of India was a theme strengthened by India's
recognition of Israel last year.

The Western nonproliferation community remains divided over what to do about nuclear proliferation in South Asia.
Shunning India and Pakistan is unreal; more sophisticated approaches have had little effect. So.called "realists" argue
that nuclear proliferation is a fait accompli and that the time has come to bring greater transparency to nuclear
capabilities of India and Pakistan and others such as Israel. Nuclear arms control and openness would become a
substitute for uncertainty. Others argue that the ambiguity and restraint of existing Indian and Pakistani nuclear
policies should be strengthened though confidence-building and other measures which would avoid explicit or direct
consideration of the question of nuclear weapons. This status quo plus approach emphasizes the considerable restraint
which remains in the policies of India and Pakistan and rallies around the principle of "first, do no harm." A third view
holds that, unless progress is made away from the nuclear abyss, international and domestic turmoil in South Asia may
one day create a nuclear disaster on the subcontinent. This school urges that India and Pakistan take steps that other
nations, including nuclear-weapons states, have taken to end the production of fissile material that could be avadable
for nuclear weapons and, perhaps in a step by step manner as part of a political process, place more and more of its
nonaccountable nuclear material under some form of international accountability or safeguards.

For each of these approaches, 'here remains great uncertainty as to the real preferences of India and Pakistan and
increasingly of other states, i_3 the nations of proliferation concern earnestly wish to create reasonable conditions
under which they would not t'eel the need for nuclear weapons, or do they just want the nuclear weapons? Perhaps no
one knows yet how their country will finally answer this question. The answer, however, will be important to
determining the role of nuclear weapons over the next fifty years.
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THE ROLE OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS: THE NEXT FIFTY YEARS

The above highlights of the history of nuclear weapons look back even beyond the first nuclear weapons detonation
forty-eight years ago. They offer numerous data points concerning policies, measures, and forces for an even more
skeletal extrapolation ahead fifty years. A random packaging of these data points would produce a multitude of
options. In the years immediately ahead, the attitudes and nuclear capabilities of nation-statos that already exist are
likely to continue. This suggests that one option for the future is a continuation of the existing situation with little
change. The reader can extrapolate that status quo world from the history presented above. In the long run, however,
there should be extensive settling out as more fundamental forces persist. Therefore, let us now look at three different
worlds: a world in which nuclear weapons play little if any role, a world in which nuclear weapons play a greatly
reduced role, and a world in which their role is as great or greater than it is today.

A World In which Nuclear Weanons play Little or No Role

In accordance with the Arms Control and Disarmament Act, American policy by law is to work toward the achievement
of complete and general disarmament. Very few nation.states of any size have not made such a broad commitment as
part of Article VI of the NPT or in the preambular language of a number of arms control treaties. American law stresses
that this must be done in a manner consistent with the national security of the United States and its allies, and no other
country has knowingly and voluntarily set out to sacrifice its national security either. In short, a world in which
nuclear weapons play little or no role is a world in which nations feel very secure. That world does not exist today and
may never come into existence.

Some would argue that a world without nuclear weapons would always be a better world. Nothing in the past fifty years
suggests that those who believe this will come to power in many significant countries in the next fifty years. Few
have liked the nuclear "Sword of Damocles" hanging over theh" heads, but many believe that it has played an important
role in keeping the peace. Certainly in Western Europe, the peace of the last half of the Twentieth Century was
preferable to the two world wars suffered in the first half. This year, President Clinton told the U.N. General Assembly
that we should "take that sword down and lock it away." When and how can that be done?

The East-West arms control revolution of recent years began in an environment in which adversaries frequently spoke
as if the common enemy were the weapons under negotiation. Still, they always negotiated as if the other side really
were the primary enemy. This changed only when the other side was no longer likely to be an enemy. Progress in
nuclear arms reductions in Europe was inherently related to reducing the threat posed by conventional arms, which in
turn was paced by changes in the nature of the governments in the East. When large conventional arms were no longer
needed to occupy Eastern Europe and coerce Western Europe, they could be diminished. This came about when the
Soviet Union began to explore greater opermess, democracy, economic reform, and the rule of law at home.

In short, a world in which nuclear weapons play little or no role will have to be a world in which the citizens of nations
capable of obtaining nuclear weapons by some means believe their freedom, prosperity, and safety are secured without
them. This will require great confidence in both the domestic and international order. It means that the continuation of
some regimes in existence today would preclude the exclusion of nuclear weapons from the national security
calculations of many nations. Perhaps a nuclear disaster or nuclear war in the years ahead will accelerate the
elimination of nuclear weapons, but such a catastrophe could easily have the opposite effect.

A study of the political, economic, and legal conditions for a denuclearized world is too large for this paper. 1 have
assumed that something like the United Nations exists and that it and other relevant international organizations have
been strengthened far beyond today's capabilities. I will assume that a world government does not exist and that the
nation.state retains sovereignty. Sovereignty has already become increasingly subject to modification in a process of
reinforcing certain international norms, and one can expect that to continue somewhat. Nonproliferation, for
example, would have become binding on all states by treaty or customary international law. One assumes that world is
not quite a utopia, but is far from the world of today.

Nor can one assume that human nature will be radically transformed. Our experience with post-Cold War man is not
encouraging. The fighting in Bosnia should be enough to remind us that the emotions which generate thirst for
destruction and genocide lie too near the surface. This may make it all the more important to control nuclear weapons,
but the prospect that the wrong persons might obtain such weapons will make it all the more difficult to eliminate
them totally.

In this first hypothetical world, nuclear weapons would play little role. We must hedge any statement that nuclear
weapons would have absolutely no role, however. Since nuclear weapons were invented, it has become ever more
difficult to disinvent them. One can imagine a world i,n which no actual nuclear weapons exist. It is increasingly hard
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to imagine a world in which they could not come into existence rather quickly. If anything, the basic knowledge is so
widespread that we can probably not have confidence that fifty years from now it would not be available to those who
might misuse it.

