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The Centerfor SecurityandTechnologyStudieswasestablishedatthe LawrenceLivermore
NationalLaboratoryto supportlong-rangetechnicalstudieson issuesof importanceto U.S. national
security.Animportantgoalof theCenteristo bringtogetherLaboratorystaffandthebroaderoutside
communitythrougha programof technicalstudies,visitors,symposia,seminars,workshops,and
publications.With this in mind, the Center and LLNL'sDefense SystemsProgramsponsoreda
conferenceonManaging Nuclear Weapons in a Changing World heldonNovember17-18,1992.

The firstday of the meetingfocusedon nuclearweaponsissuesin the majorgeographical
areasoftheworldandincludedtalksby:

John Nuckolls, Directorof LawrenceLivermoreNationalLaboratory
Dr. Stanley Riveles, U.S. ArmsControlandDisarmamentAgency
Prof. David Yost, NavalPostgraduateSchool
Dr. Jonathan Pollack, RANDCorp.
MG Robert Linhard, STRATCOM
Dr. Nell Joeck, LawrenceLivermoreNationalLaboratory
Dr. Lewis Dunn, ScienceApplicationsInternationalCorp.
Dr. George Miller, LawrenceLivermoreNationalLaboratory
Ambassador Ronald F. Lehman, U.S. ArmsControlandDisarmamentAgency

On the secondday, the conferenceparticipantsdiscussedwhatcouldbe doneto manage,control,
andaccountfornuclearweaponsinthischangingworld.Thespeakersincluded:

Dr. Victor Alessi, U.S. Departmentof Energy
Dr. Joseph Pilat, LosAlamosNationalLaboratory
Ambassador Rolf Ekdus, UnitedNationsSpecialCommission
Dr. William Potter, MontereyInstituteof InternationalStudies
Dr. Wolfgang Panofsky, StanfordUniversity

Each of the above talks and the concludingpanel discussionare being publishedas separate
documents.These individualdocumentscan be collected in a binderunder the reportnumber
CONF-9211112andtitleof the conference.Enclosedare thecoverandspineinsertsforthebinder
andthe firstpublications:

Status, Purpose,and Scope of UnitedStates/
Former Soviet UnionArms Reductionsand Interactions
Victor E. Alessi
CSTS-33-93

The IraqExperienceand MultilateralApproaches
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The remainingpublicationswillbe distributedas theyarecompleted.
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Status, Purpose, and Scope of
United States/Former Soviet Union
Arms Reductions and Interactions

Victor E. Alessi

Director, Office of Arms Control and Nonproliferation
Office of the Secretary, U.S. Department of Energy

Sixteen months ago, on a beautiful sunny day, Soviet Union unravel; of course many of the other

I was in the Kremlin for a summit to witness the Soviets in that room were the coup conspirators.
signing of the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty I also remember talking to Jim Timbie, another
(START). I was there after a very long, torturous person who helped bring START to completion,
route. The work toward this treaty began in the about how relieved we were to have finished this
late 1980s. It was a very emotional experience for treaty and that we could look forward to a year-
most of us who were there for the signing, includ- long leisurely ratification process and to spending
ing Ron Lehman, and Nancy and Ed Dowdy, all of some time with our families again.
whom are also attending this conference. Three weeks later there was a coup in the

START took every bit of effort by our Govern- Soviet Union--a coup in an environment in which
ment to bring it to completion. We went through the Soviet Union was aheady struggling with its
six negotiators, all were very able people. I could identity and moving toward the establishment of
not help but think of all the other people who were what Mikhail Gorbachev hoped would be a con-
not at the signing but who had contributed to this federation. It was clear by the time the coup was
magnificent accomplishment. Several are in the over that the Soviet Union was spinning out of

audience today--one was Stan Riveles, who was a control, probably toward oblivion. President
member of the delegation for many months and George Bush and his advisers recognized this and,
then did such wonderful work in the backstopping on September 27, 1991, the President took his her-
in Washington, DC. No one can discuss START alded Nuclear Initiative in which he stated his in-
without mentioning General Bob Linhard, who tention to eliminate battlefield weapons world-
worked an unbelievable number of hours while on wide, to remove shorter range weapons from our
the National Security Council staff and went on ships, and to take weapons off bomber alert. The
some incredibly demanding trips to R,,ssia and to President did all of this in a unilateral move, and
Reykjavik to help complete this treaty, he called on the Soviet Union to do likewise.

I thought of these and others who contributed Shortly afterward on October 5, 1991,
to START while sitting in St. Catherine's Hall. Gorbachev responded favorably and events began
There were a number of other people there; I can that brought about not only the reductions and
remember Marshall Akhromeyev, the Russian withdrawals called for in the Nuclear Initiative,
General, who was so instrumental at Reykjavik in but also intensive discussions on how we might
resolving some of the START heavy bomber is- work together on the safe, secure destruction of
sues. It was only four weeks later that he killed Soviet nuclear weapons. It also led to an agree-
himself in an act of despair as he watched the ment calling for dramatic reductions in strategic

weapons that were well below those of START.

The New Era of Arms Control

Arms Control has not always had such a 1968, with the Strategic Arms L'_mitation Treaty
happy history. In fact, if you were to trace arms (SALT I), you are looking at pretty thin pickings.
control over the last 20 years, beginning in late SALT I, an agreement on offensive arms, froze

Center for Security and Technology Studies 1



the number of strategic nuclear delivery vehicles Gorbachev and later between Bush and Boris

for both sides; it was a five-year agreement that Yeltsin. This personal chemistry and the abilities
was actually extended for a much longer time, of Secretary of State James Baker and Soviet
pending completion of SALT II. And then, no Foreign Minister Eduard Shevardnadze and those
matter which side of the fence you were on with who followed Shevardnadze brought about this
regard to SALT II, its accomplishments were change. Both sides recognized that the time was
modest, right and ripe for change.

There were of course exceptions, the Nuclear It was early in the Bush Administration, at the
Non-Proliferation Treaty and the Limited Test Ban first Baker-Shevardnadze Ministerial in Wyoming,
Treaty; but, in general, arms control did not meet that we began to see breakthroughs. The sides
popular expectations toward fulfilling the obliga- reached a bilateral agreement on the destruction of
tions of Article 6 of the Non-Proliferation Treaty. chemical weapons, thanks in large part to the
For example, the strategic arsenals of the United doggedness and determination of Ron Lehman.
States and the Soviet Union were not reduced in They also began to resolve some of the torturous
any meaningful sense during that period. The technical issues involved in finishing the protocols
strategic arrangements and treaties were ira- to the Threshold Test Ban Treaty and the Peaceful
portant largely because they kept channels of Nuclear Explosions Treaty. These treaties had
communication open. They preserved a certain been languishing unratified for the better part of
predictability in the relationship, but they fell far 15 years. Shortly thereafter, we finished these two
short of what we wanted to accomplish, protocols, and they were signed at the 1990 sum-

This state of affairs continued into the 1980s mit as was the agreement on destroying chemicals.
after SALT II did not make it through the U.S. Following closely on these achievements, we
Senate. The initial START and the Intermediate resolved a whole series of other issues, ending
Range Nuclear Force (INF) negotiations continued with the crown jewel--START. START lowered
this state of semiparalysis. In part, these negotia- the number of strategic nuclear delivery vehicles
tions were prisoners of a Soviet leadership that to 1600 with 6000 accountable warheads; although
was very rigid and, in a real sense, dying. In the the counting rules were such that the number of
early 1980s, we dealt with three Soviet leaders: weapons for the United States would be on the or-
Leonid Brezhnev, Yuri Andropov, and Konstantin der of 9000 and for the Soviets some lower num-
Chernenko. It was not until Gorbachev came into ber. The START agreement included deep reduc-
power that we began to see some hope for a tions in the number of intercontinental ballistic
change in arms control prospects. The summit missiles (ICBMs) and throw weight.
meeting in 1986 at Reykjavik was an early example It is interesting that in this last year we have
of changes and flexibility in the Soviet negotiating gone well beyond START, which we all thought
style. It was there that we first saw their willing- was so dramatic. In the course of a year, we will
ness to engage in discussing the issues that needed have agreed to reduce our nuclear stockpiles to a
to be resolved if we were ever to be successful, fraction of what they were only two years ago.

It was only a little over a year after Reykjavik Over the next several years, we will have elimi-
that we signed the INF Treaty, which called for the nated all of our battlefield weapons. We no longer
worldwide elimination of the United States' and have nuclear weapons on our surface ships. At the
Soviet Union's intermediate-range, ground-based last summit on June 16-17, 1992, we reached an

missiles. Recently, the last of these missiles was agreement to further reduce strategic weapons
destroyed. The completion of the INF Treaty led below this 6000 accountable, which is really 9000,
to an increased momentum toward arms control, to about h_lf that number---4250 actual strategic
and there was a race to see if START could be weapons. "lhis reduction will take place during
completed before the end of the Reagan Adminis- the seven-year START reduction period, with a
tration. Unfortunately, the issues were extraordi- second phase requiring additional reductions
narily complex, and time simply ran out. down to 3500 strategic nuclear weapons. It would

In the last three years, we have seen an incred- eliminate all MIRVed* ICBMs.
ible change in arms control. In large part, this was ......................................................................................

because of the good chemistry between Bush and *MIRV is a multiple, independently targetable re-entry vehicle.
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Priority Changes Resulting
from the Breakup of the Soviet Union

As the Soviet Union toppled toward its de- overriding dangers went away, we had to face up
mise, there were a number of other things about to this other issue--proliferation. Suddenly, the
which we were concerned: former Soviet Union became the bi:ggest single
* What happens in a region where there used to proliferation worry. It contained every single
be one nuclear power and now there are four? phase of the nuclear weapons cycle: design, pro-
. Who is in charge? duction, and materials. As part of ibis initiative in
- Who will make sure that nuclear weapons are September 1991, President Bush wanted to engage
not sold to the highest bidder or lost to terrorists? the Soviets and later the Russians on the control
. Who will control the special nuclear material? mechanism for nuclear weapons. To this end, we
• Who will worry about the proliferation threat? briefed them on our nuclear chain of command.

We all cheered at first, and rightly so, when We asked what theirs was, and how they were go-
the Soviet threat that had dominated our national ing to deal with this issue with four republics in-
security policy for more than 40 years had gone stead of one.
away. But when that giant toppled and no longer Russia and the U.S. established a working
cast its shadow over the international scene, we group in which they could talk about the safe, se-
saw the world for what it had always been--a cure dismantlement of nuclear weapons. The U.S.
very dangerous place where proliferation was the was concerned that the Russian republic, which
major problem. Those who had worked on non- was cash starved, would not have the ability or
proliferation throughout the many years of the the resources to safely dismantle its weapons. Our
Cold War knew this all along. For those who were offer to help them was later strengthened by the
consumed with the dangers of the U.S.-Soviet rela- money provided by the U.S. Congress through the
tionship, the strategic relationship had been the Nunn-Lugar Act.
dominating national security concern. When the

U.S. Proposals

Throughout 1992, Russia and the U.S. dis- • Providing them with the U.S. railcars that we
cussed a whole series of issues related to the nu- use for safe transportation of nuclear weapons.

clear weapons cycle. The U.S. wanted to not only • Helping them design and build a storage fa-
assure safe and secure dismantlement but to also cility for the weapons-grade material once the

help the Russians restore control over the whole weapons were destroyed. This was the area in
nuclear weapons process so that they would be which the Russians initially showed the most
able to deal with the proliferation issues that we concern.
were concerned about. • Working with them on the disposition of the

In February 1992, Secretary Baker made a se- highly-enriched uranium (HEU) and plutonium
ries of proposals to the Russians on how the removed from the thousands of dismantled nu-
United States could help them deal with these is- clear weapons.
sues. These proposals were based in large part on • Developing state-of-the-art internal account
Russian suggestions. They included: ing and control for all things related to the nuclear
• Helping the Russians build supercontainers fuel cycle and to the weapons cycle. This proposal
for the nuclear weapons as they were brought in was initially in response to a request from the
for destruction. These supercontainers would Ukraine but was also extended to the Russians.
protect the nuclear weapons from attack or I shall discuss each of these areas in some de-
accident, tail, but first I must note that, subsequent to mak-

• Building containers for storage of the fissile ing the above proposals, we also approached
material after dismantlement. Ukraine and Russia about helping them with the
.. Working with them to improve their ability to dismantlement of missiles as part of START and
respond in the event that an accident occurred the follow-on to START. In addition, we have
during the transportation of the weapons, reached an arrangement with the Russians to help

Centerfor Security and Technolo_nyStudies 3



them begin to fulfill their obligations under the bi- We asked them how much it would cost, and they
lateral chemical weapons agreement to destroy the said that their calculations led them to say
tons of chemical agents that they do not have the $400,000,000. As we pressed them, we realized that

resources to destroy, they knew they needed such a facility, but they
We found out when we briefed our allies that had no real capability to determine what it would

the United Kingdom was far better prepared to cost. In a country where there is no such thing as a
deal with the supercontainer issue than the United market economy, asking someone what something
States. The United Kingdom graciously took over costs is a meaningless question. Another question
that part of our proposal, and we substituted an was: what would this facility do? We did not want
offer to provide the Russians with protective to build a facility that stores all the highly enriched
Kevlar blankets for weapons and storage. The uranium if we are going to reach an agreement to
United Kingdom will also provide trucks for dispose of it by lowering its enrichment (LEU) so
transporting weapons that will supplement our that it can be used in reactors.

help with the railcars. We have gone through a long tortuous route
In April 1992, we met with the Russians in to help the Russians define exactly what the stor-

Albuquerque and reached an agreement on two age facility should look like. We are now in the de-
issues: the Kevlar blankets (which we are now sign phase. Their designers are working with our
producing for them) and accident response. In the Army Corps of Engineers and Department of
area of accident response, we agreed to work with Energy (DOE) to try to come up with a facility in
them on the following issues: which to store special nuclear material in a very
• How to deal with damaged weapons, secure and very safe environment for a long
• How to package a damaged weapon, period of time. One of the reasons why it has to be
• How to communicate with others involved in a long-term storage facility is that we expect them
accident response, to store mostly plutonium. None of us knows ex-

• How to assess the radiological damage that actly what we are going to do with that plutonium
might occur if a damaged weapon started scatter- over a long period of time. We are talking about a
ing radioactivity, decades-long problem that will not be easily re-
We have made the same proposal to the other solved. DOE is interested in the design of this
three nuclear republics (Belarus, Ukraine, and facility because eventually we may also need such
Kazakhstan). a facility. We will have a comparable problem as

On the railcar issue, we had fifteen railcars we dismantle our own weapons.
that we offered to give the Russians; railcars that In the area of material control and account-

we no longer used, which met all the standards ability, we have been talking to the Russians about

that we wanted the Russians to meet. They were first building an accounting and control system
very interested, but, unfortunately, our railcars that will be applicable to this storage facility so
could not be made compatible with the Russian that they will be confident that they know where
rail system except at great cost and time. We have every ounce of this material is. We are also dealing
since agreed to ship one of their railcars to the with them on how to expand this control system. !
United States. It is on its way right now, and we do not want to imply that they do not have a con-
expect it to arrive in Albuquerque soon. Once it trol system, but we are working together to try to
arrives, we will start designing kits for the Russian make it better. We are also trying to get them to
railcars. These kits will protect these railcars from expand this control and accounting system to the
thermal attack, fires, intrusion, and they will entire nuclear fuel cycle. We have made a similar

include several types of alarm systems. We have proposal to Ukraine. Although Ukraine is not in-
agreed on the basic design. We will work with volved in the manufacturing and disposal of the
them to see if it is acceptable, and then we hope to nuclear weapons, they do need a nuclear material
produce 100 such kits for their railcars so that they control system. In part, it was the Ukraine that
can safely ship their nuclear weapons, raised this issue of material control and account-

We also have been talking to the Russians, and ability. In our first meeting with them only weeks
this has be_,n a lot slower, on the whole question of after they became a new nation, they said that all
a storag_ , _!_v In the beginning, when the of the control mechanisms for things nuclear
Russia_ _,-.t _nd out that $400,000,000 were al- resided in Moscow after the breakup of the Soviet

located ._ ! , 'n we asked them how we could Union. As a result, they needed help with the
help them, they said they needed a storage facility, material counting and control of the nuclear fissile

4 Center Ji_rSecurity and Technology Studies



material that is part of Ukraine's atomic energy value of this HEU is more than $5 billion. The
complex, proceeds will be up-front money, something they

We have had extensive conversations with the could use.