Today, there are nation-states which almost certainly have that knowledge, but do not have the necessary
technologies. Unfortunately, lraq demonstrated how, for a price, a proliferator could use older, inefficient
technologies in a nuclear program. In the future, technologies available may not be inefficient or expensive, and
future technologies may also make access to material much easier. One may hope that technologies to counter
proliferation will progress ahead of technologies which make it easier, but there is no certainty. Building an atomic
bomb in the garage may not be near at hand, but in fifty years we can be confident that many nation-states will be in a
position to build nuclear weapons if they wish. Thus, even after every existing nuclear weapon has been dismantled,
people will still have reason to worry about them. The denuclearized world will undoubtedly spend significant
resources insuring that it remains denuclearized.

Then, as today, a nuclear weapon in the hands of a terrorist may not be deterrable with other weapons, including nuclear
weapons. Whether or not state-supported terrorism remains in this future world, our experience within nation-states
suggests that organized crime and sociopaths will continue to surprise us with their technical sophistication. Thus in
:ile denuclearized world, the means to detect, destro , or dismantle weapons designed for covert delivery will remain
critical.

With so many nations able to build nuclear weapons, control of nuclear material will have to be much tighter than it is
today. Material may or may not be owned by international entities, but it is likely to be under international custody or
control. Routine inspection may no longer be sufficient for some facilities. A form of tighter continuous monitoring
inclu_ting rights of control may be necessary. One assumes that IAEA "speciai inspection" rights will have been
expanded at least to the level provided for by the Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC), and probably beyond.

Security clearance procedures of the type now found only in the national security community may move into a broader
area of proliferation related industries. Guaranteed access to employees in sensitive areas may become a part of the
verification and confidence-building system, both to monitor the employees and the nation-states themselves. Visits
to potential biological warfare facilities are already are part of the confidence-building process that is growing up
around the Biological Weapons Convention.

In a world in which nations have given up their nuclear weapons, one assumes that denial of exports to potential
proliferators would not be taking place, because nations had already reached a state of great confidence that strict
nonproliferation was taking place. One suspects, however, that highly automated reporting requirements would be in
place and would be monitored closely to detect violations of numerous obligations with respect to all military
munitions and items having potential for programs aimed at weapons of mass destruction and their means of delivery.
Dual purpose delivery systems such as aircraft and space launch vehicles would be of particular concern. Controls for
such systems and defenses against them--should there be fear that they could be diverted to carry nuclear weapons--can
be anticipated.

One assumes also that in this denuclearized world the issue of coercive conventional military imbalances will have
been effectively addressed for relevant states through political change, regional or global security arrangements, arms
control, confidence-building, and transparency. The protection of boundaries and borders against violence or change
by force would need to be certain; and the peaceful resolution of disputes, including disputes within boundaries that
might pose a threat to international security, would have been codified and made effective.

Ability to deal with violent internal disputes will be important because in the years ahead it may prove easier than it is
today for entities which are not nation-states to acquire chemical, biological, and nuclear weapons of tremendous
strategic consequences. One also assumes that the international law with respect to nonproliferation will be strict and
will carry with it war crimes consequences for the attempt, as well as for successful proliferation or use.

Let us turn now to the question of reconstitution of nuclear deterrence. This subject may come as a bit of a shock at first
in a discussion of denuclearization. Perhaps the world in which nuclear weapons are eliminated will be so secure when
the time comes to go to zero that this issue will not be relevant. On the other hand. no matter how secure the world
appears, it is hard to imagine nations transitioning from some nuclear weapons to no nuclear weapons without either a
trial period, a right to withdraw, or a means whereby another nation or entity could provide extended deterrence if that
should prove necessary, in short, one can image steps in the process of eliminating the last remaining nuclear
weapons in which national weapons might first be placed under tight security away from potential delivery systems
under ever stricter international control. They might be disarmed, disabled, or dismantled. They might remain under
national ownership, or they might be transferred to multinational control or to an international organization such as
the United Nations.
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A decision to reconstitute might initially be possible at the national level with weapons returned to national control
under certain circumstances. A more likely possibility is that international action such as approval by the Security
Council or the Security Council minus "X" would be required. The BaruchPlan envisioned elimination of the veto for
purposes of nuclear verification; and such an approachmight be applied in a case where a nuclear deterrent was being
reconstituted. This would be necessary if threats were posed by a permanentmember of the Security Council, Again,
the reconstituted deterrentmight be controlled by a single nation, a group of nations, or authoritiesof an international
organization, depending on how the process of denuclearizationhad taken place.

What would the threatbe which might provoke a reconstitutionof a nuclear deterrent? This is the question of positive
and negative security assurances and not first use revisited from the other direction; that is, the threat has been
identified before the deterrent force and policy is created. One assumes that any decision by an organization like the
United Nations to reconstitute a nuclear force would be based upon the emergence of an extremely serious threat to
international security and humanity. Would it necessarily have to be more serious than the threats to international
security which occur today? Perhapsnot.

In a denuclearized world, the threat threshold which would justify reconstitution might be lower than the threshold
which might cause nations to proliferatenuclear weapons in today's world. First. other nuclear deterrents exist today
whereas in a disarmedworld commitments being violated to would lead to a nuclear monopoly or a monopoly of some
other weapon of mass destruction. Second, this nuclear deterrent would likely have been reconstituted by action of a
legitimate international authority and probably would be operating under the control or mandate of such an
international authority.

Again, the questions of reconstitution of the futureare similar to the questions of use and non-use today, Should a
nuclear deterrent be reconstituted in the face of a chemical or biological weapons threat if a conventional military
deterrent or defense appears inadequate? In this denuclearized world, should a nuclear force reconstituted by
international authority be used first to preempt an immediate nuclear threat which has been created in violation of
international law? And what about crimes against humanity such as large.scale genocide? Should, for example, the
United Nations Security Council in an otherwise denuclearized world authorize reconstitution of a nuclear force if it
might bring to an end massive ethnic cleansing if it had no other means to do so?

These questions inevitably raise additional issues. Under what circumstancescan reconstituted nuclear weapons deter,
and under what circumstances can they and should they be used? These are questions which existing nuclear-weapons
states and their allies have considered over the years. Before a denuclearized world can come into being, we will need to
know more about how such decisions might be made and how the process might influence the substance of the
decisions.

A denuclearized world more complete than the one described above may be possible someday, buteven a more limited
one such as outlined here is not likely within the next fifty years. The denuclearized world suggested here, however,
illustrates how difficult it is for nuclear weapons, once invented, to play no role at all. Nevertheless, thinking about
such an hypothetical denuclearized world may help us get from where we are to where we want to be more safely.

A World with a Greatly Limited Role for Nuclear Weapons

The chance of nuclear war during the Cold Warwas probablynever very high. The nuclear powers understood that their
nuclear weapons could be used only under the most unlikely and dire of circumstances. These weapons represent an
ultimate appeal, not a weapon of choice. In the immediate post-Cold War period, the chances that they would be used
intentionally by the five nuclear-weapons states is even lower. In that sense, the role of nuclear weapons has always
been greatly limited, and is more so now. Nevertheless, the destructiveness of nuclear weapons no matter how unlikely
their use, has compelled nations to press for even greaterconfidence that nuclear weapons will not be used.

Nuclear weapons states have sought to create the conditions which would make consideration of their use unnecessary
They have also worked to prevent unauthorized access and control of weapons or accidental launches of their delivery
systems. Nonnuclear-weapons states, in particular, have pressed to reduce the number of nuclear weapons, minimize
their influence on international affairs, and obtain positive security guarantees and negative assurances that nuclear
weapons will not be used.

Limiting the role of nuclear weapons and limiting their numbers and kind are not precisely the same issue. A
relationship exists, however. At the height of the Cold War, nuclear weapons existed in great numbers for ant1.
submarine warfare, air defense, missile defense, anti-tank defenses, and other missions now performed by advanced
conventional munitions. Originally, the ICBM, SLBM, and bomber kegs of the strategic triad had very different
probabilities of survival, alert rates, and military capabilities such as accuracy and yield. Different types of delivery
systems within each leg often had very different capabilities as well. Nuclear weapons were expected to deter both
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nuclear and massive conventional attack. Numerous flexible response options and multiple scenarios combined with
targeting requirements and the necessity to reduce collateral damage to increase the number of weapons deployed.

Modernization and enhanced survivability of nuclear forces, improvement of conventional forces, the arms control
revolution, and the end of the Cold War have already resulted in a dramatic decrease in the number of nuclear weapons
and the missions which would require nuclear weapons. The end of the NATO-Warsaw Pact confrontation in Western
Europe alone reduced U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe to a very few percent of what they had once been, and led to the
worldwide withdrawal and ongoing elimination of all American ground-launched tactical nuclear weapons. Comparable
Russian weapons are to be eliminated as well. Also, sea-launched tactical nuclear weapons have been withdrawn from
patrol by both countries.

Positive political and military changes made possible the tremendous reduction in the number of tactical nuclear
weapons, but fear that tactical nuclear weapons or their fissile material might fall into dangerous hands during the
turmoil associated with the breakup of the Soviet Union accelerated the pace. Similar concerns about strategic s)_tems
compressed the negotiation of the START 11reductions and led the United States to encourage the Soviet Union to
follow its example of taking strategic bombers off alert and placing their weapons in secure storage. Altl,,ough fissile
material in deployed weapons form is probably more closely guarded than similar material used for power c.r research,
belief that command and control of actual nuclear weapons will be more reliable when the numbers are fewer will
continue to build pressure for further reductions in the years ahead.

Deterrence theorists have debated whether the liketihood of nuclear weapons use is greater when the number is larger or
smaller. Larger forces would appear more difficult to disarm with a "first strike" and less vulnerable to sudden shifts in
the military balance due to technological change, cheating on agreements, or force deficiencies. Large forces also
signal that plans by an aggressor to keep a nuclear strike limited may be doomed. On the other hand. an aggress,_r may
be less willing to use nuclear weapons if reduced deterrent resources must be husbanded.

The nuclear arms control agreements at the end of the Cold War sought to re ',uce this tension between stability and
reductions by using the reductions process as a means to more stable forces. START I and START II favored survivable
systems such as SLBMs and bombers, and placed the tightest restrictions on systems such as heavy and MIRVed
ICBMs which might create first strike pressures. Slow-flying bombers with low alert rates and conventional missions
were treated most leniently. Deterrence theorists are most comfortable when the forces are sufficiently survivable
overall to avoid "use or lose" and "launch on warning" psychologies.

One can speculate as to how relevant deterrence theory will be in post-Cold War calculations. Other considerations
such as nonproliferation have moved up in importance. Concern exists that a slowing down of the nuclear arms
control and reductions process by the nuclear-weap_ms states might be considered lack of good faith with respect to
obligations under Article VI of the NPT, perhaps providing a pre-text for further nuclear proliferation. This concern,
combined with fears that terrorists might gain control of nuclear weapons, has generated numerous proposals for far
deeper reductions sooner than are mandated even by START !!. With the NPT extension to be considered in 1995, some
have advocated making more reductions commitments now. 'although the actual dismantlement may not be possible for
many years to come.

START II suggests that Russia and the United States v,ould have between 3000 and 3500 warheads deployed on strategic
systems. Against this standard, numbers such as 2500. 2000. 1500, 1000, 500, and 100 are very popular. In some
cases a deterrent and targeting rationale is presented: in t_thcr cases the levels seemed to have been chosen because they
are round numbers.