Russians on what to do about the material. And I Although we have made a lot of progress, I
would be less than frank if I said that we have would add one note of caution: the HEU will also

gotten very far on plutonium because neither of us be coming from weapons from three other re-
has good ideas on what to do with it. We have publics. It is hard to envision how this will all sort
made progress on the HEU in large part because it out without some sort of equitable distribution of
has a value. They have told us that they will have proceeds to all four republics and that remains to
about 500 metric tons of weapons-grade HEU be negotiated. Much of what you hear about
from the dismantling of their weapons. We have Ukraine and its willingness to join the Non-
reached a tentative agreement with them whereby Proliferation Treaty as a non-nuclear power will
the United States, with the DOE as executive depend to some large degree on how this particu-
agent, will buy this HEU. DOE is a dominant force lar issue is resolved.
in the world of supplying LEU for reactors. The I would also note that, from the beginning, we
Department will buy the Russian HEU and over- have been and are continuing to have discussions
see, in conjunction with private industry, the dilut- with all the republics on ways to install export
ing of the HEU into LEU, and the metering of it control regimes. These regimes need to be backed
into the market over a large number of years so with legislation, with penalties for violation, with
that it does not destroy the market. The Russians, licensing procedures, etc.
of course, are very interested in this because the

Future Issues

The preceding discussion indicates that the in- In the United States, we will be dismantling

teractions with the former Soviet Union in the ar- about 2000 weapons a year. Taking apart a weap-eas of arms control and nonproliferation are very on is very much like building one, only in reverse.
rich and very involved. These interactions are ex- Sometimes it is more complicated to dismantle
traordinarily complicatedwas complicated as the them because the parts are older and, therefore,
relationships between these republics are corn- more care is required. To give you a feel for how
plicated. Now we need to decide what our arms big a test this is, in the early 1970s when we were
control agenda should be. We know that nonpro- deploying our Poisiden and Minuteman III MIRV
liferation is important, but people will also ask m systems, we were producing about three weapons
Where do we go from here in arms control?w a day or 1100 a year; we are now talking about
particularly with regard to the remaining large dismantling at almost twice that rate. The Russians
arsenals. I would argue that for now arms control have a similar challenge. This is going to take a lot
with the former Soviet Union is in an implemen- of careful work to make sure this keeps on track,
tation phase. It will be very complicated. It will not and I think that we should be patient with this
be as intellectually stimulating as trying to decide process. We will have to keep at it, and some of
the larger issue of where do we go from here in the agencies involved in this, for example, the
East-West relations. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, are

Nevertheless, implementation will take every going to have to pay close attention to how this
bit of effort that we can muster to bring the actually gets to the end point because other
agreements that we have negotiated to conclusion agencies that are now involved will be moving on
and then bring them into full implementation, es- to new agendas as the world changes. Some
pecially with all the required reductions, agencies, though, will have to monitor this till the

end.
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Managing Nuclear Weapons in a Changing World:
A Conference Summary

Paul Chrzanowski

Center for Security and Technology Studies
Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory

Introduction

As part of the celebration of the 40th anniver- proliferation, were the major topics of the second
sary of Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory day.
(LLNL), the conference Managing Nuclear Weapons This report summarizes the principal issues
in a Changing World was held November 17-18, raised at this conference, viewed from the per-
1992, to discuss the role of nuclear weapons in the spective of one year's time. These issues, as they
evolving international order of the post-Cold War relate to the role of nuclear weapons and their
world. Attendees included LLNL staff and nuclear management worldwide, have not been altered
weapon and international relation experts from by the change of Administrations in the U.S. or
government, many academic institutions, other by important topical events in 1993, such as the
U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) laboratories, attempted coup in Russia, the continuing standoff
and several foreign countries, on issues pertaining to nuclear inspections in

On the first day of the conference, the discus- North Korea, and the extension of the moratorium
sion focused on the current status of nuclear on nuclear testing by all states except China.
weapons in various regions of the world. Nuclear The speakers at this conference are listed in
weapon management issues, such as disposition of the Appendix. Most of their presentations have
nuclear weapons and materials and control of been published by LLNL as a series of separate

papers.

Managing the Nuclear Weapons Program in the United States

The end of the Cold War is leading to pro- the steps that the Clinton Administration is taking
found changes in what had been a bipolar world to revamp U.S. nuclear policy.
order. The need to revise U.S. national security George Miller, LLNL Associate Director for
strategy to accommodate shifts in the geopolitical Defense Systems and Nuclear Design, provided
landscape was highlighted by many speakers at the conference with a perspective of U.S. nuclear
this conference. Discussion focused on foreign pol- policy from one of the DOE laboratories respon-
icy initiatives taken by the Bush Administration in sible for the development and maintenance of
response to events in the now former Soviet Union nuclear weapons for the U.S. stockpile. Echoing
and the Persian Gulf. It is the resultant arms con- the thinking of then-Congressman Les Aspin
trol agreements (the Strategic Arms Reduction about the new nuclear dangers, Miller observed
Treaty (START), its protocols, and START-II), uni- that "we are witnessing a shift from a regime in
lateral initiatives on nuclear weapons disengage- which the perceived dangers were relatively
ment, and United Nations (UN)-backed activities familiar (and, in many senses, relatively simple) to
to deal with Iraq that provide the foundation for a regime in which the dangers are quite complex
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and not so clearly identifiable. In this environ- on every weapon: that we are able to fix problems
ment, we need an integrated view that couples that we know will occur."
arms reductions, weapon improvements, weapon • Nuclear weapon dismantlement. "Because many
acquisitions, force restructuring, and the problems of these weapons were buiit 20 or 30 years ago,
of proliferation." our ability to destroy them in a way that meets

Miller continued that "nuclear weapons are current expectations in terms of environmental
going to be around for awhile and that nuclear de- impact is a very difficult proposition indeed."
terrence will continue to be a key element of U.S. • Nuclear weapons complex modernization. "Our
national security policy, but that the nature of de- current weapons complex was designed to handle
terrence is going to change." He thought it would about 30,000 weapons. As we move into the
be a mistake to be too specific about the precise future, this complex must be replaced by a very
role of nuclear weapons. As Mike May said almost small, efficient, and environmentally acceptable
20 years ago, "the role of nuclear weapons is to in- means of servicing the srnaller number of weapons
duce caution in the way countries deal with one that we will have in the U.S. stockpile." The
another." In the future, concluded Miller, U.S. nu- laboratories will carry a major responsibility in the

clear weapons will induce caution in international design of a new complex.
actions and provide hedges against a very uncer- • Nonproliferation. "We are developing some
tain future, tools to solve some proliferation problems. In

In discussing the implications for the nuclear particular, we are working to monitor and better
weapons program at the DOE national laborato- understand what is going on in a country where
ries, Miller stated that: "The U.S. must continue to we cannot get first-hand information about stolen
have, as an important part of its national security or illegally made weapons. We must have the
policy, a safe, secure, reliable, and flexible (al- ability to respond to these types of emergencies."
though very much smaller) stockpile of nuclear In his summary, Miller noted that the DOE
weapons." In addition, he pointed out that DOE weapons laboratories will be required to do their
laboratories must contribute to the national effort job with less. "We can do that only by working to-
to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons and to gether, by being smart, and by carefully choosing
deal with the consequences when proliferation and picking the things that we pursue."

occurs. Miller expanded on these issues: A military perspective of the combination of
• Safety. "The safety, security, and reliability of tighter budgets and the changing mission of the
the nuclear forces must be absolutely unques- nuclear weapons establishments in the U.S. was
tioned if we are to retain viable forces. This is not a offered by MG Robert Linhard, STRATCOM. He
statement that the weapons we have today are un- remarked that a review in early 1991 of the future
safe; it is a statement of the standards by which the needs of the Strategic Air Command led to two
public will judge acceptability in the future. If we conclusions. "First, we needed to save tax dollars
are to retain the capability of having a deployed and put ourselves on a more efficient footing.
stockpile, we must meet the expectations of the Second, we needed to do something to signal the
public." fact that we understood that there had been a
• Security. "'As we move into the future, our fundamental change in the world condition. We
weapons should be fail-safe in the sense of being needed to shake up our planning and our oper-
terrorist-proof. That is, if we lose physical control ational considerations to prepare ourselves for the
of some of our weapons, no terrorist group or na- challenge that we were facing .... We decided to
tion should be able to exploit that weapon and op- take some bold steps. One was to eliminate the
erate it in its intended mode." Strategic Air Command that had been so valuable

• Reliability. "As the number of weapons and to the United States. US STRATCOM came into
weapons systems is reduced, the complex mecha- existence on June 1, 1992." The new Command
nism by which we maintain reliability, through went back and reviewed the basic concepts again,
extensive redundancy throughout the stockpile, starting with the fundamentals of U.S. National
will be lost .... The Hatfield legislation prohibits Strategy.
nuclear testing after 1996. This will severely One essential insight gained from this review
restrict our ability to maintain the current high was that traditional deterrence will continue for
standards of reliability and safety to which the some time. Linhard explained that "even with
U.S. has become accustomed. We will have to helpful diplomatic and political activity, we are
develop a way to carry out the warranty we place looking at a multiyear affair just to fully
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implement START." Because of the continuing leadership that (1) nuclear weapons are a reality,
role for nuclear weapons, he noted that "in our (2) they have a fundamental mission for a period
national interest, we must have access to a certain of time yet to be determined, and (3) the military

degree of nuclear competence. That competence requires the competence that is provided from the
must be resident and available to the military outside to carry out its mission."

planner to understand the potential of that capa- Presently our national leadership is engaged
bility; not just simply for our own forces but what in a Nuclear Policy Review that is being conducted
capabilities we might face in the hands of others." by the U.S. Department of Defense and is sched-

Linhard concluded by observing how im- uled to be concluded in April 1994.
portant it is to "communicate to our national

Nuclear Arms Control and the Breakup of the Soviet Union

The principal factors affecting nuclear wea- well beyond START, which we all thought was so
pons policy in the United States are the dramatic dramatic."
changes over the last several years that have oc- Alessi further observed, "As the Soviet Union
curred in what used to be the Soviet Union. At the toppled toward its demise, there were a number of
conference, Stanley Riveles (U.S. Arms Control other things about which we were concerned:
and Disarmament Agency) spoke about recent * What happens in a region where there used to
events in the former Soviet Union (FSU), Victor be one nuclear power and now there are four?
Alessi (DOE) commented on interactions between * Who is in charge?

the U.S. and the FSU, William Potter (Monterey * Who will make sure that nuclear weapons are
Institute of International Studies) addressed nJ- not sold to the highest bidder or lost to terrorists?
clear threats from the FSU, and Ambassador * Who will control the special nuclear material?
Ronald Lehman (then-Director of the U.S. Arms * Who will worry about the proliferation
Control and Disarmament Agency) provided a threat?"
perspective of world security after the Cold War. Alessi argued that the dominate concern is

Alessi reminded the conference audience that now proliferation, rather than the U.S.-Soviet stra-
Gorbachev's coming to power marked a dramatic tegic relationship. As he stated, "Suddenly, the
change in the prospects for arms control. "The former Soviet Union [has become] the biggest sin-
summit meeting in 1986 at Reykjavik was an gle proliferation worry."
early example of changes and flexibility in the The Bush Administration's response to the
Soviet negotiating style. It was only a little over failed coup and the subsequent break up of the
a year after Reykjavik that we signed the INF Soviet Union were discussed by Riveles. "The
[Intermediate-Range Nuclear Force] Treaty, which United States' response was in effect twofold: to
called for the worldwide elimination of the United accommodate and accept the rise of these new na-
States' and Soviet Union's intermediate-range, tion states, while at the same time seeking to as-

ground-based missiles .... In the last three years, sure that there would be only one successor to the
we have seen an incredible change in arms control, nuclear arsenal of the Soviet Union on the Eur-

In large part, this was because of the good chemis- asian land mass.
try between Bush and Gorbachev and later be- ...In September of 1991, this vision of the
tween Bush and Yeltsin. Both sides recognized world to come was decisively shaped by the Bush
that the time was right and ripe for change. Administration. Remarkably this new situation

•..The sides reached a bilateral agreement on was immediately understood in Moscow. An
the destruction of chemical weapons .... They also immediate and compelling community of interest
began to resolve some of the torturous technical was established between Washington and Moscow
issues involved in finishing the protocols to the with a view toward centralizing nuclear weapons
Threshold Test Ban Treaty and the Peaceful in Russia, reducing their numbers, and gathering
Nuclear Explosions Treaty. Following closely on them in. The leaders in Moscow accepted this even
these achievements, we resolved a whole series though in the short run it meant some diminution
of other issues, ending with the crown jewel-- of their own power with respect to the U.S. and
START. It is interesting that in 1992 we have gone
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some relaxation of their claim to superpower Riveles also discussed the major hurdles that
status." still remain: "ratification of START and adherence

Riveles explained that the collaboration be- to the NPT. START II cannot enter into force until
tween Washington and Moscow resulted in three START is ratified .... Beyond this basic linkage,

important new initiatives. "The first initiative was START II is becoming a litmus test of Boris
George Bush's unilateral proposal for the with- Yeltsin's broad foreign-policy collaboration with
drawal of tactical nuclear weapons. Gorbachev the U.S.

accepted the proposal very quickly, and the result ...One of the principal criticisms o_;U.S. policy
was a parallel reduction in tactical nuclear weap- is that we have not moved far enough or fast
on:_ and, perhaps more importantly, an ingather- enough to obtain Ukrainian agreement to elimi-
ing of surface-to-surface, nuclear-capable ballistic nate the nuclear weapons in its territory• My
missiles from the former republics to Russia--a personal opinion is that it is not nuclear ambition
process that was completed by the middle of 1992. o_ the part of Ukraine that is driving this process,

...The second major new initiative was one but rather it is the fear of facing the great Russian
that was thrust on the Bush Administration by colossus that conditions Ukrainians' often contra-
the U.S. Congress. It has nonetheless proven to dictory, inconsistent, and sometimes puzzling
be extremely useful in this new situationwthe approach.
diversion of defense budget resources toward the ...Ukraine has moved to exercise jurisdiction

goal of eliminating weapons of mass destruction, over the installations where the weapons are de-
It is perhaps an exaggeration to call it 'checkbook ployed, and they have also moved to obtain loy-
arms control,' but we are using the power of the alty oaths from the personnel. As stated by
pur,_e to facilitate the elimination of nuclear Ukraine, the main justification for these moves is
weapons, the need to assure that these weapons cannot be

•..The third initiative was the transformation used without its permission, as provided by the
of START, as well as INF, from bilateral instru- Minsk and Alma Ata Agreements. Many in
ments into multilateral instruments. The May I992 Moscow and outside of Russia believe that this
Lisbon Protocol recognized Belarus, Kazakhstan, policy is nothing but a ruse and a pretext to keep
and Ukraine as legal successors to the treaty the option of a Ukrainian deterrent open. There is
obligations of the Soviet Union in exchange for a some justification for criticism of both sides.
voluntary pledge that they would denuclearize ...I believe that Ukraine will approve START
and join the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty and the NPT even though it will not obtain the
(NPT). START II was a further element of this new iron-clad security guarantees that it wants. Its se-

program. The signing of START II by Presidents curity cannot be served in the long run by the
Bush and Yeltsin in January 1993 was an out- presence of nuclear weapons on its territory. Fail-
standing (if overdue) accomplishment." ure to approve the treaties will only assure the

As Lehman added, "The traditional arms con- outcome that Ukraine fears most--a distancing of
trol agreements that we have negotiated are al- the United States from involvement in the security
ready being transformed. By the time of the Lisbon relationships between those states and greater ex-
agreements we had turned [START] into a nonpro- posure to Russian power."
liferation tool." We now look at other East-West Potter was critical of some of the actions taken

arms control measures, such as the Conventional by the Bush Administration in dealing with the
Forces in Europe agreement, as "tools" of regional successor states to the Soviet Union and was de-
stability, cidedly less optimistic that Ukraine would ratify

In noting the accomplishments of the Bush START soon and give up its nuclear weapons.
Administration, Riveles observed that its "prin- Potter said, "Any objective observer should
cipal success is the withdrawal of the tactical nu- conclude that, for the non-Russian successor
clear weapons from the new states to the Russian states, the disincentives for acquiring nuclear wea-

Federation. Another principal success is the Lisbon pons clearly outweigh the incentives. These dis-
Protocol, which is an outstanding diplomatic incentives include economic costs, technical dif-
achievement. It creates a mechanism to achieve ficulties, international norms, the likely reaction by

the twin _oals of transferring nuclear weapons to other states, and for most of the republics, the ab-
Russia while committing Belarus, Kazakhstan, sence of acute external threats• The fatal flaw in
and Ukraine to join the NPT. It is a truly Solomon- this line of reasoning, which unfortunately char-

ic approach." acterizes the prevailing view in Washington, is
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that it places far too much emphasis on rational • ...There is also a fundamental problem in all
cost-benefit analyses on the part of the Ukrainian of the states of the former Soviet Union, and that is

and Kazakh policymakers and discounts more the absence of any domestic legislation regulating
than is appropriate the importance of irrational nuclear exports. Despite the priority that many
factors and domestic and bureaucratic politics, people in the West attach to nonproliferation, the

...What this also means is that U.S. promises issues of nonproliferation and export controls re-
of economic assistance and security assurances main very low priorities for most Commonwealth
delivere_ at this late date to Leonid Kravchuk of Independent States (CIS) decision-makers.
[President of Ukraine] may not make much differ- There is also the difficulty that outside Russia little
ence in the Rada's treatment of the Lisbon Protocol governmental or private expertise exists in the
to START and the NPT. The point at which U.S. field." Potter noted that some progress has been
(and western) Ukrainian policy went astray was in made in Russia on the export control issue. How-
the summer of 1991 when the U.S. recognized the ever, "even if controls are in rather good shape in
three Baltic states without first securing their ac- Russia, the absence of controls on trade and transit
cession to the NPT." between Russia and the other states ot the former

Exactly one year after this conference (Novem- Soviet Union means that [a nuclear-related com-
ber 18, 1993), the parliament of Ukraine (the Rada) modity] can find its way from Russia to another
ratified START I with conditions attached that CIS state without controls and from there to Libya,
undercut the treaty and, more generally, the non- Syria, Iran, you name the place.

proliferation regime. In January 1994mafter the • ...The good news from the standpoint of non-
Rada's highly qualified ratification of START m proliferation, at least according to the conventional
Presidents Clinton, Yeltsin, and Kravchuk reached wisdom, is that all the dedicated nuclear weapons
an accord on the disposition of nuclear weapons in production facilities are located within the Russian
Ukraine that follows the original intent of the federation. The bad news is that, outside Russia,
Lisbon Protocol. Resolution of Ukranian nuclear there are a number of unsafeguarded, significant,
issues appears to be back on track although mem- nuclear-fuel-cycle facilities and dual-use nuclear-
bership in the NPT remains an open issue. As production capabilities, plus actual nuclear mate-
Potter stated at the conference: "It is important to rial." Potter described specific examples in his pre-
distinguish between the military security dangers sentation at the conference.
posed by the failure of Ukraine to promptly accede Potter's third concern was the threat of nuclear
to the NPT and the political consequences of that terrorism. He described this threat as being "still a
behavior." Potter viewed the acquisition of nuclear relatively low risk, but the probability has risen as
weapons by one of the non-Russian successor a result of the disintegration of the Soviet state,
states as being the "gravest threat to the NPT and ethnic upheaval, and the location of important
to the international nonproliferation regime." nuclear assets near regions that are experiencing

Potter discussed two additional threats to the organized violence, particularly in Georgia and

nonproliferation regime resulting from the break Armenia." The threats of nuclear terrorism
up of the Soviet Union. "A second threat concerns include:

the potential for unregulated export of nuclear • Seizure of nuclear weapons by renegade mill-
material, technology, equipment, and services tary units, a threat "which has received the most
from the former Soviet Union. The potential for attention, yet is probably the least significant at the
unregulated nuclear exports, especially regarding moment."
dual-use nuclear items and nuclear expertise, • Danger of conventional weapons being used
remains great for a number of reasons, against a civilian nuclear power facility.
• ...First and foremost, we face a situation of • Vulnerability of two dozen or more research
economic chaos. A readiness to sell basically any- reactors and critical assemblies, some of which
thing to anyone for the right price really does are outside Russia proper and some of which are
drive most calculations in the former Soviet fueled with highly enriched uranium.
Union. Somewhat ironically, we have also aggra- • Theft and insider sabotage.
vated the nuclear export scene by pushing the FSU • Lack of nuclear safety in both civilian and
toward decentralization and privatization. This military nuclear reactors.

has resulted in the emergence of private nuclear Potter concluded with the following specific
entrepreneurs and the collapse of the centralized suggestions for the Clinton Administration in
nuclear export structure.
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dealing with proliferation concerns stemming • It is also important for the West to provide far
from the dissolution of the Soviet Union: more technical assistance in the areas of export

• "[The United States] must recognize that control, safeguards, and materials accounting.
proliferation problems are not a top priority for • The U.S. must also throw its support behind
decision-makers in the FSU, regardless of what efforts to expand the nonproliferation role of in-
they may tell visiting U.S. speci,_lists, temational organizations and become more en-
• The West must find the means to immediately gaged in multilateral diplomacy.
restore the credibility of positive inducements or • It is also critical for [the U.S.] to assist in the

rewards for prudent nonproliferation behavior, development of whistle-blowers in the FSU.
• If Belarus does ratify [the Lisbon Protocol and • It is critical for [the U.S.] to set a proper non-
the NPT], I think that is absolutely essential that proliferation example .... The litmus test for the
we immediately provide very tangible support to Clinton Administratio,/s commitment to nonpro-
Belarus, so that Ukrainians and Kazakhs will see liferation will be its own self-restraint in military

that on occasion the U.S. delivers what it promises exports, the consistency with which it applies its
with respect to prudent nonproliferation bel'_avior, nonproliferation standards, and the extent to

which it is prepared to forego nuclear testing and
to reduce its own nuclear arsenal."

Disposition of Nuclear Weapons of the Superpowers

Victor Alessi summarized the many activities removed from the thousands of dismantled
initiated under the Bush Administra6on to contain nuclear weapons.

the nuclear dangers that have ariser, from the * Developing state-of-the-art internal account-
breakup of the Soviet Union and to foster the pro- ing and control for all things related to the nuclear
cess of dismantling former-Soviet nuclear wea- fuel cycle and to the weapons cycle."

pons and disposing of the materials. He continued, "We also approached Ukraine
Alessi stated, "Russia and the U.S. established and Russia about helping them with the disman-

a working group in which they could talk about tlement of missiles as part of START and the
the safe, secure dismantlement of nuclear wea- folh)w-on to START. In addition, we have reached

pons. Our offer to help them was later strength- an arrangement with the Russians to help them
ened by the money provided by the U.S. Congress begin to fulfill their obligations under the bilateral
through the Nunn-Lugar Act. In February 1992, chemical weapons agreement to destroy the tons
Secretary Baker made _, series of proposals to the of chemical agents that they do not have the re-
Russians on how the United States could help sources to destroy .... [And] from the beginning,
them deal with these issues. They included: we have been and are continuing to have discus-

. Helping the Russians build supercontainers sions with all the republics on ways to install
for the nuclear weapons as they were brought in export control regimes."
for destruction. These supercontainers would pro- Alessi also commented on the progress that
tect the nuclear weapons from attack or accident, has been made in each of the above areas of

• Building containers for storage of the fissile cooperation. He said that the Clinton Administra-
material after dismantlement, tion has intensified efforts to use the Nunn-Lugar

• Working with them to improve their ability to funding to reduce the nuclear dangers posed by
respond in the event that an accident occurred the FSU. One area of particular concern is the
during the transportation of the weapons, dismantlement, intermediate storage, and ultimate
• Providing them with U.S. railcars that we use disposition of former-Soviet nuclear weapons and

for safe transportation of nuclear weapons, the nuclear materials from these weapons.
• Helping them design and build a storage Alessi described these ongoing efforts: "We
facility for the weapons-grade material once the have gone through a long tortuous route to help
weapons were destroyed, the Russians define exactly what their storage
• Working with them on the disposition of the facility should look like. We are now in the design
highly enriched uranium (HEU) and plutonium phase. Their designers are working with our Army

Corps of Engineers and Department of Energy to
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try to come up with a facility in which to store executive agent, will buy this HEU. Although we
special nuclear material in a very secure and very have made a lot of progress, I would add one note
safe environment for a lont:_period of time. We of caution: the HEU will also be coming from
have had extensive conversations with the Rus- weapons from three other republics. It is hard to
sians on what to do about the [nuclear materials envision how this will all sort out without some

from weapons] .... And I would be less than frank sort of equitable distributiqn of proceeds to all
if I said that we have gotten very far on p_,Jtonium four republics, and that remains to be negotiated."
because neither of us has good ideas on what to do Most of Panofsky's remarks were focused on
with it." the disposition of plutonium, where the situation

Long term disposition of nuclear materials-- is quite different "because utilizing the excess Pu
plutonium (Pu) and HEU--from dismantled from weapons in nucl_.w power plants requires
nuclear weapons was the subject of the presenta- large initial investments. At the same time, LEU is
tion by Wolfgang Panofsky (Stanford University). abundant and cheap. As a result, burning Pu as
As Par ofsky said: "At this time, no national commercial nuclear fuel is not economically corn-
decisions have been made by either Russia or the petitive, and some analyses even conclude that the
U.S. on (1) how to dispose of the excess fissionable present economic value of the Pu extracted from
materials from nuclear weapons, or (2) how to nuclear weapons is negative."
manage them plior to disposal." One of the inputs The issue of Russian Pu is problematic. Panof-
to the decision process will be the National Acade- sky stated that, "There is no economic merit in

my of Sciences study of plutonium disposition, purchasing any form of Pu from Russia. Neverthe-
which Panofsky has chaired. Their report will be less, the option to purchase Pu should not be re-
issued by early 1994. jected out of hand since the world's security inter-

Panofsky made it clear that there is both an est exceeds simple economic merit."
economic and a security dimension to choosing In any case, we must dispose of excess Pu
among the technical options for disposing of fissile from U.S. nuclear weapons. The reactor options
material from dismantled nuclear weapons. "At for disposition discussed by Panofsky include the
best, the economic value of the nuclear materials use of fast neutron reactors fueled with Pu and the

extracted from weapons and then used as reactor use of MOX [mixed oxide1 fuel elements. The first
fuel is a few billion dollars; at worst, the value is approach is complicated by the fact that "the total
nil. Such sums are minor relative to costs that the number of fast neutron reactors existing world-

large nations of the world incur annually in the wide is very small, and the economic need for Pu
name of national security; yet the dominant issue breeding has receded far into the future. It would
associated with the disposal of nuclear weapons is be impossible to justify restarting this costly
national and international security. Because of the approach for the single purpose of consuming the
overriding security importance of preventing the surplus Pu from weapons." Moreover, Panofsky
spread of nuclear weapons, the international argued that "neither the pace of the evolution of
community should reasonably be expected to in- nuclear power nor the choice among competing
vest sums larger than the purely economic value designs should be based on their ability to con-
of the fissile material to safely manage and dispose sume Pu from nuclear weapons."
of nuclear weapons. As for the alternative, "current practice limits

•..The economic situation is very different for the MOX fraction of light-water reactor fueling to
HEU than it is for plutonium. It is both economi- about one-quarter, but methods could be devel-

cally justifiable and advisable, from the point of oped to increase the fraction of fuel that is MOX.
view of preserving the energy content, to blend Burning Pu in the form of MOX in light-water re-
the surplus HEU with natural or depleted uran- actors does not fully consume the material; a sub-
ium to create LEU [low enriched uranium[, which stantial fraction of the Pu remains in the spent fuel

fuels the majority of the world's nuclear power rods. However, in that form, the Pu would be
plants." much more difficult to divert to illegitimate uses."

Alessi had discussed interactions between Use of light-water reactors and MOX would be the
the U.S. and Russia on HEU. "[The Russians] have only way to burn the excess Pu in a time short of

told us that they will have about 500 tonnes of several decades, "and even in this case a major ex-
weapons-grade HEU from the dismantling of their pansion in fuel-rod fabrication would have to be
weapons. We have reached a tentative agreement made."
with them whereby the U.S., with the DOE as
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Panofsky also discussed non-reactor proposals fissionable material management on a declaratory
for disposing of the plutonium from weapons, basis?
One of the more "attractive" proposals is to mix • How should the actual ownership of fissionable
the Pu directly with the high-level waste produced material be vested? Should it be internationalized
from nuclear power. "This approach has the ad- ill some manner?
vantage of simplicity and likely public acceptabil- • If there were agreed safeguards and verifica-
ity. However, the ultimate resting place for the tion measures, how should they be paid for and
high-level waste has not been defined." how should personnel for such safeguarding be

Whatever course of action is taken, "Pu in- chosen?

volved in the commercial nuclear fuel cycle must • Large stockpiles of commercial Pu exist that

be safeguarded against diversion to potential pro- constitute a diversion and proliferation risk similar
liferants with care similar to the safeguards for the to that of the material extracted from weapons.

weapons-grade Pu generated from excess nuclear Should efforts also be made to limit the quantity of
weapons." In addition, it is clear that "the world is those stockpiles?"
condemned to intermediate storage of the excess Panofsky discussed some possibilities for in-
material from nuclear weapons for at least a ternational management arrangements and con-
decade and possibly longer." cluded his presentation by observing: "The physi-

Panofsky also discussed points related to the cal inventories of fissionable materi_ls that are the
disassembly of Russian and American nuclear heritage from the Cold War constitute a real bur-
weapons because "the issue of persuading the den on future generations .... There is no one
world that the dismantlement of nuclear weapons clearly superior solution, either technically or in
is actually taking place and that fissionable terms of an approach to international manage-
material extracted from nuclear weapons is ment. I would like to convey a sense of urgency
adequately safeguarded, is a serious one." to select among these, albeit imperfect, alternatives

The challenge to the Clinton Administration is and to translate these choices into reality ....
to deal with numerous serious questions raised by Pessimistically we can look forward to a world in
Panofsky related to international management of which both Russia and the U.S. maintain their pits
nuclear dismantlement: in intermediate storage, in which the long-range

• "Is it acceptable to insist on verification mea- disposition remains uncertain, and in which we
sures or international safeguards for only Russia, accept official declarations by these powers that
while the U.S. deals with its nuclear weapons and these materials are under firm control."

The Future of Nuclear Weapons in Western Europe

The future of nuclear weapons in Western Eu- imminent withdrawal of Moscow's forces from
rope hinges on the decisions made by Great Central and Eastern Europe. One of the important
Britain, France, Germany, and the United Sta_es in underlying questions concerning the future of the
response to the evolving situation in the former remaining U.S. nuclear presence in Europe is
Soviet Union and to concerns about the nuclear nonetheless whether it can be sustained politi-

ambitions of states neighboring Western Europe. cally_and, if so, for how long .... The question of
David Yost (Naval Postgraduate School) reviewed the specific political and strategic rationales for the
the nuclear security issues confronting Britain and remaining U.S. nuclear presence in Europe has
France, their ongoing programs to modernize rarely been explicitly addressed in public state-
nuclear forces, NATO's adjustments to the end of ments. It is a politically awkward question because
the Cold War, the security concerns of Germany, the countries of NATO and the Warsaw Pact de-
and the continuing role of U.S. nuclear forces in clared in November 1990 that they no longer con-
Europe. sider themselves adversaries."

From a U.S. perspective, Yost noted that the Yost observed that, "In October 1991, NATO's
"fundamental question is what strategic and polit- Nuclear Planning Group welcomed [the Bush
ical purposes the U.S. nuclear presence in Europe Administration's decision to withdraw iand-based
serves, given the Soviet Union's collapse and dis- theater nuclear weapons from Europe] and ap-
integration into several successor states, and the proved a substantial reduction in the number of
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the sole type of U.S. nuclear weapons to remain in ...In October 1990, a French Ministry of
Europe---gravity bombs for U.S. and allied dual- Defense document resurrected part of the tradi-
capable aircraft." Soon after, NATO developed a tional Gaullist approach to nuclear strategy--that
new strategic concept. In it, "one of the functions is, declining to identify Moscow or any other
of U.S. nuclear forces in Europe remains to 'pro- foreign power as a 'designated enemy' of France.
vide an essential political and military link be- 'The French nuclear deterrent is not directed
tween the European and the North American against anyone in particular. France has no des-
members of the Alliance'." ignated enemy. Our deterrent is at the service of

Volker R/.ihe, the German Minister of Defense, our independence.' This approach is in a sense
said at the October 1992 meeting of the Nuclear reminiscent of the 1967-1968 tous azimuts (all the

Planning Group, "These weapons insure us politi- points of the compass) episode, in that France's
cally against risks that we cannot calculate, risks threat of nuclear retaliation is described as
which might arise from the proliferation of directed against whatever powers might attempt
weapons of mass destruction. They contribute to coercion or aggression against France."
strategic stability." In discussing nuclear forces, Yost stated that,

Yost added, "One of the core bilateral relation- "The ballistic missile submarine (SSBN) force re-

ships in NATO is that between Germany and the mains the backbone of French strategic forces.
United States; and one of the political and strategic With the refitting of the older-generation SSBNs
foundations of this relationship is the conviction of completed in February 1993, each of the five
German elites that only the U.S. can provide a re- SSBNs in service carries 16 M-4 SLBMs; and each
liable nuclear guarantee that will enable Germany M-4 SLBM has 6 MIRV warheads. The construc-
to avoid pressures to obtain nuclear weapons of its tion schedule for new SSBNs has been stretched
own. German elites have given every indication of out. The first new-generation SSBN of the Triom-
sincerely preferring to avoid such pressures." phant class will not be operational until 1995; and

For the present, "Germany and the other non- it will be equipped with the M-45 SLBM, which is
nuclear countries that host nuclear weapons for to be equipped with penetration aids and an
the U.S. and allied dual-capable aircraft are willing improved warhead. The longer-range M-5 SLBM
to continue sharing nuclear risks and responsibili- will not be deployed until 2005. Only four new-
ties." However, there may be growing pressure to generation SSBNs will be procured, instead of the
withdraw U.S. nuclear weapons from German soil. six that had been previously envisaged."
"If the remaining U.S. nuclear systems (weapons Yost pointed out that the future of France's
for dual-capable aircraft) were removed,...some intermediate-range ballistic missile (IRBM) force is
Germans might still affirm the credibility of U.S. unclear. "It remains possible that there will be
nuclear commitments_thanks to reconstitution only one strategic force to complement the SSBNs,

arrangements or simply to the existential force of rather than the bombers and ground-based mis-
continuing U.S. political assurances, siles in the existing triad.

...German-American relations regarding ...The complementary 'second component' in
nuclear weapons matters may well, in other the strategic forces might consist of Rafale aircraft
words, continue to represent a process of mutual armed with long-range stand-off missiles (the pro-
accommodation to the boundaries of what is jected air-sol hmy,uc portde (ASLP) or perhaps an
politically practical in each country." extended-range version of the Apache missile).