Some reductions proposals have focused more ,,n i,r,.c ,_tructure than numbers. Those who have argued that
maintenance of strategic nuclear triads is redundant t_a,,.. _,,..ct)me more vocal now that the Cold War is over. Under
START II, the United States and Russia can be expected t,, h,,_.e approximately 500 to 700 single warhead ICBMs. The
U.S. systems are older and deployed in vulnerable t_,tcd ,,_h,,_ They provide flexible targeting, but are not the bulk of
U.S. second-strike capability. Thus some analysts b¢lnc,,c that the next step should be to ban ICBMs. Russia and the
United States might reduce to under 2500 warheads thrt,t_gh such a proposal. Britain and France have no ICBMs. China
has a few. Involvement of the other nuclear-weapon,, ,,Late,,m such an effort may not be critical.

Today, one sometimes hears the opposite recomn_cndat,,n, namely, ban SLBMs. Submarines are expensive, carry
numerous warheads on MIRVed missiles, and run the rl,,k of accidents in international waters. Indeed, this
"greenpeace-style" proposal often stresses a nuclear v,calxm_ tree zone approach which says, basically, that if nuclear
weapons states are going to run the risk of having nuclear v,capons, they should keep them on their own territory and
away from others. Some support for this approactl ,:-me,, ir_)m those deterrence theorists who have long feared the
destabilizing effect which might occur if a major brcakihr,)tJgh m anti-submarine warfare should make vulnerable the
small number of submarines remaining in the arsenal,, ,f the nuclear powers. These analysts have sometimes
advocated a deterrent made up largely of singe warhead ICBMs Russia and the United States might reduce to between



1500 and 2000 warheads under such a proposal. If applied to the smallernuclear powers, this proposal would be even
more drastic. Both Britain and France rely primarily on their small submarine forces for their survivable deterrents,
and with modernization, will probably each have a total force of approximately 5(-)0warheads on SLBMs. China has
had difficulty building an SLBM force, but clearly would like to do so. Even if the two largernuclear powers encouraged
the participation of the three smaller nuclear powers in such an initiative, which is doubtful, the smaller powers would
unlikely accept this approach under current circumstances. They would more likely suggest that any reductions they
take not be so rigidly defined.

The United States rejected Soviet President Mikhail Gorbachev's January 1986 proposal to eliminate all strategic
offensive arms (ICBMs, SLBMs, and heavy bombers) because it would have erased the American strategic nuclear
umbrella, leave America's overseas allies and forces vulnerable to remaining Soviet shorter range forces, and required
that the United States give up its Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI) for defense against ballistic missiles. It was seen at
the time as destabilizing, propagandistic, and part of the Soviet plan to block deployment of the NATO INF missiles.
At Reykjavik later that year, however, U.S. President Ronald Reagan made clear that the price for stopping SDI short
of deployment would be the elimination of all the ICBMs and SLBMs the system was designed to defend against,

The two sides never resolved their differences, but the debate created fears, particularly in Europe, that the pace of
denuclearization might be too fast. Some in Europe were concerned about inadequate American strategic forces, and the
United States suggested later that perhaps 100 missile warheads might be kept for extended deterrence in addition to
the bomber warheads. Some analysts argued that a small missile defense system might also be necessary to protect
against cheating. The strongest criticism, however, came from Britain and France where the President's proposal was
seen as a danger to their independent deterrentsbased on SLBMs if it were applied to them. With a number of both
liberals and conservatives in the Ur.ltedStates advocating a return to Ronald Reagan's Reykjavik proposal, the issue of
the arms control policies of the other nuclear.weapons states is more visible.

At the time the Reykjavik proposal to ban all ICBMs and SLBMs was made, the United States had underway an
extensive bomber modernization program. If all ICBMs and SLBMs were banned, the U.S. would still have had several
thousand warheads deployed on a large force of B-2 and B-1 bombers, and air-launched cruise missiles, some stealthy,
would be available for a large force of older B-52 bombers, in essence, the Reagan Reykjavik proposal moved the
strategic balance back to the era before the "missile gap" and capitalized on the inability of bomber forces to execute a
disarming first strike.

In recent years, however, the United States has made decisions to cut back on its very expensive bomber force and to
divert much of it to a conventional-only role. This has promptedsome to advocate that the bomber forces be the leg of
the strategic triad eliminated, or at least, strictly removed from the nuclear role. Having long been viewed as the last
strategic forces to be eliminated, bombers have become a dark horsecandidate to be the first. No other nation relies on
bombers nearly to the degree that the United States does.

The arguments for and against the quantitative and qualitative strategic nuclear weapons reductions mentioned above
are a mixture of deterrence theory and other considerations. During the Cold War, deterrence theory dominated debate
even if it did not monopolize it. In the United States, no arms control treaty could be expected to get a two-thirds vote
of the Senate if the Joint Chiefs of Staff would not testify that it meets the deterrence requirementsof the United States.
Those requirements were largely determined by the need to deter the largest other nuclear power, the Soviet Union.

Today, the Soviet Union no longer exists, and the United States is building friendship with its successor states. Still,
a continuation of its basic strategy would require that the United States continue to maintain forces that could
confidently deter the largest existing nuclear state. That would be Russia, and possibly others, if threatening forces
should return to power. The START II levels meet that requirement, but it is not clear that lower numbers could do so
with the existing strategy. Nor is it clear that any of the above force structure transformations of the strategic nuclear
triad would meet that requirement, especially if numbers are reduced. Modernization of U.S. strategic forces has largely
come to a stop and will not offer much new to make up for loss of numbers. Operational improvements and
substitution of more conventional capability may help somewhat. For the most part, however, deep reductions in the
years ahead will require an increased risk, a lowering of standards, or modifications of the strategy or its application.
The lower the number, the greater will be the demand for an explanation of how it serves U.S. interests. Today's
justification for nuclear reductions, however, will likely not be confined to classical deterrence theory focusing on
large nuclear powers.