For both Great Britain and France, "the essen- ... The French government is keeping its options
tial rationales {for their nuclear forces] are the open as to whether to modernize the IRBM force
residual threats that may be posed by Russia and or procure the ASLP or do both, but parliamentary
perhaps other Soviet successor states, and the defense experts such as Franqois Hollande hold
possible emergence of new threats outside but that decisions will have to be made in 1995, if not
near Europe that might justify capabilities for nu- sooner.
clear deterrence and, if necessary, retaliation." ...Ground-based short-range nuclear systems
However, "the political awkwardness of referring have become politically difficult to sustain, in view
to Russia as a threat justifying nuclear retaliatory of German unification and the new circumstances
capabilities, given the changed political circum- in Eastern Europe. The Pluton missiles were all
stances since 1989 .... has been evident in France withdrawn from service in 1992, earlier than had

and Britain as well as in the United States. been planned .... In September 1991, Mitterrand
announced that the Hadbs missile program had
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been cut back further, to 30 missiles, which would four Vanguard-class SSBNs, each with 16 Trident II

be stockpiled rathec than operationally deployed. (D-5) missiles .... The British g(,¢ernment has
... Unless the Had6s force is someday reconsti- made it clear that it plans to dtploy no more than
tuted, the 'prestrategic' or 'final warning' mission 128 warheads per SSBN, an average of 8 for each
prior to strategic nuclear strikes will be assured in of the 16 missiles.
the future solely by air-sol moyen,te port& (ASMP) ..."he British have long held that nonstrategic
air-launched missiles, launched mainly from or substrategic nuclear forces must be available to

Mirage 2000N and Super-Etendard aircraft." complement strategic forces. Britain's substrategic
In his discussion of British nuclear forces, Yost nuclear forces and roles were cut back by U.S. and

stated that, "Britain's current strategic nuclear British decisions _n 1991 and 1992. The British
force consists of three Resohttion-class SSBNs, army's Lance missile and nuclear artillery roles
each with 16 Polaris missiles .... Each missile is were eliminated by the U.S. decisions to withdraw
believed to carry three warheads in a maneuvering and eliminate these systems in September 1991. In
'Chevaline' reentry package designed to improve mid-1991, the British government announced that
prospects for penetrating defenses. One Polaris the Royal Air Force's nuclear-capable squadrons
SSBN is always on patrol, and a second is on pa- would be reduced from eleven of Tornados and
trol less than half a year. The Polaris force is to be two of Buccaneers to four Tornado squadrons in
entirely replaced beginning in the mid-1990s by the UK and four Tornado squadrons in Germany."

Nuclear Weapons Management Issues in Asia and the Middle East

Concerns about the management of nuclear that insecurity, providing a nuclear umbrella for
weapons abound in three other regions of the certain states that otherwise might develop
world: the Middle East, South Asia, and East Asia. weapons on their own."
The principal issues center around nuclear prolif-
eration--its prospects and consequences. Each of South Asia
these areas include unacknowledged nuclear One of the notable historic failures of U.S. el-
states (India, Pakistan, and Israel) and/or states forts to limit supply and reduce demand is South
striving to become nuclear powers (such as North Asia. As discussed by Joeck, "for different reasons,
Korea, Iran, and lraq). There are also states_ India and Pakistan fell between the cracks of this
Japan, as an example_that could develop a nu- nuclear nonproliferation approach, and they were
clear weapons capability quickly if it were in their left to address their security concerns on their
security interests, own .... Many scholars by now agree that security

The nuclear weapons history, current status, and insecurity in South Asia are in substantial
and future prospects for South Asia were dis- measure a consequence of internal problems,
cussed by Nell Joeck (LLNL). Jonathan Pollack rather than foreign threats. [However, both India
(RAND Corporation) covered East Asia, and and Pakistan] feel insecure about their neighbors."
Lewis Duma (SAIC) spoke about nuclear security Two problems confronted Pakistan. "The first
issues in the Middle East, focusing on Israel and was that Kashmir, a Muslim majority state, ended

her neighbors, up being part of India. The second was that Pak-
As noted by Joeck, U.S. efforts to limit the istan itself was divided in two, separated by a

spread of nuclear weapons after the post-World thousand miles of Indian territory .... A conse-
War II failure of the Baruch Plan has focused on quence of the civil war [in 1971, resulting in Bang-
two approaches. "The first was to try to control ladesh,] was the outbreak of war between India
and monitor the transfer of technology through and Pakistan. Many in Pakistan are convinced that

the Atoms for Peace program and the IAEA the creation of Bangladesh was not the conse-
[International Atomic Energy Agency]. This was a quence of Pakistan's internal failures, but rather
supply-oriented approach, in which it was ac- of Indian intervention in the civil war.
cepted that the transfer of nuclear technology ...Pakistan had counted on its security rela-
could not be prevented." The second was demand tionship with the United States, and its enduring
oriented. "The American response was to rely on friendship with China, to keep India at bay.
the post-World War II alliance system to alleviate Pakistan had joined CENTO [Central Treaty
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Organization] as well as SEATO [Southeast Asian have not weaponized, but leaving strategy and
Treaty Organization] to achieve that objective .... communication to guesswork and assumptions
With the catastrophic conclusion of the 1971 war, creates dangerous uncertainties when crises occur.
Pakistan felt that the U.S. had abandoned it ....... [On the Pakistani side,] Benazir Bhutto claimed

Pakistan set off on a slow but steady course of that she was kept out of the decision-making on

developing nuclear weapons, which were seen as the nuclear issue [when she was Prime Minister
the only guarantee that, in the future, India would in the late 1980s], and another aspect to this is
be deterred from finishing the job begun in 1971 whether her orders would have been followed,
with the division of Pakistan and the creation of even if she were included.

Bangladesh .... Command authority in a fragmented state
•..The lesson India apparently drew from [the cannot be assumed; how would such possible

1971 war] was that its own conventional strength command fissures affect the thinking on the other
was sufficient for it to remain the dominant power side of the nuclear dialogue, especially during a
in South Asia vis-f_-vis Pakistan, while the treaty crisis? The issue of command authority also affects

with the Soviet Union deterred Chinese meddling physical control of the weapon. How are weapons
in the subcontinent." In 1962, India and China had to be stored, who would have access to the

gone to war over a disputed border area. "China weapons, and how would they be fired?"
soundly defeated India, and two years later con- A further concern of Joeck's is his perception
ducted its first nuclear test .... [This was followed that "certain biases are already evident in South

by a period of] indecision on the nuclear issue Asia, and are especially troublesome in the context
within India until the early 1970s. The 1974 Indian of nuclear deterrence. For example, Hindu na-
nuclear test put China on notice that India could tionalism and chauvinism toward Muslims within
develop nuclear weapons if need be, but was India, and by extension toward Pakistan, may in-
not followed up with weaponization or deploy- spire potentially dangerous risk-taking in a nu-
ment. clear confrontation. On the other side of the

...With the dawning of the 1990s, though, border, one still finds in Pakistan vestiges of the
India's concern with China had been supplanted martial races theory .... ]In the 1965 war, the] taller

by a concern that Pakistan had achieved a nuclear Pakistanis thought that a physically smaller Hindu
capability .... It is a sad commentary on Indian would lack resolve."
planning that its position of strategic superiority Joeck concluded with discussions on the pro-
had been so thoroughly compromised in such a spects for nuclear arms control in South Asia and
short time span. on the role the U.S. could play in fostering agree-

...Some mitigating factors that allowed the ments. "Just as special interests and competing bu-
U.S. and the Soviet Union to reach certain agree- reaucracies within the U.S. wanted to bring about
ments may not be present for India and Pakistan. or prevent arms control, so too will constituencies
On the other hand, some obstacles that prevented form in India and Pakistan favoring one approach
agreements may also not be present, perhaps or another. Interservice rivalries may already be
allowing arms control a better chance for success affecting how the two sides proceed.
in South Asia. One important difference between ...Pakistan long ago offered to sign the NPT if
the two cases is the issue of alliances .... [For the India would agree to do so simultaneously. Many
U.S. and the Soviet Union,] the most likely theater in India consider this to be little more than a bluff
for conflict was on the territory of those very allies; by Pakistan. By ignoring Pakistan's peace over-

this provided a kind of buffer at times, in the sense tures on this and other issues, India has allowed
that, if war could be limited, it would be fought Pakistan, in effect, to gain a nuclear veto over In-

away from the heartland of either superpower." dia. Fixated as it is on China, India has continued
Such is not the case for India and Pakistan. to insist that only an agreement that includes

Joeck also discussed another important issue, China would have any strategic meaning. At the
crisis management. "India and Pakistan have ex- same time, India has argued that the discrimi-

perienced a variety of crises and conflicts .... natory nature of the NPT is repugnant. India may
During a crisis in which both sides had nuclear hold the moral high ground on this issue, but the
weapons, both sides need to know who is in cost to India if war breaks out could make that
charge on the other side in order to communicate moral argument meaningless.
their threat adequately. An Indian defense official ...The time.., seems opportune for India to
said that Pakistan should not assume that they reconsider the value of rejecting what has proven

Centerfor Security and Technology Studies 11



to be a remarkably durable treaty. The security facilitation of regional and bilateral interactions
benefits that many states received when their will also be important. Formal arms control
neighbors signed the NPT is not entirely lost for agreements have been reached, but less formal
India vis-0-vis Pakistan. India's insistence that it be confidence-building measures, and unilateral
treated on all equal footing with China, and with security pledges may well be combined to form a
other large powers, has been partially met because more secure strategic environment ill South Asia
China itself signed the NPT and continues to than a nuclear-armed confrontation across the
maintain its no-first-use pledge, porous South Asian border."

•..Ill bilateral terms, India and Pakistan are

already involved in an arms control relationship, East Asia
with a number of achievements and proposals of The dynamics of nuclear weapons in East Asia
note. The most important is the agreement not to were reviewed by Pollack. He began by noting
attack one another's nuclear facilities .... [In addi- that "the nuclear Cold War imposed and rein-
tion,] Pakistan has made a number of proposals to forced a certain kind of logic and stability in the
India, including freezing producticn of fissile East Asia strategic equation, and that this equation
material, mutual inspection of nuclear facilities, has not been fully redefined in the post-Cold War
simultaneous acceptance of IAEA safeguards, a era. The challenge is to foster an environment
South Asia nuclear weapons-free zone, a joint within which competing national ambitions, hedg
declaration renouncing nuclear weapons, a bilat- ing strategies, and perhaps security and survival
eral nuclear test ban, and five-party negotiations, imperatives do not overwhelm the present
India may continue to reject them as formal arms 'firewall' that holds back the diffusion of nuclear
control agreements, but more attention is being weapons, related weapons of mass destruction,
paid to the idea of informal confidence-building and associated deliver)' systems."
measures. A critical element in the current strategic

...[The] U.S. carl play a positive role in Indo- equation is the nuclear capability of China, which
Pakistani negotiations and agreements. At the on- was developed in response to events in the 1950s.
set, however, the U.S. must see the issue in South According to Pollack, "Many have speculated

Asia in regional diplomatic terms, rather than as about the possible willingness of the U.S. to use or
an aspect of U.S. defense and security policy. An threaten the use of nuclear weapons against China
emerging problem that could undercut American in the 1950s .... [There are] ample new sources of

efforts to support arms control in South Asia is documentation about de!iberations within the
Pakistan's impression that the U.S. concern for Chinese leadership during the 1950s, [which were
nonproliferation has become a kind of anti-Islamic really exercises in] crisis management against the
crusade. United States. I think that Mao understood the

• ...The issue of defending Kuwait against Iraq, logic of deterrence quite well.
and ejecting Iraq's forces, gained particular favor ...What the Chinese take away from much of
in the U.S. when the prospect that Iraq might this experience is the political and symbolic value
acquire nuclear weapons was added to the of the possession of a nuclear option, and in vari-
equation, ous ways this persists to the present day. It is not
• ...Pakistanis also ask why the U.S. failed to that nuclear weapons ipso facto will [provide an]
respond in a meaningful way to the Algerian exploitable military advantage, but what they can
elections in 1991. do and have done is constrain circumstances in

• ...A further concern was the U.S. decision to which [the Chinese] might be subject to certain

stop assistance to Islamabad in 1990. Many in kinds of threats."
Pakistan argued that nothing had changed ira its During the 1970s and 1980s, the policy of the
nuclear program, yet once the war in Afghanistan United States toward China was repeatedly modi-
was over, the U.S. refused to certify that Pakistan fled. Some important considerations identified by
did not possess a nuclear explosive device and cut Pollack include:
Islamabad off economically." • "The Sino-American rapprochement in the

Joeck said in summary: "The U.S. can play a early 1970s, and China's tacit endorsement of the
productive mediating role ira South Asia by engag- U.S. regional, political, and military presence that
ing India and Pakistan in an international forum to followed in its wake" (such as "clear understand-
manage nuclear weapons... Ira addition to the ings between Mao and President Nixon [in 1972,
international approach, encouragement and including] U.S. guarantees to Japan and the
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insistence that China's forces not pose a threat to regional security role (with heightened expec-
Japan")• tations by the U.S. that regional allies will do far
• Diminished U.S. security commitments to the more, and that the U.S. will do somewhat less).
region in the aftermath of the Vietnam war. • The major changes in our nuclear presence [as
• Militarization of the Sino-Soviet dispute, in- a consequence of President Bush's September 1991

cluding a nuclear dimension ("the Russians were initiative]."
building up their forces in response to the growth With the collapse of the Soviet Union, the
of Chinese nuclear forces; and in retrospect, it focus of the four FSU nuclear republics is inward.
seems that the focal point of much of China's "[They] look upon the nuclear capabilities that
nuclear activi'.y, right from the first, was the they still possess as a part of the whole sorting out
challenge posed by the Soviet Union"). process vis-f_-vis one another rather than as an ef-

"There was a threat-driven aspect to American fort to target their neighbors. What becomes a
responses to Soviet nuclear forces and to the con- more interesting proposition, under the much
ventional forces directed against South Korea. An lower U.S. and Russian levels of nuclear wea" ,)ns,
effort was made to unambiguously link the bi- is that the [reduced] central strategic balance ap-
lateral security arrangements of both Korea and preciates the value of Chinese strategic forces,
Japan wi_,h the United States• This linkage was which have continued to increase slowly and
p_'esumably to dissuade either or both from con- steadily.
sidering more autonomous nuclear options. This ...The Chinese always assumed that a U.S.-
[policy] had the added effect of constraining Soviet strategic rivalry, including nuclear wea-
possible threats posed from China, though it was pons, would last forever. They were able to set
not formally stated as such. conditions under which China would be willing

•..As a result, we saw an evolutionary, if to participate formally in arms reduction activities.
somewhat asymmetric, deterrence equation that The magic number used to be 50%; that is, when
evolved progressively over the course of the 1970s there were reductions of 50% in U.S. and Soviet
and 1980s. China on the one hand was undertak- nuclear force levels, the Chinese would then see it

ing a slow but purposeful acquisition of nuclear in their interest to involve themselves in nuclear-
weapons, including tactical nuclear weapons, force-level discussions, but that bullet has been
directed against any prospect of a Soviet dodged.
conventional attack, whereas, the United States .. •China avowedly pursued a different nu-
and the Soviet Union sustained their much more clear path with an emphasis on uncertainty, ambi-

ample competition ,:t a strategic level with East guity, indeterminacy, lack of transparency, and a
Asia as part of that larger picture, lack of an explicit articulated doctrine. This was

•..With the end of U.S.--Soviet rivalry as the presumed, under circumstances of pronounced
central security dynamic, the countries in the re- inferiority, to enhance rather that, undermine the
gion are recalibrating their nuclear stances based deterrence equation. Under the current radically
on new national security assumptions and cal- changing strategic circumstances, the challenge
culations. It is important to note that we have yet now is to draw the Chinese into some pattern of
to see a political transformation or revolution in closer association with respect to the future of
East Asia that is as profound as that witnessed in their nuclear forces and their plans and goals.
Europe." Nevertheless, Pollack argued that there ...Knowledge that we take almost for granted
are significant ramifications for the region fol- with respect to other avowed nuclear powers sim-
lowing from the events in Europe: ply does not exist for China, with respect to the
• "The [questionable] viability of the North disposition of their forces, the presumed require-
Korean regime, and what it might do under ments of nuclear sufficiency, and what their ac-
various circumstances now that it can no longer ceptable force levels might be, and against whom
reliably depend on support from either Russia they may be targeted over the longer run.
or China .... Part of the problem that the Chinese face is
• The greatly heightened uncertainties in U.S.- that their programs (both conventional and nt_-
Japanese relations [in the absence of] the Cold War clear) were driven so disproportionately by their
security glue that tended to inhibit areas where perception of a long-standing Soviet threat. This
U.S.-Japanese interests may have been in conflict, threat in some significant measure has now gone
• The pronounced uncertainties in U.S.-China away. They confront some tough dilemmas: where

) relations, and a diminishing centrality, to the U.S.
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to go from here, and who is it precisely that they uphold its security commitments to Japan so that
are directing their military activities against? whatever the very modest possibilities of added