In the post-Cold War world, the five nuclear.weapons states are no longer considered the most probable nuclear danger.
proliferation of nuclear weapons into unstable regions or outlaw states or terroristsseems to be of greaterconcern. For
most nations, reductions in nuclear weapons by the existing nuclear-weapons states has been considered essential to a
further strengthening of the nonproliferation regime. Clearly, the nuclear-weapons states expect such reductions and
other steps, such as the negotiation of a comprehensive test ban, to be accompanied by a reduced proliferation threat.
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A reduction in the role played by nuclear weapons in the next fifty years requiresa better, not worse, recordon nuclear
proliferation. In most of the world, that threat has remainedlow. In others, dangers have been reduced. In partsof the
formerSoviet Union, on the Korean Peninsula, in the Middle East, and in South Asia, the dangers have grown. In the
nuclear age, the United States cannot isolate itself completely from the nuclear dangers. All of these troubled regions
are geographically located even closer to other nuclear-weapons states. Those states are likely to feel even more
inhibited about further nuclear restraint if progress is not made on the nonproliferation front.

One way to look at the problem is to project that a greatly reducedrole for nuclear weapons might come about through
the ever more complete implementation of the basic principles of the nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty. Each nation
does what it can to move in the right direction. The Nuclear-Weapons States (NWS) parties to the NPT reduce their
nuclear weapons and implement policies and programs which gives greaterreassurance to those thatdo not have them.
The non-NWS parties to the NPT work to strengthen the NPT and advance its universality while also addressing sources
of regional conflict. And those nations not party to the Treaty, nevertheless, join the others in working toward the
goal of a nuclear fi'ee world. In short, each nation would do what is appropriate to its circumstances to keep moving
away fromthe nuclear abyss, rather than toward it. How could this be done.'?

Bringing fissile material tightly under control may offer a unifying theme for all who want to reduce the role of nuclear
weapons. President Clinton's September 27 address to the United Nations General Assembly offers a global,
negotiated ban on production. The previous year, President Bush had suggested unilateral and regional approaches.
Each has advantages and disadvantages. Herelet me suggest more a process than detailed technical measure.

Nations could act unilaterally, and bilaterally or multilaterally where appropriate, to improve control and
accountability of plutonium and enriched uranium. Non-Nuclear-Weapons States within the NPT already have
international accountability of such material, and a number of nuclear-weapons states have permitted international
accountability of material not used in weapons.

Together, they might develop an even tighter materials control regime which would someday apply to all nations.
They would also insist on development of measures to deal with problems like the uncertainty now existing with
respect to material produced in the North Kor¢an nuclear program. As an immediate near-term step, the nuclear-
weapons states would work to end the production of fissile material for their nuclear weapons and increase internal
accountability of fissile materials. Russia and the United States have already begun discussions of improved
accountability material in weapons programs. In this age of improved relations among the nuclear powers and
increased concern about the diversion of fissile material to terrorist states or groups, the highest priority is that each
nation have 100 percent confidence that it controls its own material. This is more important than providing some
greater confidence to other countries that amounts reported internationally are correct. Initially, control is more
important than transparency. The process of developing international transparency can, however, be used to reinforce
commitment to tight control, and greater transparency will be necessary for further reductions in nuclear forces to take
place.

Over time, more and more fissile material owned by nuclear-weapons states not already under the IAEA accountability
could be brought into a system of increased international accountability. As material is initially recovered from the
dismantlement of nuclear warheads, it might be made subject to limited inspections. This material might later be made
subject to full international safeguards. Certainly it could be made subject to full scope safeguards by its introduction
into the civilian market, just as Russia is now pledged to do. Initially, the NWS might try some interim measures such
as the declaration of how much material is stored at a site, including material still contained in weapons. NWS would
not be required immediately to introduce all material to safeguards, but they would be compelled to keep tight
accountability so that reporting would be accurate when the final amount of material comes under international control.

Such an approach would offer opportunities to the three important democracies which are not part of the NPT: India,
Pakistan, and Israel. They could easily begin to do what both NWS and non-NWS parties to the NFT would do. They
would support a stronger regime for placing fissile materials under control and would work to bring their own fissile
material into complete accountability. This might be clone in a manner similar to that of the nuclear-weapons states;
that is, in a step by step process of gradually putting more and more material under international safeguards or control.

They need not undertake an obligation to join the NPT unless and until they believe it is appropriate, but they would
increasingly treat theirnuclear material as if they were a party to the NPT or an equivalent regime. They could takeeach
step in the context of security developments in their region, perhaps as part of a "peace process," or in the context of
global developments. All nations would be headed in the same direction: the tight control of fissile material
necessary to limit greatly the role of nuclear weapons and, someday, provide for their elimination globally. Yet each
would take a path appropriateto its security needs and circumstances.

If the nations which today cause such greatconcern were seen as actually moving away from nuclear proliferation and
other weapons of mass destruction, achieving greater security and more explicit guarantees would be much easier.
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Western nuclear-weaponsstates were reluctantto place constraintson their own nuclear freedomof action in the face of
the great military buildup of the Soviet Union. Tho end of the Cold War has diminished that consideration.
Unfortunately,Ir_, North Korea, and others give contemporary cause for reluctance. A brief examination of American
policy and the case of Iraq is illuminating.

The United States has declared that it will never use biological weapons. It has also proclaimed that it will forgo even
retaliatory use of chemical weapons from the moment the CWC enters into force. The existence of the American
nucleardeterrent made these pledges easier to make. The United States has also declared that it would not use nuclear
weapons against a nonnuclear-weapons state unless that state is engaged in aggression along with a nuclear-weapons
state. In effect, the United States has, throughseveral different statements, pledged not to use any weapons of mass
destruction against a state which does not possess weapons of mass destruction, with the special exception of a state
allied with or cooperating in aggression with a nuclear power. With the end of the Warsaw Pact, the importance of
even the exception has been diminished. These are very significant limitations on the role of American nuclear
weapons, so much so that a numberof nations which have no weapons of mass destruction have suggested codification
in treaty language of these or similar restraints.

The composite effect of these several negative security assurances (NSAs) made by the United States, however, create
some deterrenceuncertainties which were highlighted during the Gulf War. If Iraq, for example, had threatenedto kill
thousands of civilians in Cairo, Tel Aviv, Istanb_l, or elsewhere with chemical or biological weapons, would its
membership in the NPT preclude the United States from stating explicitly that nuclear retaliation would be possible?
American officials did say tha: Saddam risked horrible destruction if chemical weapons were used, but the
overwhelming power eventually deployed was conventional exploiting precision guided conventional munitions
surgically applied to military targets.

To some critics, America's piecemeal approachto its negative security assurance policy created a loophole for Saddam
Hussein. Membership in the NPT seemed to provide him protection for the use of nonnuclear weapons of mass
destruction, even as he was racing toward nuclear weapons in violation of the NPT. Nevertheless, Saddam apparently
did not use chemical weapons against the coalition. Perhaps his government feared that a declaratory policy could be
changed or ignored. Perhaps Iraq believed that the declaration would not apply to a state actually violating the NPT.
Perhaps U.S. negative security assurance policy was never considered at all.

Given the confusion over the issue, however, a more consistent approachmight state that the United States would not
use nuclear weapons against any nation which is a party in good faith to all relevant bans on weapons of mass
desu'uction. This would reduce the role of nuclear weapons furtherwith respect to nonnuclear states parties to the NPT.
but it would expand their role slightly with respect to other weapons of mass destruction. It would also retain the
possibility of their use in respo.,',seto massive conventional attacks by a nuclear-weapons state.

The nuclear-weapons states are not the only nations struggling with the question of the relationship between
deterrence and various weapons of mass destruction. Egypt and israel have expressed support for a Middle East free of
all weapons of mass destruction. Still, Israel has not joined the NPT, and Egypt will not sign the CWC. Egyptians
have made clear that they are protectingoptions for chemical weapons to deter possible nuclearweapons.

If the improved security relationship among nuclear.weapons states created by the end of the Cold War continues, the
actual role of nuclear weapons for the United States will be even more emphatically and essentially to deter other
nuclear weapons. Some would have this approachcodified, or at least adopted, by the United States and other nuclear-
weapons states. Others would go further,rejecting a policy of !egal deterrence by banning firstuse or all use underany
circumstances of nuclear weapons possessed.

If, fifty years fi'om now, nuclear-weapons states still believe that their weapons are necessary, they would be unlikely
to agree to restraints which deprive them of any legal statusother than the mere rightto existence. Still, it is hard to
imagine that fifty years from now the role of nuclear weapons could be greatly diminished without further
strengthening the taboo against use. Positive and negative security assurances will undoubtedly have been expanded
and codified. Also, in such a world, the decision to use nuclear weapons will likely take on a decidedly more
multilateral dimension.

The smaller nuclear powers have always highlighted the Independent, national aspects of their nuclear deterrents. The
two large nuclear powers have also kept tight national ,.-ontrolover their nuclear weapons. As leaders of alliances,
however, both superpowers expanded the planning and c,_nsuhative process to alliance headquarters and national
capitals. This was particularly true with the United States and NATO. To su'engthenthe extended deterrentprovided by
American strategic nuclear forces, for example, the UnmtcdStates "earmarked" several hundred SLBM warheads for
NATO purposes. Movement toward a "European security zdentity" has already raised interest in how other European
states would express their views on the British and French nuclear forces. Britain, like the United States, consults
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closely in NATO, but now, even France has begun to discuss more openly the question of consultations on nuclear
deployments or use.

Deterrence theorists have often warned that the consultative process, like the command and control process, can have
dangerous consequences if it casts doubt on credibility of retaliation. The prospect of a more multinational dimension
to their nuclear forces, however, offers some benefits for the nuclear-weapons states. During the nuclear modernization
debate in the United States in the early 1980s, the INF forces escaped much of the ideological and partisan polarization
over the deployment question precisely because they were viewed as "NATO missiles." Likewise, nonnuclear allies
gained confidence in their security throughparticipation in the NATO Nuclear Planning Group (NPG), which consisted
of Defense Ministers, and its subordinate High Level Group (HI,G) on nuclear forces.

Fifty years from now, if positive trends continue, one can imagine a world in which the nuclear-weapons states will
have "earmarked"weapons for the United Nations Security Council if such weapons are not already under multinational
or international control. Perhaps a U.N. Security Council expanded to provide permanent membership for nonnuclear-
weapons parties to the NPT will have developed its own consultative and decision making process.

None of this is likely to be immediately popular with nuclear-weapons states. Short of the establishment of a world
government, it is difficult to imagine nuclear-weapons states giving up a special national role with respect to nuclear
weapons. Nevertheless, policy and process would likely evolve in the direction of greater international influence on
or control over any decision to use nuclear weapons. Multinational operation of nuclear forces, foreshadowed by
NATO's MLF discussion and dual use deployments, might also evolve. Such an evolution would not be surprising
given the great pressure already developing for more explicit positive and negative security assurances from the United
Nations and from NATO. In a sense, the ultimate security assurance is to be a part of any decisions.

In summary, one can imagine a number of scenarios which would create over the next fifty years a world in which the
role of nuclear weapons in international security concerns is greatly diminished from what it is today. This is true even
if sizable nuclear forces remain in national hands. It will be possible, however, only in _ world in which nations have
confidence that those nuclear weapons which exist are for the benefit of all mankin'J. In ma,'_yways, the nuclear debate
in the post-Cold War era is not about the end of extended deterrence, as many suggest, but rati_erabout its expansion.

A Worl_l In which the Role of Nuclear Wegpons Increases

If the total number of nuclear weapons in the world were the measure of theirrole in international affairs, no increase in
their role is likely in the years ahead. Even if none of the START Treaties are implemented and hard-linersreturn to the
Kremlin, their total numbers will decrease. A better measure of their role is to examine the likelihood th_atnuclear
weapons will be used or invoked in international disputes. By that standard, their role might increase significantly
despite the end of the Cold War.