•..[We] can take a degree of satisfaction from consideration being given to a nuclear option, it
the fact that the Chinese have now formally ac- would become that much more modest.

ceded to the NPT and somewhat less explicitly to ...At the same time, if Japan persists in these
the Missile Technology Control Regime. [How- nuclear activities, it would be safe to assume that
ever,] we can argue that, when the Chinese were some of Japan's neighbors would also seek to pre-
much more exuberant in their seeming pro- serve options, again underscoring American in-

proliferation rhetoric, they were in fact much more centives to avoid any such circumstances and to
conservative about what they did with their diminish any likelihood of that kind of indepen-
nuclear capabilities." Many of China's export dent activity."
activitiesmin both the nuclear and missile tech- As noted above, one potential threat to Japan
nology areasmare a proliferation concern to the emanates from the Korean peninsula. Pollack
United States. surmised that "even though there were efforts to-

"China like any other power has to ensure ward the development of North Korean nuclear
against unknowns, has to hedge to a certain extent, science in the 1950s, [a dedicated effort toward
and seeks to avail itself in a very opportunistic nuclear weapons was not begun] until the 1970s
way of the fire sale that is going on in the FSU. At [when] evidence began to accumulate indicating
the same time, we [must] acknowledge that the South Korean nuclear activities. The North Kore-
Chinese may conceptualize nuclear weapons in a ans may have decided that they required a parallel

way that is very different from the West." compensatory response not necessarily for nuclear
Pollack continued: "[Another important] actor use, but rather as a means of deterrence. Some

in East Asia is Japan, which is an avowedly non- would argue that the North Korean nuclear pro-
nuclear state. I find no compelling evidence that grams began much earlier than the 1970s, but we
there is any serious thought being given in Japan do not know enough about the program to draw
at present to acquiring such capabilities. What clear conclusions.
people worry about, given Japan's technical base, .. •[During 1992, there was] great international
is its latent possibility [for acquiring nuclear pressure of one form or another to encourage
weapons] if it ever decides to go down this path. North Korea to inhibit these activities. Some of this
Japan's efforts to acquire ample amounts of pressure came privately from the Chinese; some it
[plutonium raises] profound suspicions about came from the West in the form of public pressure
Japan and its intentions, which reflect the underly- to induce more cooperation." The events since the
ing animosities and suspicions that Tokyo's conference led to a confrontation and a stalemate
neighbors retain of Japan." with North Korea on their nuclear program: first, a

Because Japan has the technical capability and special inspection by the IAEA revealed that
materials to pursue a nuclear option, "[it] can en- North Korea reprocessed more plutonium than it
joy a certain kind of existential deterrence without had declared; followed by North Korean steps to
nuclear weapons." As more recently noted (July withdraw from the NPT and suspension of the
28, 1993) by former Japanese Foreign Minister withdrawal; and continued with intermittent
Kabun Muto, "If North Korea develops nuclear dialogue between the United States and North
weapons and that becomes a threat to Japan, first, Korea on the issues of the IAEA's routine and
there is the nuclear umbrella of the United States special inspections. The current situation seems to
upon which we can rely. But if it comes down to a have been anticipated by Pollack at the conference
crunch, possessing the will that 'we can do it' is when he stated that "a latent potential for crisis

important." persists in North Korea given the probability that
In his talk, Pollack also considered Japan's North Korea has dispersed its nuclear assets .... as

long-term security concerns. These include international pressures have increased."
"considerations about what East Asia looks like P_llack also observed that an additional

under circumstances of Korean unification, what source of concern is North Korean missile produc-
East Asia looks like with a much more powerful tion. "We do know that North Korea retains a
and assertive China, and, finally, what Japan's significant capability to manufacture SCUD mis-
own circumstances would look like if the U.S.- siles, and that it sells them in international mar-

Japan relationship deteriorates at some future kets. Developments of future generations of these
point. [Thus,] it is vitally important for the U.S. to
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missiles could give North Korea a capability to 'unacknowledged' Israeli nuclear weapons

reach targets as far away as Japan." capability--is unstable.
To summarize the situation in the region, Pol- ...The purposes behind the Israeli nuclear

lack offered that he "would not regard the possi- arsenal has shifted over time. Initially, it was a
bility of instability in Northeast Asia as quite as weapons program begun in the 1950s as a last-
portentous as one might associate, for example, resort deterrent. If you talk to Israelis today, you
with the Persian Gulf. Nevertheless, there are have a sense of a capability that is desired for
ample reasons for concern given what we do not providing a 'special advantage.' More important,
know. Indeed, beyond the existing three-cornered, the purpose of this capability has shifted in that
overt, nuclear dynamic (that is the U.C., China, and the Israeli nuclear weapons capability is increas-
the successor states of the FSU), a more subliminal ingly relied on as a deterrent to the use of chemical
quasi-nuclear rivalry and competition seems to be or biological weapons by one of the hostile Arab
at work that is much more difficult to bound and countries .... The threshold for use conceivably

could potentially undermine regional stability, may be declining.
...East Asia is very different from Europe in ...[A second factor] making the status quo

that there are persisting ambiguities and a lack of unstable is that there has been a slow growth in
what we would call transparencies or norms that [Israeli nuclear] capabilities .... ]It] is clear that
would permit a more confident judgment about there has been a gradual growth over time, and
what nuclear stability might be, and how it might that this gradual growth, as it appears in public
be configured. [In addition,] there is a pronounced allegations and press speculation, is having an
difference in the way security has been pursued impact on Israel's Arab neighbors. One Egyptian
in this domain. Since the 1950s, the U.S. has not general said to me, 'well you know, a few nuclear
given serious thought to trying to cobble together weapons, that's OK. A couple of hundredmthat's
anything that might resemble a multilateral secu- another thing.'
rity arrangement, though over time, one could ...There are many other reasons for believing
argue in a post-Cold War setting, we might find that the Middle East status quo is unstable. The
ourselves moving in that direction or that regional Iraqi nuclear weapons program is down, but most
states might find themselves moving in that definitely not out. The Iranians are an up and
direction, coming contender. Syria and Algeria are standing

...The challenge in East Asia is to engage with on the sidelines. The Turks are unnerved by the
all relevant actors to achieve appropriate terms to Iraqi missile program. Even in Egypt at least some
delimit competition, to enable us to understand members of the military [consider] what they read
[the various nuclear] programs and their purposes, about the Israelis and ask themselves--what is
and to find ways to induce restraint if that is going on?"
possible, given the consequences that it could have Dunn argued as his second point that "a
over the longer run." multinuclear Middle East would, in all probability,

be dangerous and unstable with less security for
The Middle East the countries in the region and for others.

Lewis Dunn's summary of the nuclear wea- ...If you consider a Middle East with several
pons issues in the Middle East focused on the nuclear weapon states, there are many reasons to
relationship between Israel and its neighbors. He be concerned about the stability of such a region.
discussed the Middle East in terms of five broad The reasons that I am concerned have to do with

points touching on the stability of the current nu- looking back into history to determine why there
clear balance, the inherent dangers in the situation, was stable deterrence in the East-West relation-

and what could be done to improve the situation ship .... The technical efforts made over the
and prepare for eventualities, course of 40 years ensured that U.S. nuclear wea-

"What are the prospects for success, for avoid- pons were safe and well controlled .... But it is not
ing a Middle East with several nuclear weapons clear to me that the same emphasis on safety will
states in the year 2000?...The prospects are sim- prevail in the Middle East. The situation also
ply far from assured, which is undoubtedly an makes a difference. I believe that it was a contribu-
understatement." tion to stability that the U.S. and the Soviet Union

The first major point Dunn made was that confronted each other in the middle of Europe far
"the Middle East nuclear status quo_an away from each other's homeland.
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•..My second reason for concern about the we follow up some of the peace process efforts
characteristics of a multinuclear Middle East is begun by the Bush Administration to try to en-

equally as important as the first. Each country in courage restraint on the part of the Israelis?
this region will face specific nuclear-force-building • ...If we are interested in trying to contain pro-
choices. They must choose, for example, between liferation, part of our interest should be in trying
readiness and safety. These choices make a dif- to cap the programs that already exist. Unilateral
ference, but what may happen is that in some restraint on the part of the Israelis would be useful
cases very rational decisions may produce bad because it would enhance the political legitimacy
results, of coercive measures. It would enhance our ability

•..Acknowledging or not acknowledging the to keep up tight export controls on Iran and Iraq. It
possession of nuclear weapons is probably the would enhance our ability to use military force."
most critical choice but, by not acknowledging the Dunn elaborated on possible areas for unilat-
possession of nuclear weapons, a variety of things eral restraint on the pal i of the Israelis. "[We
follow. [For one,] if you are going to deploy the could] get the government of Israel to agree to at
weapons in a crisis, you have probably never done least consider a freeze on the production of nu-
that before, which could lead to problems." clear weapons material and to agree (if the peace

As a third point, Dunn touched "on some of process moves ahead and the multilateral arms
the measures that need to be pursued as we try to control talks move ahead) to include under the
head off a multinuclear Middle East .... As you multilateral arms control talks some discussion of
think about trying to head off a Middle East with what types of verification measures might fit into
several nuclear weapons states, you have to look a nuclear materials production freeze in the
at a wide range of measures--some currently be- region. Another measure would be a commitment
ing pursued today and some that may become by the Israelis not to test nuclear weapons• My
more possible as the situation changes, favorite measure•..is for the Israelis to announce
• ...Even though they are very much maligned, some type of unilateral shutting down of the
export controls continue to be a significant means Dimona nuclear reactor. I do not think that we
of delaying the pursuit of nuclear weapons, some- can seek the complete elimination of Israel's
times by a long time. nuclear capability."
• ...We must find means to enhance intelligence Dunn's fourth and fifth points were that we
and information sharing among the nuclear must begin:
suppliers. • "Thinking about possible military options as
• ...We also need to keep up the process of part of our kit bag of nonproliferation measures.
supporting the UN's monitoring of Iraq. (See an • Considering the problem of proliferation as
expanded discussion of this point in the next partially a defense-planning problem even as we
section.) continue to treat it as an arms control problem, as
• ...In addition, we must begin thinking about a regional security problem, and as an export con-
how we would try to take advantage of progress, trol problem."
if there is progress, in the Middle East peace pro- In conclusion, Dunn expressed his belief that
cess. One thing we could do is use the multilateral "the Middle East is a region that is essential to
arms control talks that parallel the political talks to our efforts to head off a world of many nuclear
reach agreement on regional confidence-building powers. We must...try to take advantage of
measures. Military-to-military contacts or defense incremental progress in the Middle East peace
minister-to-defense minister contacts...are some- process to push for a type of confidence-building
thing that Cairo might consider if there were more process in the region, to push for steps of restraint
progress on the political side of the house, in the region, and to push for a dealing with some
• ...Contingency planning will be more im- of the basic political differences in the region."

portant as we look at how we might take advan-
tage of progress in the peace process. How could
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Unilateral and Multilateral Actions to Address Proliferation Challenges

Two presentations at the conference focused • What lessons are drawn over the next several
on unilateral and multilateral actions to address years by potential proliferators on the basis of
proliferation challenges. Joseph Pilat, Los Alamos Iraq's behavior and the international response
National Laboratory, provided an overview dis- to it.
cussion, and Ambassador Rolf Ek6us, Executive • The perceived credibility of safeguards in

Chairman of the United Nations Special Commis- North Korea, South Africa, and other regions
sion (UNSCOM), spoke about the lessons learned where the safeguarding tasks are extraordinarily
from the UNSCOM/IAEA (International Atomic difficult and will be more adversarial than safe-

Energy Agency) inspections in Iraq and about guards have been before, except in the Iraqi case.
multilateral proliferation controls• • The behavior of the assumed nuclear weapons

Pilat reminded the audience of the deep roots states--Israel, India, and Pakistan--as well as that
of nonproliferation as a U.S. national policy goal: of other problem countries that we long ago identi-
"Proliferation is a fundamental challenge to re- fied. "
gional and international security, and the U.S. has Pilat continued, "It is these nonproliferation
been committed to the nonproliferation of nuclear issues that should be the determinants of the de-
weapons as a fundamental national security and bate in 1995 [about the extension of the NPT], but
foreign policy objective for over 40 years, at past NPT review conferences the last issue on

•..The proliferation of nuclear weapons, other the table was nonproliferation .... I doubt that
weapons of mass destruction, and their means of testing restraints, fissile material production cut-
delivery is likely to continue over the next decade, offs, and no-first-use declarations will have a
becoming militarily more significant and posing a decisive impact on the future of the NPT, but there
threat to U.S. interests, to friends and allies, and to is a widespread belief that they will."
power projection forces and capabilities." Pilat at- The limitations of and means for strengthen-
gued that proliferation will not pose a significant ing two principal elements of the supply-control
threat to the continental U.S. unless existing strate- regime, namely IAEA safeguards and the Nuclear
gic nuclear weapons fall into the hands of prolifer- Supplier Group, were discussed by Ambassador
ants. Such could happen in the FSU or China if Ek6us, based oll the Iraqi inspections and monitor-
there is a period of instability (or even civil war) ing experience gained by UNSCOM and IAEA. He
when the leadership changes, and then the situa- noted that: "One of the most important observa-
tion would be fundamentally different, tions that we must make about the Iraqi nuclear

...If those dangers do not occur, the near-term programme is that it was a 'comprehensive pro-
proliferation threat will largely be limited to those gramme.' It is my firm belief that since compre-
same developing countries that have been of con- hensive efforts toward proliferation are being
cern to us over the last 10 to 20 years, with a mod- made, the halting of proliferation can only be suc-
est number of developing countries seeking nu- cessful with an equally 'comprehensive approach.'
clear capabilities primarily in the Middle East, The fundamental flaw in the international efforts
South Asia, and Northeast Asia. to halt proliferation is the lack of a coherent and

...In the longer term, developments in the systematic approach.
international security environment--the outcomes ...We can now conclude that the safeguards

of the dramatic changes that we have witnessed in system did not function in Iraq. The international
the last couple of years--and the developments in community had put too much faith in it without
the international arms and high-technology mar- taking into account that nuclear safeguards as
kets could lead to either expansion or contraction such do not constitute a verification system. The
of this level of threat. The trends are moving in nuclear safeguards are designed for what the NPT
both directions at present, is--a pact between or a club of a number of like-

...The key issues in the nuclear [proliferation] minded States. The NPT States created this club
arena are: because all of them agreed that there should be no
• Whether the international community contin- proliferation of nuclear weapons.
ues sanctions and long-term monitoring of Iraq's ...My hope is that the principle of 'thou shalt
military-industrial infrastructure, particularly its not go nuclear' will surpass just the treaty obliga-
nuclear capabilities, tion, and that nonproliferation will become a
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component of customary international law. This is Conference with their complex decision-making
how we should see the NPT. This is why the NPT procedures .... [It] is important to the future role
extension conference in 1995 is so important. This of the Agency (in a strengthened international
extension should assist in building such a norm nonproliferation regime) that decisions with

that transcends the community of treaty members regard to inspections and verification can be made
to also include all non-treaty-member States." promptly and without any cumbersome political

Ambassador Lehman, earlier in the confer- process.
ence, also stressed the importance of establishing ...It goes without saying that the control of
proliferation as unacceptable international behav- Iraq's weapons capability cannot be effective with-
ior: "The international community has been mov- out a systematic input of information or intelli-
ing toward a position that the proliferation of nu- gence .... [UNSCOM] has made an arrangement
clear weapons is intolerable. It is rather that the in- with the United States to fly the high-altitude
ternational community is moving or hopes that it reconnaissance U-2 plane an average of three
is moving toward certain international norms, in- missions a week. We also make use of German
cluding nonproliferation. If even a single addi- helicopters that can fly in at close range when
tional country acquires nuclear weapons, we run reconnaissance reports from the U-2 flights and
the risk of the whole regime coming unraveled." other information indicate that there is a need for

Ek6us continued, "The UN Security Council more detailed, close-up pictures.
made all important statement on 31 January 1992 .... The inspection system used in Iraq is based
...The Council members declared that the pro- on no-notice, on-site inspections of declared as
liferation of nuclear weapons and other weapons well as undeclared sites. There is no correspond-
of mass destruction constitute a 'threat to interna- ing approach to uphold the safeguards system. It
tional peace and security.' This is a significant would be politically difficult to carry out safe-
statement because a 'threat to international peace guard inspections with the same degree of intru-
and security' are code words implying Chapter VII siveness." The IAEA, however, has activated its
of the United Nations Charter. If Chapter VII is in- right for special inspection at non-declared facil-
voked, enforcement action can be taken. If a coun- ities. Ek4.us added, "The special inspections would
try on the road toward a nuclear weapons capa- no doubt help to expand the scope of safeguard
bility activated such a threat, the Council should inspections, but there would still be a right of
be able to extend its general statement...to this refusal and the possibility of long delays before
situation, the inspectors gain access." Such has been the case

...[As I said earlier,l the safeguards system in North Korea.
did not work. The Nuclear Supplier Group regime Pilaf discussed steps that the United States is
did not work .... [lt] was in place when Iraq de- taking to strengthen multilateral nonproliferation
veloped its nuclear capability [and] is based on mechanisms and unilateral steps that it is consid-
fundamentally w)luntary arrangements. There ering.
is no systematic focusing of the work, and there First, "the U.S. has been and will remain
is, indeed, no verification; it is a gentleman's committed to reducing states' motivations for
agreement, in a sense, and we know how difficult acquiring nuclear explosives .... [Second,] the U.S.
it is to be a 'gentleman' all the time and under all will support the indefinite extension of the NPT.
circumstances .... [In addition,] export controls will...remain an

•..It is time to take a hard look at the various essential element of U.S. nonproliferation policy.
elements of the international control system• But it Although the weakness of these controls has been
is, at the same time, important that we do not implicated heavily in the successes of Iraq's nu-
simply throw out these systems. They should be clear weapons program, they still have tremen-
developed and improved, dous value, they are being strengthened, and they

...[It] is very carefully ph.ased in the cease- will remain an important element of U.S. policy.
fire resolution that the Director-General of the ...[The] U.S. will be committed to an incre-

IAEA is responsible for dealing with the nuclear mental improvement of these responses to the
capability of lraq in cooperation with UNSCOM. nuclear-weapon proliferation threat, including:
Why didn't the UN Security Council put the IAEA • Strengthening and expanding export control
in direct control? The reason is that it wanted to measures, particularly in dual-use areas. The dual-
make use of the expertise of the Agency without use initiative agreed to in Warsaw in 1992 is a
involving the Governing Board and the General tremendous achievement in that direction•
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• Strengthening the NPT and the IAEA safe- Lewis Dunn made tile point in his Middle East
guards, which is being pursued and is critical, presentation that we must also begin to think
• Promoting regional arms control, along with about military options. "This is an area of grave
openness, transparency, and confidence-building danger, and one in which it is important to be very
measures, careful.

• Improving intelligence, and increasing intelli- ...A range of triggering events exist that
genre sharing, would be worth planning for .... [These triggering
• Enhancing enforcement and compliance events include] the shipment of critical equipment
mechanisms." or technology--that is shipments with critical

In addition, there are response options that the nuclear-weapons-related equipment, stolen
United States is or should be developing to deal nuclear weapons materials, or nuclear weapons
with cases where proliferation has occurred, from the FSU."
"While [capabilities to respond to proliferation] A few example ideas offered by Dunn include:
may be largely national, they may be used multi- sabotage of shipments in the supplier country or
laterally or internationally, either alone or with in transit; interdiction of shipments in transit and
other states that have similar capabilities." Some recovery of stolen materials or weapons; or sabo-
examples provided by Pilat are: tage of key facilities in a given country. "Some of
• "Implement coercive and cooperative disarm- these [military measures] are more technically fea-
ament techniques_coercive on the model of Iraq, sible than others. Some of them are more politi-
and cooperative on the model of the FSU. The rally acceptable than others. Some of them are
idea is: more internationally sustainable than others. But

- To detect, disable, and dismantle nuclear my main point is that the time has come to look at
weapons, some of these military options."

- To shut down, destroy, or otherwise inca- Dunn also made the point that, in a much
pacitate, or convert research and development broader sense, we must consider proliferation as a
facilities for producing nuclear weapons, defense-planning problem. "We must acknowl-

- To dispose of special nuclear material, edge that in the years ahead the U.S. will confront
which may be the most difficult task. hostile new nuclear powers and that some of these
• Improve and expand existing Nuclear Emer- may threaten our friends, our allies, or us_espe-
gency Search Team (NEST) and Accident Re- cially us.
sponse Group capabilities, including device detec- ...My first point in terms of thinking about
tion, diagnostics, disablement, safety, security, proliferation as a defense-planning problem is that
removal, disassembly, and destruction, accurate intelligence about these new nuclear
• Use physical countermeasures for mitigation powers as nuclear powers is essential, but it does
or interdictiorb from nonlethal defense concepts to not exist. We should not assume that they will
specially tailored conventional ordnance delivered think about the use of nuclear weapons just like
by means ranging from special operations to tra- we think about the use of nuclear weapons. For
ditional conventional strikes." that matter, we should not assume that they will

Pilat continued, "There are a number of other seriously think anything about the rise of nuclear
possible responses that include developing en- weapons until they get into their first crisis.
forcement and compliance mechanisms, which . .. My second point...is that deterring the rise
may be unilateral or multilateral. These responses of nuclear weapons by one of these new nuclear
might include embargoes, tying cooperation and powers is going to be a first priority. What do we
technology transfer to nonproliferation behavior, threaten?
providing emergency response or assistance to ...My third point about defense planning is

victims of an attack or accident, and negotiating the nonproliferation problem .... We still have to
extradition agreements or immigration restrictions develop and prove that theater missile defenses
to deal with proliferation-related 'brain drain are feasible, and we still haw, to think about all the
problems' and the like. Developing sanctions are other ways that these countries might deliver
another possible but highly unlikely response to nuclear weapons .... We must also recognize that
proliferation_here too history does not suggest in some situations, as is now the case in the FSU, it
that the prospects for multilateral success are may be in our interest to provide assistance to a
high." country in the safe and secure handling of nuclear

I weapons.
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•..Another area of defense planning that we ...Finally, as we think about defense planning
are just beginning to address is the forward de- and about defense contingency planning, we need
ployment of U.S. forces in support of allies, in to include plans for emergency assistance after one
support of friends, and in support of our interests, of these weapons is used."

Managing Nuclear Weapons---Visions of the Future

Lewis Dunn (SAIC), Thomas Reed (consultant Dunn continued, "It seems that part of this vi-
to LLNL), Sidney Drell (Stanford University), and sion of a desirable nuclear world order is a vision
Richard Rosecrance (UCLA) concluded the con- of reducing the role of nuclear weapons in global
ference with a roundtable discussion, chaired by and regional politics to the absolute minimum fea-
Michael May (LLNL and Stanford). Their sum- sible. If I had to say what this means in practical
mary comments generally focused on the future terms, it means moving into a phased negotiation
role of nuclear weapons, of a ban on nuclear testing. It means moving to-

Dunn organized his remarks around five gen- ward a 'no first use of nuclear weapons' doctrine.
eral points. The first was that "'the times they are a It means moving to continue the pi'ocess of
changing' as the old song had it. At this confer- sharply reducing the nuclear weapons that exist.
ence, we have focused quite a bit on the changes ...Moving away from that distinction [be-
overseas, but the changes at home will have an tween U.S. and other countries' nuclear weaponsl
equal impact on the answers that we give to some will make it easier not only to extend the NPT, it
of the questions we have discussed." The issues will make it easier to gain support for nuclear
"at home" include the budget and concerns about supply initiatives; it will pay off in a variety of
the U.S. economy and global competitiveness, ways across the realm of nonproliferation. Moving

Dunn's second point was that: "a key element in this direction will provide legitimacy for new,
as we wend our way forward into a very different more active, nonproliferation measures if they are
world is the need for a new vision of a desirable necessary against extremists."
and sustainable long-term global nuclear order. Rosecrance commented on his vision of the fu-

What was that vision [during the Cold War]? It ture in a broader sense: how the international sys-
was a vision of: tern will be organized in the post-Cold War world.
• Highly robust, redundant, and steadily mod- He noted that "there have been three different
ernized U.S. nuclear forces• ways of trying to run the international system,
• Constrained, targetable, Soviet nuclear forces• whether it was nuclear or not.

,, Acceptance by virtually all the other countries ...In the 19th century and early 20th century
of the world of their non-nuclear status, through World War II, the typical method was

•..Our arms control policy tracked this vision• 'balance of power•' Balance of power was not a
It sought to: very effective method, because the balance of
• Build up and protect U.S. nuclear capabilities, power does not tend to occur at the beginning;
• Use arms control to constrain Soviet capa- and, if it occurs at the end, it usually occurs too
bilities, late; therefore, it had the effect of bringing on a
• Push very hard for global nuclear nonprolifer- war that might otherwise have been deterred•
ation .... A second method of running the world is

...As we move into the post-Cold War world, the way that we have run the world since 1945,
it seems to me that we need a vision. At the heart which is through bipolar deterrence. It is not
of this vision has to be an attempt: applicable now because we don't have a bipolar
• To lessen the distinction, the contradiction, the system anymore. And while it worked very well,

tension between how the U.S. thinks about out much better that the balance of power, this
nuclear weapons and how we think about other method had a considerable cost, that is we spent
countries' nuclear weapons, a lot of money doing it.
• To lessen our attempt to treat our capabilities ...The method I am going to commend, which
in one way while we work diligently to prevent of course assumes that nuclear weapons are there
the spread of these weapons to other countries." as the background, is the method I call 'the great

power concert.' If this method of [international
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relations] succeeds, it could be considerably 3.... American first use of nuclear weapons
cheaper than deterrence and almost as effective, should be governed by a stringent doctrine of
We are talking about a great power concert in defensive last resort--the extreme form of deter-
which four or five major powers are involved, and fence. The trouble with an absolute declaration
of course one would think immediately of the against first use, which I do not support, is that it
United States, Europe, Japan, Russia, and China, assumes that we can know all the specific cases in
as major candidates in this concert, which drastic action might be urgently required.

...There are a lot of things that induce soli- 4 .... All choices should be tested against their
darity. If you have an economic core for this great cost and consequences. In particular in facing the
power concert, where everyone depends on a nuclear danger, there is no a priori reason to prefer
major world economy, where there are available arms to arms control, or action by independent

markets, capital, and technology, and where no choice to action by agreement or vise versa. A
one wants to be cut off, in this environment, worldwide policy of nuclear reduction, nonprolif-
everyone must cling together to participate in this eration, and reduction in the reliance on earlier
concert. A great power concert can work if you nuclear use is simply not consistent with large-
have some degree of ideological unity and, fortu- scale efforts to expand the role of nuclear weapons
nately, of those five great powers all but two are by the development of new kinds of warheads ....
democratic or at least are moving in a democratic We can look to the Nunn-Lugar legislation as an
direction, example of how funds can best be used as part of

•..There are two essential problems that we our nuclear security by doing things other than
have to solve for the future. [First] is our relation- building nuclear weapons. If agencies such as the
ship with Japan. [Second,] everything is up for IAEA are to have wider responsibilities and
grabs in our relationship with Russia .... Russia is powers in this field, as Ambassador Ek6us and
a demoted great power. Demoted great powers are others have called for, American reinforcement
usually disturbing elements in the international will be essential.
system that follows their demotions." 5 .... The problem of nuclear testing presents

Rosecrance concluded, "The world commu- both opportunities and difficulties for the U.S. in
nity did nothing to ease the German problem be- 1992. Especially now with the end of the Cold
tween 1924 and 1933, or at least if it did do some- War, there is a growing political cost in continued

thing, it didn't do enough. German nationalism American opposition to a comprehensive test ban.
finally triumphed in 1933 with the rise of Adolph But... a great many people in many countries,
Hitler on january 30, 1933. I am not saying we face who are strong believers in a common effort
exactly the same danger in Russia, but it does against nuclear danger, have learned over a long
seem to me that there are ominous portents .... period to put a ban on testing high on their list of
We are going to face the issue of how to develop a priorities, and to test the seriousness of the nuclear
new Russian relationship." weapons states by their readiness to support such

Drell offered seven short propositions to a ban.
summarize his views on the future of U.S. nuclear 6.... We should respect the scientific and
policy: technological realities of the nuclear danger when
1. "We should respect the reality that as long as we make choices about strategic defense. In our
there are bombs there will be a nuclear danger that effort to reduce nuclear danger, there is a recurrent
is unique in all history. [Our] policy must give tendency to expect technical experts to do more
priority to choices that can help prevent the pos- than nature permits, that is to make us safe from
session of these weapons by international adven- what science and technology have made possible.
turers such as Saddam Hussein. In whatever we do, whatever we learn, I think that

2.... We should seek wider and deeper political for the present and as long as there are uncertain-
understanding with all other governments that ties in Moscow, we should reaffirm our commit-
have nuclear weapons. U.S. and Russian nuclear ment to the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty and con-
actions of the last few years have shown that we tinue high-quality, treaty-consistent, research and
understand now that all we need from these weap- development work on defense. We should cooper-
ons is clear assuran_ e that neither side will ever be ate with Moscow as much as possible in so doing.
able to achieve, without ample notice, any nuclear 7.... A stable modernization should not be dis-
advantage that might be considered usable against turbed by the traditional claims of traditl_mal

) the other, strategic targeting. By this I mean that it is time for
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us to go back to President Reagan and the Reyk- work] next Monday morning, we also need to
javik formula of 1986. [Get] rid of the fast flyers, begin thinking about where we want to be two or
and rely on a bomber force that is recallable and three hundred Mondays hence, a thousand
slow flying, and has standoff cruise missiles." Mondays hence."

Reed commented on the specific needs for Reed offered some specific suggestions, based
nuclear weapons in his vision of the post-Cold on the discussions at the conference, for take-home
War world: assignments:

"The first purpose of the U.S. nuclear weapons • "We should give on-going thought as to how
is to deter those who might conceivably come to to stop or slow proliferation .... by cooperative
control that Soviet debris [from the breakup]. The measures, by adventurous means, as well as by
U.S. weapons can be used as a bargaining chips to coercive measures.
encourage those who presently control the FSU's • It is terribly important for the Clinton Admin-
weapons to get rid of them in a mutually satisfac- istration to carefully think through its position
tory fashion, with regard to the NPT, before it attends the NPT

...Their second purpose is to deter those Extension Conference in 1995.
nations that might aggravate the industrial heavy- • This laboratory [LLNL] and others familiar
weights and cause them to go nuclear, with weapons ought to give some thought to what

...Their third purpose is to deter those nations Third World weapons might look like, both in
from unacceptable use of weapons of mass de- terms of portability and in terms of findability.
struction. The only Third World countries that are • We should think about the merits of exchang-
a problem are those totally antagonistic to Amer- ing safety and security technology with Third
ica's way of doing things for religious or cultural World nations. Does assisting the Third World ha-
reasons, and are 'resourceful' either by being rich tions with nuclear weapons safety, aside from just
in oil petro-dollars or in their ability to concentrate legitimizing what they have done, assist them in
resources .... I don't think that Third World the forward-positioning of these weapons?
powers with chemical, bacteriological, or nuclear • It is important to start 'thinking about the un-
capabilities should feel they have a free ride, and thinkable.' How would these Third World nations
certainly we should not make a blanket pledge of conceivably employ a nuclear weapon?
no first use. • It is time to think through the possible uses of

...The other major industrial countries, such nuclear weapons by various dictators, because that
as United Kingdom and France have them for leads to the sixth assignment, which is what
essentially the same reasons we do, although the would we do about it?"
creation of a nuclear umbrella many not be on Dunn concluded with his fourth and fifth
their list. [Third World antagonistic states] have points: "My fourth point is that as we begin to
them to deter the United States from interfering in answer both Monday's questions and the broader

what they deem to be their internal affairs. Unfor- issue of where we want to head now that the old
tunately, the internal affairs of Iraq, as viewed by Cold-War vision no longer works, we must con-
Saddam Hussein, are taking half the world's oil front a whole series of tradeoffs and choices. My

supply. The role of nuclear weapons is to act as a fifth point [is that our thinking about nuclear
deterrent that is at the service of a country's issues] will be shaped [and could be radically
independence." changed] by any use of nuclear weapons in one of

Dunn's third point is that, "as we think about these Third World contingencies."
what questions we need to answer [when we go to
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Panel Discussions
from the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory Conference

Managing Nuclear Weapons in a Changing World

This publication is based on an edited transcript of the recorded panel discussions at the Lawrence
Livermore National Laboratory conference, Managing Nuch'ar Weapons in a Changin,_ World, November
17-18, 1992. The comments/questions relate to the topics discussed in the various papers presented at
this meeting. These comments, questions, and answers were heavily edited when the recording or the
context of the issue being discussed was not clear.

Topic: Worldwide Nuclear Weapons Issues

Chair: Dr. Paul Chrzanowski, LLNL Center for Security and Technology Studies

Panel Members: Dr. Jonathan Pollack, RAND Corp.
Dr. Stanley Riveles, U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency
Professor David Yost, Naval Postgraduate School

Question for
Pollack: What role do you think China will play in the nonproliferation era?

Pollack: There are multiple Chinese proliferation activities sustained by a great deal of
commercial activity that we find worrisome. Just to give two relevant examples, they are
now very active on a commercial level with Iran and Algeria. We are told that in these !
cases, the Chinese are being extra careful not to sell any technologies that we would be
worried about. These are both very limited programs, but we really know nothing other
than in the most general terms about these agreements. It would seem that with regard to
opportunities to sell nuclear technology to countries located at some distance from
China's own borders, China is prepared to run some risks and presumably accept
assurances from these countries on the expectation that there will be substantial profits
generated from these transactions. The Chinese are going to be very active in this area;
they have capabilities that they can sell; they have equipment that they can unload. We
must find ways and means to engage them in these areas, lest this get out of hand.

Every now and then it seems as if we have come to an understanding with the Chinese,
but then some new information is disclosed that suggests to me that China's assurances

are one thing but its behavior is something else. This is a real cause for concern. To some
extent, the Chinese are a bit of a wild card in this area, and they are very reluctant to get
drawn into anything in the way of detailed discussions about these activities, which in
part reminds me of just how compartmentalized their system is.