Many of our efforts to reduce the role of nuclear weapons are based upon delegitimizing their use, debunking their
utility, and denying status based upon their possession. Like Tom Sawyer painting the fence, we posture that reducing
the role of nuclear weapons is what we all really want to do. rather than a responsibility that must be met. When
nations such as North Korea press ahead with their nuclear program, many assume that it is a negotiating ploy. It may
be. Pyongyang certainly believes that it is obtaining political leverage.

Unfortunately, Kim I1 Sung and his son may not believe that it is wrong for the DPRK to have nuclear weapons, that
they have no use, and that nuclear weapons will not change their status. Indeed, the leaders in Pyongyang may believe
that nuclear weapons are essential to the survival of their regime. We have stressed for so long the horrorof nuclear
weapons that North Korea may see in our fears a deterrent to political change itself or the basis for a "d6tente" which
will give its leadership more time to shape things to come.

'_.

When Western experts on nonproliferation speak of "pretext removal," it is very illuminating. While we paint Tom
Sawyer's fence, we recognize that the real reason that others don't paint the fence today is that they may nev6r wint to
paint the fence. Significant political figures secretly harboring that view probably exist in the capitals of most
countries active on the world scene, including my own. Certainly, we recognize that the proliferation of nuclear
weapons, horizontal and vertical, may grow in the Middle East, South Asia, the Korean Peninsula, and parts of the
former Soviet Union. Once that process reignites. Latin America, East Asia. and even Western Europe may not be
immune.

This is not to say that a single new act of proliferation will guarantee the unraveling of the entire arms control and
nonproliferation architecture which has been constructed. If North Korea goes nuclear, a decisive international
community could contain that proliferation, and with some lack of absolute certainty, even reverse the process. Any
delay or lack of resolve, however, could result in a chain reaction of proliferation. Japan might not rush to develop
nuclear options, but if this is just the spark to ignite hard-liners in Kiev, the Lisbon Accords might fail. Nowhere
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would this be more popular outside Ukraine than in some circles in New Delhi. And how long would Germans and
Japanese watch this process continue before they insisted on strong action by their governments to find protection?

The immediate reaction to proliferation is not necessarily more proliferation. Many countries will look to nuclear
allies for an umbrella and to their military establishments for other deterrents, defenses, or preemptive strikes.
Nevertheless, the specter of nuclear weapons will have risen and their role in international affairs will have increased.
The growth in regional nuclear actors may create new forces for balance of power politics. It could form spheres of
influence which may prove to be unstable successors to the "new world order." Over time, nations with the ability to
have nuclear weapons will experience great internal pressure to build them. Once they've deployed them openly,
pressure will then build to expand the forces.

Not all experts agree that an increase in the number of nuclear-weapons states necessarily makes the world more
dangerous or destabilizing. Nuclear weapons can bring a greater sense of caution to those who have them and those
who fear them. Multi-dimensional calculations of the nuclear balance are more uncertain, but that may also breed
caution. Countries which now resist international nonproliferation measures which endanger their own nuclear
options might support a stronger regime to control nuclear proliferation after they have achieved their own objectives.
Fear that potential proliferators can accelerate the process through international cooperation are real, but a number of
potential proliferators seem willing to close the door to proliferation behind themselves.

The problem with reliance on a theory of benign proliferation, as with classical deterrence theory, is that a greater
number of independent variables produce more unintended consequences with each change. Proliferation that is simply
the culmination of a research program may have limited effect. Proliferation that creates a chain reaction of
interrelated arms races in troubled regions around the world may have consequences far removed from those being
addressed by the proliferator. Once a nuclear weapons capability has been achieved, interest in expanded options will
grow as others improve their own capabilities inside the region and elsewhere. If the existing nuclear-weapons states
have already reduced to very low levels, some proliferators may be inspired to build to levels they believe bring nuclear
superpower status. If regional nuclear balances develop, greater consideration will be given to operational aspects of
nuclear weapons including their survivability, flexibility, and utility for targeting military forces. In short, a chain
reaction of horizontal proliferation could lead to extensive regional vertical proliferation.

If this critical mass of proliferation strikes when many countries already have the technology base for nuclear
weapons, the process could accelerate very quickly. Today, it might happen more slowly. In some regions such as
South Asia, an open arms race might occur. In countries like Japan, certain "options" might be obtained for
contingent use with conventional strike aircraft or space-launch vehicles. In parts of the former Soviet Union, nuclear
resources might become a source of international revenue and a factor in domestic power disputes and ethnic conflicts.
In Latin America, the "generals" may return.

Under pressure from threatened allies, the United States might have to put sea-based tactical nuclear weapons back on
its ships and deploy them forward. Dual-capable tactical aircraft may also be moved into a region, arid in some places,
there could be a call for the return of ground-launched systems if any of them had not yet been dismantled. Further
flexibility for strategic nuclear forces may have to be examined.

In the context of their post-Cold War friendship, the United States, Russia, and others have discussed whether they
should cooperate with each other to defend their populations against nuclear missiles rather than continue to hold each
other's citizens hostage through nuclear targeting. Interest in ballistic missile defense and anti-tactical ballistic
missiles will be even greater in a fractionated nuclear world than it was during the Cold War. Fear that any nation with
a space-launch vehicle also has an inherent ICBM capability will grow. Cooperation in technology will decrease, and
export controls and sanctions will pepper international trade. Economic growth may be adversely affected, and
political relations will become tense.

In such an environment, efforts undoubtedly will be made to introduce arms control, confidence-building, and a "peace
process" into every troubled region. Still, the dynamics will inevitably increase the chances of violence. Countries
like the United States may try to isolate themselves from these nuclear land mines, but important interests may also
draw the United States into areas of tension to support friends in the region or international peacekeeping efforts.
Nuclear armed nations involved in conventional conflict may find themselves compelled to escalate to the use of
nuclear weapons no matter how limited their nuclear capability.