China can do different things at different levels. At a diplomatic level, they clearly have
been much more constructive. They are participating in a whole range of discussions on
arms control. This is all to the good. This expertise presumably filters into the system in
all kinds of ways, but there is still too much that diverges from those discussions for me
to give you a high degree of confidence that we are on a stable course with them in the

area of nonproliferation. It is a real cause for concern, and it will still be there for theClinton Administration.
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Question for

Pollack: No doubt you are aware that China and Russia are collaborating more and more (m
unconventional weaponry. China is buying some Russian weaponry. What is the
likelihood of some kind of collaboration in the nuclear area?

Pollack: There has been some speculation about this in some reports, but it is very hard to
collfirm. However, the Russians have been willing, given their compelling economic
problems, to enter into agreements that transfer all kinds of equipment to China that they
once deployed against China. I do not want to say that it is an easy jump to the next
stage, but it is not an implausible possibility that you could see Russian involvement of
one sort or another in some of the Chinese nuclear programs. This is very speculative
because it is difficult to obtain specific evidence. But frankly, we do not have any rules of

the game here, and the Chinese are being appropriately opportunistic now that there is a
window open.

China has about $40 billion of hard currency reserves. In terms of modernization, the
Chinese military has patiently awaited its turn. They recognize that they may have
opportunities for upgrading their capabilities; opportunities that are unparalleled since
the last time the Russians got into the business of assisting China's development of
military power about 35 years ago. This assistance is not implausible, but | think that this

I is an area in which our discussions with the Russian successor states ought to clearly
include the political and related costs associated with such assistance. This is going to be
a challenge given the murkiness of this whole realm. But as the former Soviet Union
continues to unravel, it is very difficult to constrain this movement and activity, much of
which may not even have official blessing and sanction.

Question for

Pollack: Do you foresee the reunification of Korea, and will this be good, bad, or indifferent?

Pollack: This is one of those $64,000 questions that we all get. It is fair to assume that, within the
South Korean government, the expectation is that reunification will happen within the
next five to eight years, but they hope it is more toward the eight, rather than five or less.
There is a real concern in South Korea about their capacity to absorb and deal with the
costs of reunification.

Having said that, I do not think we should simply see this as a replica of what has

happened in Germany. There are some pronounced differences between the two
situations. It is my view that the Chinese have tried to position themselves in a very
artful way here. They are the only friend that the North Koreans still have, and the
Chinese represent the real life blood needed to help sustain the' North Korean system in
terms of food deliveries, oil deliveries, and so forth.

The Chinese may feel that they are in a win-win situation. On the one hand, to the degree
that the North Koreans stay in business, however defined, they will be positioned to
influence North Korean behavior and to constrain certain kinds of activities. On the other

hand, the Chinese believe that, should there be a reunified Korea, they have
opportunities in terms of coalition-building strategies on the mainland of Asia that might
help their position, for example, against a more powerful Japan. I just offer that as a
speculative line of reasoning. Certainly, if there is reunification in Korea, there is nothing
that you could do to really stop that activity. The real challenge it seems to me is whether
it will be possible for all involved to buy time vis-h-vis the North Koreans. That is to say,
if you begin to see some economic assistance going to the North, it may give them a bit of
a lease on life.
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In any case, it ought to be at least a debatable proposition that since reunification

happened in Germany it has to happen in Korea. North Korea is a unique political
system, but it is under incredible stress and strain right now. Some would believe either
that means that they are going to collapse rather quickly or that they have a resilience
that will enable them to keep at it for some period of time yet to come. Generally
speaking, I do not want tn fall prey to conventional wisdom, but I certainly think that the
operative judgment is that they are not going to be able to last indefinitely. Maybe if there
were an extraordinary internal change in the system, they might be able to recoup some
of what they have lost, but that might induce r_t_nification that much faster.

When I was in China recently several people in the military reminded me that there are
boundary disputes with Korea, and again, the Chinese are referring to a unified Korea
not a North Korea standing on its own or a South Korea. They have disputes in the
territorial waters with the South Koreans. I would not preclude some kind of an effort to
resolve some of these kinds of disputes. A Korean minority population lives in
northeastern China. There might be some kind of movement of population in that
context. Indeed, some evidence indicates that there has been an effort on the part of some

North Koreans to get out and move into China, but their egress is being blocked. It is
going to be very complex. I guess the real question is going to be, does it happen rapidly,
does it happen unexpectedly, or is it something that happens over a pt ,iod of time and
can be managed? We are just going to have to wait and see. I do not think any of us
should be confident about these judgments given that the level of our knowledge about
North Korea is so incredibly slim.

Question for
Yost: You make a good case for retaining American nuclear weapons in Europe, but this

presumably in terms of r._tionale and support would have to be done with the agreement
of France, or at least with its acquiescence, what can be done to secure that acquiescence?

Yost: I am a little puzzled by this question because there has never been a U.S. nuclear
presence in France, not even in the 1950s and 1960s. The French welcome and approve
the U.S. nuclear presence in Germany and Britain, and in the other countries where there
is a U.S. nuclear presence. The French want to maintain the U.S. commitments as a
security blanket for the worst case, which is a resurgent Russia; a case that might be
beyond the capacities of a more self-reliant and integrated western Europe to handle. I
was perhaps too hasty when I said the French. The French would be the first to say that
they do not all think the same way on all matters. They have schools of thought,
divisions, and so forth. When I said the French, I meant the currently governing elites, the

people who are on top in the current administration. I am told by people in a position to
know that the Minister of Defense and much of the French military establishment are in
favor of deepening relations with the United States, and working more closely with the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization's integrated military structure, with France
participating to a greater extent in the work of the defense planning committee and so
forth. The French are not an obstacle to maintaining a U.S. puclear presence in Europe.
The current ruling elites would like to see a U.S. nuclear presence, but they are concerned
about tendencies in U.S. behavior that at times seem overbearing to them. The word

subordination often comes up in their discussions; they will not accept a subordinate
role. They want to demonstrate independence in their policy-making and policy-
implementation.

Comment/

Question: I think that nuclear proliferation is a bad thing. The more powers that have nuclear

) weapons the greater the likelihood for nuclear use or some sort of instability. But I am
wondering empirically whether the historical record really supports this sort of
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argument? In fact, what we have seen for the past 45 years is an ongoing process of

proliferation that I think at worst could be argued was irrelevant to political stability, or
at best increased political stability, at least in terms of the relationship between the
United States and the Soviet Union. If you look at the period before 1972, the number of
major crises between East and West was significant. After 1972, you really only have one
case. Is nuclear proliferation really as much of a problem as we are making it out to be, or
should we look at it in a slightly different light?

Riveles: Let me respond not to the more general question because I am really not well-versed in
broad proliferation policy, but let me restrict it to our choices with respect to the nuclear
weapons in the former Soviet Union. Once again noting that I was not in Washington at
the time and, therefore, have the slight luxury of being once removed, it seems to me that
we did have a choice. One of the great decision points was in September 1991 and soon
thereafter. We faced a question about the future of the arsenal in the Soviet Union. Were

we going to accept proliferation? You could make a case on the grounds that if we really
want to hedge against a resurgent Russia, we should have encouraged proliferation, then
we would have had a new containment policy unthinkable to the creators--I mean a
containment policy with a biting edge.

Another possible choice was even greater reductions; a posture of moving toward a
grand disarmament. However, we in effect rejected this. If you look back on the past
year, we really have decided that the basis of our relations with Russia will be
collaborative and not competitive. A proliferation policy would have guaranteed
continuing antagonism for the foreseeable future. The question is not whether the
Ukraine can be a responsible nuclear actor, but what kind of relations do we want with
Russia into the future? I think that we effectively decided that the Cold War was over,
and that we were not going to try to use nuclear weapons on the Eurasian land mass to
contain Russia.

Yost: When I heard this question, my thought was that Kenneth Waltz rides again. In 1981,
Kenneth Waltz wrote an Adelphi paper entitled, "The Spread of Nuclear Weapons: More
May Be Better," that articulated this theme, which first emerged in the l_.e 1950s and
early 1960s. Both the exuberant Chinese statements that Jonathan Pollack referred to and
certain French theorists, such as Pierre Gallois, implied that more may be better because,
they suggested, nuclear weapons are a source of stability. It is my impression that
governing elites in Europe are not interested in the theory or the abstract possibility, as
much as they are interested in concrete cases. Within Europe and outside Europe, all of
the concrete cases of candidate nuclear powers give them concern to a greater or lesser
degree. Every case would be different, of course---Italian, Swiss, and so forth. In fact,
there have been Italian and Swiss debates about perhaps going nuclear. But the German
case, in particular, would be seen as a source of grave concern and as a cause of
instability in intra-European relations.

There seems to be, again this is based on interviews with Germans, a desire to make it
clear that Germany wishes to be part of a Western alliance for its security arrangements.
Obtaining nuclear weapons would imply that Germany had become a state capable of
waging a modern war on its own, and Germany does not want to send out that message
to its neighbors and partners. Germany wishes to promote stability and positive political
relations with its neighbors and allies. As to the candidate nuclear countries outside
Europe (such as Algeria, Iraq, or Iran), the European elites I am familiar with regard all of
these cases with great concern. It could be that some of their concern is premature, or
misplaced, but if it is considered as a concrete reality as opposed to a theory, the
acquisition of nuclear weapons by such countries is seen as a negative development by
Europeans. It is seen as dangerous to security.
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Comment/

Question: I want to raise two points. One point has to do with the Lisbon Protocol being interpretedas a great success. It seems to me that one could make the argument that it was a disaster
in that it actually set back by five years the time schedule by which Ukraine was to
become nuclear weapons free. This is the argument that the Belarussians have made,
regarding this proposal as basically a reward for obstructionists to nonproliferation
behavior. The other point and related question has to do with what I think is really a total
misreading in the Ukrainian political situation. If you ask the questions, who in the
Supreme Rada supports the Strategic Arms-Reduction Treaty (START), who in the
Supreme Rada supports the Lisbon Protocol, who in the Supreme Rada supports the
Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT)? I do not see a head count that would suggest the
remotest chance of ratification. I am curious as to why we believe that Mr. Kravchuk can
deliver on START, on the Lisbon Protocol, on the NPT, when he does not appear to have
supporters in the Rada. Are we talking to people who tell us what we want to hear rather
than to the parties who will ratify or reject these treaties?

Riveles: I think there is an assumption that the Ukrainian Rada is fundamentally democratic. I am
not sure that it is yet a democratic institution, and I am not sure if it matters whether
there is a majority for or against these treaties. But I do not want to underestimate the
uncertainties. I am optimistic that these treaties, the NPT and START, will be ratified. It is

in their interest, and I believe that they will realize that it is in their interest. They want
some security with Russia. I am unable to understand how the Ukrainians can
contemplate a sort of a nationalist policy, go-it-alone security situation vis-a-vis Russia. If

they are unhappy that the United States is unwilling to provide explicit guarantees, what
would they do if the United States disengages from the region completely? That is why I
called it a Hobson's choice in my talk. It is a difficult situation for them, but on balance, it

does seem to me that their interests are served by ratifying NPT and START because theyneed collaboration and association with the West. That collaboration is their effective

backup, if not guarantee, against a resurgent Russia. The nuclear weapons will not help
them, especially if they can only land them on the North Pole.

The Commonwealth Agreements called for a two-year dismantlement period, and the
Lisbon Protocol is not inconsistent with that. Ill and of itself, the Protocol does not call for

the reduction and elimination within two years, but it certainly does not preclude their
elimination within two years. I do not regard the Lisbon Protocol as a disaster. I regard it
as a great compromise that put together principles that are in themselves incompatible.
That is, how do you get Ukraine to eliminate its nuclear weapons while at the same time
recognizing its status as a nuclear successor? The Lisbon Protocol put those two
incompatible principles together in a remarkably creative fashion.

Comment/

Question: I would like to return to the question of the role of U.S. theater nuclear forces in extended
security guarantees. I would like to do this by contrasting David Yost's talk with
Jonathan Pollack's talk. It strikes me that we have two very different approaches to
extending security guarantees. David Yost's list of objectives for extending security
guarantees is: first to deter conventional Soviet attacks, which has been more or less

overtaken by events; second to deter the possibility of nuclear attack either by a resurgent
Russia or a third country in Europe; and third, and l think this is the one that is becoming
increasingly salient, to be an element of our nonproliferation po!icy. In other words, we
have extended security guarantees to Germany to discourage their enthusiasm for an
independent nuclear force. The question then becomes if that is one of the more salient
dimensions of extending security guarantees to Europe, does it require U.S. theater

nuclear weapons to be deployed oil land in Europe? Ill contrast, we have exactly the
same problem in the Pacific vis-_l-vis Japan, where we want to discourage Japanese
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independent nuclear acquisition. Ill that area, we extend security guarantees without

placing nuclear weapons on land; we do it with sea-based weapons, or even sea-based
theater (tactical) nuclear weapons that have been withdrawn to the U.S. homeland. So
here we have a policy where we are trying to accomplish very similar objections,
discouraging Japan and Germany from acquiring nuclear weapons on their own. In one
case, apparently we feel comfortable with a policy discouraging Japanese proliferation
and extending security guarantees without having any visible nuclear weapons in the
area. So to put it in question form, why can't we do the same with Germany?

Yost: The short answer to your question was given by Jonathan Pollack when he said that Asia
is not Europe. These are different political cultures, different societies, with different
histories. I remember an article published in 1980 or 1981 by Alois Mertes, who was then
the foreign policy spokesman of the Christian Democratic Union in the Federal Republic
of Germany. He went on to serve as the Minister of State in the Foreign Office when the
Christian Democrats came into power in I982. The title of his article was "The Guarantors
of Peace Must Be Visible," and this article explained to the public why it was desirable to
have U.S. intermediate-range nuclear force (INF) missiles on West German soil to send a
message to the Soviets. This article also sent a message to the West German elites them-
selves. It assured them that the U.S. nuclear presence was necessary. I am also reminded
of Michael Howard's Foreiy;n Affairs article in the winter of 1982-1983 about deterrence
and reassurance, in which he wrote that the nuclear commitments and forces are there,

not only to deter adversaries from conducting aggression or attempting coercion, but also
to reassure those who are protected. It seems that a number of the European elites have
over the years found it very reassuring to have a U.S. nuclear presence. I also recall read-
ing that after the Cuban missile crisis in 1962, when the United States expressed its inten-
tion to remove certain nuclear forces from Turkey, this was perceived as implementing a
tacit U.S.-Soviet quid pro quo agreement that the Turks objected to, because they found
the U.S. nuclear weapons presence reassuring and a demonstration of the U.S. commit-
ment. One of the explanations for the reluctance in Japan to accept a U.S. nuclear pres-
ence could go back to the very first employment of nuclear weapons in Hiroshima and
Nagasaki, but there does seem to be a different political culture, a different dynamic of
what is necessary to provide reassurance.

Comment/

Question: Some of these arguments come out of the requirement of nuclear first use. In other
words, they enhanced the credibility of extending deterrence against a conventional
attack, which is a very different strategic problem than for the U.S. to extend deterrence
against Russian or Soviet conventional attacks. We placed weapons on the ground
thinking that they enhanced the credibility that we would actually use them first. Europe
and the United States bought off on those arguments, and they made a certain amount of
sense. However, that is precisely the one threat that has really disappeared in the current
context, so a lot of Michael Howard's and earlier arguments are not very persuasive any
more.

Yost: I am reminded of a comment by Benjamin Franklin. One of the Poor Richard sayings is
that "a man convinced against his will is of the same opinion still." That is, if people have
formed a conviction that one of the elements of their security posture is a certain nuclear
presence, then they will continue to find that presence reassuring and would interpret the
complete withdrawal of the presence as a signal of U.S. disengagement or removal of
commitment. I am not sure that this feeling of security is always based on logic, reason,
and analysis of the situation. It might be simply a sort of mental inertia, but it seems to be
a reality, and perceptions are also strategic and political realities.
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Question for

Riveles: Do you have any evidence that nuclear weapons in the states of the former Soviet Unionare being properly maintained so that they do not just rust away in a couple of years?

Riveles: That is a good question. I do not know. I am sure they are getting less than optimal
maintenance. They are under the operational control of the Commonwealth of
Independence States, which I think means the Strategic Rocket Forces. That this
organization has deteriorated over time is a reasonable and plausible hypothesis. A
number of speculations can be offered that would lead one to believe that maintenance
has declined: for example, the struggle for administrative control on the part of Ukraine

and the requirement for loyalty oaths. I am not sure whether it is a fit organization any
longer, but one does not have the impression that the physical security of those nuclear
weapons has been impaired. Whether they are as capable of operational use or not, it
would be reasonable to infer that they probably are not.

Another interesting question is whether the Ukrainians have the means of preventing
launch? There has been a lot of debate in the Ukrainian press about that. Ukrainians have
told me personally that they can prevent launch under certain circumstances. Others
have told other people that they cannot, so that in and of itself is an interesting question
as well.