Global positive and negative security assurances will provide little comfort to nations in these troubled regions
Instead, they will want firm alliances and concrete manifestations of commitment such as troops on the ground. They
will not want to be covered by declaratory nuclear policies which weaken or provide loopholes for extended deterrence.
Indeed, they may rely on an extended deterrent offered by others only as long as it takes them to get their own
deterrent.

- 25 -



In this apocalyptical vision, Russia and the United States are not likely to increase their nuclear arsenals in any
significant way, but neither will they be interested in deep reductions. France and Britain might, and China almost
certainly would. All may move more toward the deployment of smaller yield, more accurate nuclear weapons tailored
for limited use on the battlefield and retaliation on a very small scale. The ability to rely on advanced conventional
munitions and a highly professional, rapid reaction force will diminish as those forces are spread thin by wide spread
violence and are used up in a multitude of regional conflicts.

During the Cold War the likelihood of nuclear war was low, but the consequences could be catastrophic. Conventional
and unconventional wars were frequent, but the death and destruction was small compared to the first half of the century.
After the Cold War, proliferation could combine the destructiveness of weapons of mass destruction with the likelihood
of regional conflict. If Bosnia and Somalia can be translated into this scenario of escalating nuclear proliferation, the
world won't be destroyed, but societies and cultures would be. If it is Russia and Ukraine or India and Pakistan, who
knows how terrible regional nuclear conflict could be?

Again, if new acts of proliferation occur, this nightmare scenario of proliferation escalating out of control is by no
means inevitable. Each new danger will generate resolve to control and reverse the process. Nor would all acts of
proliferation have the same effect. A nation keeping the fact of its proliferation to itself may be less unsettling than
one which feels it must rattle its new nuclear saber. Stable and just democratic governments which proliferate will have
less impact than ruthless totalitarian regimes. The somewhat breathless scenario above grew out of an assumption of
North Korean nuclear weapons proliferation within close range of the territory and forces of three nuclear powers and
two potential nuclear powers and at a time in which the entire nonproliferation architecture is uncertain and drifting.
North Korea's strategy of negotiating delay and turning the question of its nuclear program into a Washington-
Pyongyang issue rather than a question of the United Nations acting on a violation of a fundamental multi-lateral
commitment has already served to reduce the interest of other nations in the North Korean threat. Scenarios in which
the world continues to accept further proliferation so long as a low profile is kept are plausible. Under such
circumstances, the nation's of Northeast Asia may simply focus on a war avoidance strategy.

The final completion of a nuclear weapon in a future post-Saddam Iraq might result in more immediate risk of war. but
have a less dramatic global proliferation effect than that described above. An arms race in South Asia, even a nuclear
clash, in an otherwise more stable world may be possible to isolate. Maturation of a nuclear Ukraine or a "bomb in the
basement" in Brazil alone might prove to have marginal impact on the international system even if they weaken the
international norm against nuclear proliferation. The question before us under such circumstances, however, may be
something like this: How often does the world want to pull the trigger in a nuclear game of Russian roulette?
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CONCLUSION

The three different worlds described above and a fourth case, the status quo, are not the only possible futures for nuclear

weapons over the next fifty years, but they grow out of the assumption in each case that, among conflicting
developments one sees, certain forces become dominant. Within the realm of plausibility, I have pressed each toward
the extreme so as to highlight those forces. Reasonable analysts can differ on when, or if, any of these worlds are
likely to come into being. Complete denuclearization would seem particularly distant even with many of the steps I
have described. Even after fifty years, the world is unlikely to be so orderly that nuclear-weapons states will give up all
their nuclear weapons. Certainly, eephoria about the effectiveness of the United Nations in a new world order prevalent
just two years ago is not widespread today. The other two different worlds are perhaps easier to understand because they
are closer to current reality. Also, because they are closer to today's reality, it is easier to see their complexity.
Reducing the role of nuclear weapons by enhancing security for nonnuclear-weapons states will be difficult because
nuclear-weapons states are particularly reluctant to extend security guarantees of any sort, much less nuclear
guarantees, outside a close circle of allies. A world in which the role of nuclear weapons has increased such as a world
in which horizontal proliferation increases, may also not seem so dangerous as nations move to accommodate changed
circumstances. Initially, these two worlds may look more like the etatus qUO. An exact copy of today's reality,
however, is not likely. Certainly, a continuation of today's basic circumstances is likely to include positive and
negative elements of the other three worlds.

This essay does not give a prediction per se. I was asked to lead a discussion on the role of nuclear weapons over the
next fifty years, and a number of possibilities seemed worth describing. Because this is a conference hosted by the
Center for the Advanced Study of India, I would like to make one specific prediction. The actions of many nations will
influence which nuclear future emerges, but that future may be determined more by what India does than by the decisions
of any other country. Certainly, North Korea, Iran, and lraq, and to some degree Ukraine, are of immediate concern
because they threaten to go outside the commitments they have made to the international norm against horizontal
proliferation. India, on the other hand, has not made such commitments, and India is more likely to be able to cause
that international norm to be weakened over time. India is a great democracy. It has vast influence, skilled leadership,
and sets the example that many nations will follow.

India's policies have positioned it to go whichever way it chooses. It has the technical capability to implement any
choice. What India f'mally decides will have great impact on the role of nuclear weapons in the years ahead. Sitting on
the fence between the nuclear "haves" and "have-nots" is not the worst of policies. Unfortunately, if international
developments or domestic politics force India to make a clear decision, it may be leaning the wrong way. The tendency
to translate nuclear matters into the language of the North-South dialog has not helped prepare its public or others for
movement toward greater nuclear restraint. Worse, the guerrilla war conducted by some in India against the
Nonproliferation Treaty, which many Indians see as a threat to India's "options," undermines the vehicle under which
more than 160 other nations are committed to nuclear restraint. India has the ability to address its security concerns
without undermining the international norm against proliferation. The question remains as to whether it will do so.

Worked performed under the auspices of the U.S. Department of Energy by Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory
under Contract W-7405-ENG-48.
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