Comment/

Question: With regard to the nuclear warheads that are going to be retired from Russia and the
Ukraine, others suggested that it might be wise to have international control of the forces
and international control of the materials, which would later be obtained from the

dismantlement. It seems to be very unlikely that this would be accepted in the United

States. There was a statement by the Russian Foreign Minister, who said it might be verylikely that the Russians would accept certain international controls, but only if something
similar was accepted by the United States too. So my question is, what are the arguments
against international control in the United States? As to nuclear weapons in Germany, I
would say there is no enthusiasm or discussion. Nobody is interested in this at all.

Riveles: When you say international control I am not clear whether you mean control of the
deployed weapons or of the weapons after they are withdrawn. That is a crucial
distinction. United States policy has been to encourage and reinforce single, unitary,
centralized control of deployed forces as a barrier against proliferation. But the question
of the control and the supervision of those weapons after, for example, they are
withdrawn from deployed status, that raises entirely different issues. I may be mistaken
but I believe it is either the Alma Ata or the Minsk agreement that seemed to suggest that
they had agreed on some form of international control for the withdrawal of nuclear
weapons. The Ukrainians certainly want a role in safeguarding and controlling those
nuclear weapons that they assert a claim to. The U.S. policy is not against that. I do not
think there is a U.S. policy explicitly one way or the other.

Yost: I presume the questioner is from Germany, and it is very constructive that this be
brought out because in my short presentation I tried to compress a lot. There is a debate
and a spectrum of views in each country, and it is important to underscore that in
Germany, one has to distinguish between the mass public, the governing elites, and
divisions within the elites.

Even before the fall of the Berlin wall, when the mass public was asked in some opinion
polls, "Do you think a U.S. nuclear presence is necessary for German security?" a slight

majority said, "no, the U.S. nuclear presence is not necessary." I have never been able tofind a poll that asked the Germans about the British nuclear presence in Germany.
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However, since the fall of the Berlin wall and in the current context, some very revealing

and important polls have shown that 70% of the public thinks that tile U.S. nuclear i
presence is unnecessary. When I generalized in my presentation about the Germans, I

'I

was speaking about the current governing elites--that is, the Christian Democratic
Union/Christian Social Union-Free Democratic Party coalition and the policy that is
articulated by the Chancellor, the Minister of Defense, and so forth. Those who currently
hold the reins of power support a U.S. nuclear presence. With regard to divisions within
the elites, it is not clear that a government led by the Social Democratic Party would have
the same policy. It is clear, however, that all major parties in Germany agree on the
principle that Germany should not become a nuclear weapons state if this can be
avoided.

Riveles: On the question of control, I want to make it clear that the U.S. cannot inject itself too
directly into the quarrels among the states of the former Soviet Union. Our position is to
encourage these states to meet their obligations under their own commitments, and to
encourage them to compose their own differences. The United States, therefore, would
not take a position oil International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) safeguards of this
nuclear material, unless it is a solution that they arrive at voluntarily among themselves,
in which case I think it would be perfectly acceptable. But it is up to them to compose
their differences. They are the members of the Commonwealth.

Topic: The Disposition and Control of Nuclear Materials

Chair: Dr. Paul Brown, LLNL

Panel Members: Dr. Wolfgang Panofsky, Stanford University
Dr. Edward Teller, LLNL Director Emeritus

Ambassador Roland Timerbaev, Monterey Institute for International Studies

Question for

Panofsky: There have been a series of articles about the importation of plutonium into Japan, and I
am curious as to what role plutonium plays in the commercial nuclear energy program in
Japan? Why would they develop a commercial system that relies heavily on plutonium?
How close does their commercial program put the Japanese to being able to develop
weapons-grade plutonium? And, is this something we should be concerned about? The
tenor of recent press coverage suggests that we should be concerned about it.

Panofsky: In essence, the Japanese made a decision quite awhile ago in the interest of energy
independence that they would like to go forward toward a breeder program. They have a
breeder under construction, which is not completed. They have two reprocessing plants:
one that is beginning pilot operations, and a large one that might be completed in a few
years. As an interim measure, they decided to move h)rward on their breeder program by
having their spent fuel rods reprocessed in Europe; this reprocessed material, which is of
course reactor-grade not weapons-grade, plutonium, is to be used in Japan. This
plutonium has to be stockpiled in Japan because their fast reactor breeders are not ready
to receive it. Therefore, the worry is expressed by the international community that
having such large unused stockpiles constitutes a proliferation risk. The Japanese are
very adamant that their policy is not to go into the weapons business, and that their sole
and only purpose has been to assure energy independence by having an internal
regenerative breeder cycle that would make them independent of foreign supplies. The
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problem is that in this particular breeder program, as in many other similar breeder

programs, the decision to go in that direction was made in different economic times.

In my view, the Japanese basically made a mistake, but they do not have to be captive to
that decision. They could provide for their energy independence more economically and
with much less controversy and with less accusations that they have proliferation
objectives if they would simply stockpile a large quantity of low enriched uranium.
Nuclear fuel is not very bulky, so stockpiling very large reserves is entirely reasonable.

I have no idea whether the Japanese are willing to reconsider their breeder program in
view of all the criticism. If you look at the numbers, there are only 1.7 tonnes of
plutonium in Japan's current shipment. The Russian and the Japanese programs will
require many tens of additional shipments. At this meeting, we have been talking about
what to do with inventories of 250 tonnes worldwide. There are obviously debates now

going on in Japan as to whether they should change course, but they are basically captive
to a decision that was made under economic assumptions that simply are not valid today,
but I would in no way impugn that they have any other motives here.

Brown: Ambassador Timerbaev would you like to make a few comments?

Timerbaev: I would like to make a few comments in connection with the discussions today and

yesterday because I see that there are some optimists and some pessimists here. The
question is, to which category do I belong? According to a person no less than my foreign
minister Andrei Gromyko, I am "an incurable optimist." He said this to me some twenty
years ago when I was trying to talk him into signing additional protocol to the Tlatelolco
Treaty. His remarks sounded quite ominous at the time, but somehow I survived, and

now I am "optimistic" about the situation in the former Soviet Union in the long run. Istrongly believe in the future of a democratic Russia. I also believe that President Yeltsin
will survive the December 1992 showdown, and that perhaps even the government of
Yegor Gaidar will survive. Although when Yegor Gaidar was appointed acting prime
minister a year ago, he told his friends that he was a kind of a kamikaze, and he would
not survive more than six months, but he has now been there for one ye,ar. Even if there is
a change in December 1992 or if Yeltsin accepts some compromises, the reforms are still
irreversible---I have no doubt about this, but mille is a long perspective.

As far as the situation with the nuclear assets in the former Soviet Union today, I am a

pessimist because the situation is very fluid if not chaotic. One of the major problems is
the search for identities by these different republics, including Russia. Russia was an
empire throughout the millennium of it is history. First, it was a czarist empire, then a
Communist empire, and now a new Russia exists, which has yet to establish its identity.
Ukraine has not been a state for 300 years. Kazakhstan has never been a state. There is a
growing Turkic tendency not only in Central Asia but also in Russia proper. There are
many different Turkic ethnic groups living in predominantly Russian regions, so there is
a growing trend toward a Turkic identity and toward creating some kind of a new state
that would be called Turkistan. These Turkic groups look with gleat interest at Turkey.
They speak almost the same language as in Turkey. However, Turkey has been
mentioned as a future problem country, here and in some publications.

There are many more other problems that are developing every day. I would like to make
the point that usually the bureaucracies tend to address the problems of yesterday just
like generals are usually preparing for the last war. I think that it is extremely important
to address the problems of today, tomorrow, and the day after tomorrow, and to monitor

and closely follow the events in Russia and in the other republics to be able to solve theseproblems and to preempt any need for drastic measures.
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New measures are needed to address the situation in the former Soviet Union. The

United States was asked to show courage for change, and I hope that the new Clinton
Administration will demonstrate courage for change and will be able to address the
situation in the former Soviet Union with a more forward-looking approach. One

response is to address the situation on a day-to-day basis, but another is an
internationalist approach. In Russia and ill the other republics, there is a great interest
and respect for international mechanisms and organizations. I understand that there are

negotiations in progress to build a nuclear storage facility. I understand that some people
are not happy about this, but if it were an international storage facility, I am sure that
there would be quite a different attitude. The international approach is extremely
important, not only for the former Soviet Union but to address many other proliferation
challenges all over the world. The kinds of ideas that have been discussed here with
regard to the United Nations Security Council involvement, new approaches to security
assurances, and new resolutions by the Security Council are very appropriate and
pertinent approaches to many of the nuclear weapons and nuclear assets issues.

I recently read Dr. Teller's memo about revisiting of the Baruch Plan. I was impressed by
this. This is something that I have been thinking about for a long time, and to see that
there is a supporter of this idea on this side of the Atlantic Ocean was a great surprise. A
very pleasant surprise for me, Dr. Teller.

Dr. Teller: Thank you very much. I want to add something to that particular point. I don't know
whether it is contained in the actual memo, but I want to say that the Baruch Plan is a
misnomer. The plan was written by Oppenheimer. It was not accepted by Truman, but
was given to Baruch, who rewrote some portions of it. There was a little disagreement,
but in the end a proposal came from the United States that had the support of both the
left and the right. Of course, today we cannot revive this as it stands but some very
important points in it can be revived. I have two points in mind: the international
approach, and the point that safety does not lie in secrecy but in openness.

I want to make two statements. One is I hope not a subject of discussion because it is just
a definition, since you have qualified yourself as an optimist, I want to tell you what you
are because I have definitions of a pessimist and an optimist. A pessimist is a person who
is always right but does nc_t get any enjoyment out of it, and an optimist is someone who
imagines that the future is uncertain. If you imagine that the future is uncertain, then you
are more apt to do something about it. So in this sense, I am in real agreement with
Ambassador Timerbaev.

The second reason I asked for this time is that I have a question for Dr. Panofsky or

anybody else. I have just come from a meeting of American Nuclear Society and the
European Nuclear Society, and they have recited statistics, which I have not checked, that
there are now 420 electricity producing nuclear reactors worldwide, and that these
supply 17% of the world's electricity. Now forget the difficulties, throw away the
privilege to be right as a pessimist, and apply the peculiar position of imagining that the
future is uncertain and, therefore, imagine that the available plutonium from the Soviet
Union and the United States is all put into reactors. Forget the ecoll ',mics and the
Japanese promises, forget everything else, just consider the quantity of plutonium now
available for the sake of the enlightenment of the unenlightened. How many additional
reactors of the present size are needed?

Panofsky: Of the 400 plus reactors worldwide, about 380 are of the light-water type, which
currently burn low enriched uranium. So you don't need any additional reactors at all to
burn the plutonium in the form of MOX fuel in those reactors because, roughly speaking,
you are talking about a thousand gigawatt-year equivalent. Therefore, a hundred reactors
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can burn the stuff in roughly ten years. The impedance is not the number of reactors, it is

the investment that has to be made in the mixed-oxide fuel-rod fabrication facilities. Ifcurrently established methodology prevails, those ten years must be multiplied by four
because in terms of currently established practice, you cannot load more than about a

quarter of the fuel rods with MOX, but that can probably be changed. You do have to
make an investment in fuel-rod fabrication, but you do not have to build additional
reactors. At the same time, you have to worry about safeguarding the entire process from
the weapons plutonium to the new fuel-rod fabrication plant, from the MOX fuel to the
reactors. This is clearly a technically feasible option. My judgment is that you are talking
about tens years of burning and maybe five to eight years of preparation if you made a
decision today.

Teller: Thank you very much for explaining to me why I shouldn't have asked the question. I
know that myself. I would like to summarize your answer, and then have you tell me
whether I have understood you correctly. It is estimated that, if additional safeguarding
measures are taken, the uranium now available could provide fuel for the present 420
reactors for ten years. Is that the answer to my question?

Panofsky: That is approximately right.

Teller: Thank you very much. That is all I wanted to know.

Panofsky: If you follow that path, and I am not saying you should or should not, additional reactor
capacity worldwide is not needed.

Comment: If I understood Dr. Panofsky correctly, we could not verify the remaining nuclear

weapons in the Soviet Union and the United States very easily, but we could technicallyverify whether the highly enriched uranium or plutonium from these weapons has been
diverted from peaceful uses under international safeguards.

Panofsky: I want to qualify that you can do that, but to do it in a way that is verifiable does require
a major effort in terms of the basic configuration of the disassembly process. It is not a
simple administrative decision; it requires a large amount of physical reconfiguration of
the complex.

Comment / Question

for Timerbaev: Perhaps we could do something less than that. Perhaps we could simply devote large
amounts of highly enriched uranium and plutonium to peaceful uses and let that stand
for the verification. We could do something limited like that. My question for
Ambassador Timerbaev is, do you think something like that would make a difference to
the rest of the world in terms of their vote on the extension of the Non-Proliferation

Treaty in 1995? Would it persuade others to go in the direction that we would like them
to go? Would we set a good example by this? Would it be helpful? Is it worth bothering
anybody about?

Timerbaev: I think you have answered your own question. It should be a great help toward the
success of the extension conference. It would also be extremely helpful if, at that same
extension conference, we would revisit the international plutonium storage provisions of
the IAEA that were introduced by the United States. The United States insisted that the
statutes of the IAEA contain a provision for the storage of excess plutonium. If
Dr. Panofsky passed a ballot to me, I would vote for international storage.

)
Centerfor Security and Technology Studi('s 11



Comment/Question

for Panofsky: Without getting emotional about it, I don't understand Dr. Pare fsky s argument with
regard to Japan. Some twenty or more years ago at another conference, a very important
person from the Administration of President Carter got into a big battle with me over
reprocessing. He said the Japanese will never reprocess plutonium for the simple reason
that oil would have to cost over $16 a barrel, and everybody knew that it cost a dollar a
barrel, or whatever the cost was in those days. Well, so much for wisdom as to what the
future would be. Were it not for our concern that reactor-grade plutonium can be
diverted into nefarious, unfortunate things, my guess is that we would all be standing
around commending Japan, (a small island that imports 99.5% of its energy) for trying to
make themselves energy independent. They might possibly build a system of reactors,
breeders, or whatever; we might even help them because they do not have 450 reactors,
they have a few tens.

This idea that we are going to squander or throw away something as valuable as the
energy available in this fissile material sounds basically wrong. I will bet that if you
carefully look at what the Non-Proliferation Treaty says, this is a peaceful use. Basically
we are trying to argue that their national security, which they feel strongly about, is less
important than our concern about diversion. I am wondering whether they have a point
in their favor. They went down this route over several decades; it is not a new venture for
them. Now, we tell them that they cannot do this when they are finally to the place where
they are almost ready to put the fuel in and start the process rolling. I do not understand
this, except for our worry about the diversion of fuel? It is a good peaceful use. Why not
let them try it?

Panofsky: I believe there are two parts to this. First, I am not criticizing their decision, which was
made a long time ago. It was made in a completely different context. As you know from 4
the history of the program in this country and in many other countries, the general q
opinion about whether a plutonium fuel cycle is or is not economically viable has shifted
in a very substantial way. The current concern about diversion is real, but that is not the
point. The very basic point is that we should not throw away the energy value contained
in the plutonium. Here you have a conflict about something that is basically a policy
decision. You have a question that invokes a fundamental conservation principle, namely
something should be conserved not thrown away. Never mind what the conventional
economists are telling you. In terms of the present situation, if you were to make a
decision today, would you make it the way it was made then? I think that there is no
question that if you look at the present economic situation, no good capitalist would
currently decide that he would follow the same path today that the Japanese followed

because it is simply not a competitive process on strictly economic grounds.

Is that a sufficient argument to throw away the thousand gigawatt-year of energy
contained in the plutonium, even if you cannot justify it economically? Like many
conservation problems, this is basically a matter of your attitude about conservation
versus strict economic reasoning. On strict economic reasoning, you cannot justify it.

The plutonium is to some extent a renewable resource. This may be a new concept. You
covld restart the whole breeder economy several years from now. Integrated over the
entire era of nuclear energy, you would lose that amount of energy, but you would not
have done anything irreversible by not pursuing it now. The argument is often made that
you need the plutonium to start a future breeder; this is technically incorrect because
future breeders can be started with highly enriched uranium. As I said before, the
purpose of my talk is to identify issues and not to provide answers. I am simply saying
that one of the options being advocated is that, from a security point of view, the
overriding concern in the world right now is proliferation.
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Plutonium is a proliferation risk. I think most of us are very positive about the future of

nuclear energy. We do not see that the future of nuclear energy as adversely impactedwell into the next century if we forego the plutonium economy. Is that a sufficient reason
to forego it? That question is being raised, and we cannot ignore the fact that it is being
raised, but i am not saying that I know the answer.

Question for

Panofsky: If you think about it, the Japanese have a different set of problems. All I am asking is,
shouldn't we at least try to think of it from their vantage point?

Panofsky: Japan is not a self-sufficient economy from many points of view other than energy, so
making energy independence for Japan take precedence over other concerns has to be
thrown into the pot.

Topic: The Future of U.S. Nuclear Policy

Chair: Dr. Michael May, LLNL Director Emeritus

Panel Members: Mr. Thomas Reed, USSTRACOM Policy Committee
Dr. Richard Rosecrance, University of California, Los Angeles
Dr. Sidney Drell, Stanford University
Dr. Lewis Dunn, SAIC

May: It has been a very good meeting, and we have had a wide range of exceedingly well-
informed and perceptive presentations. These presentations demonstrated again what a
wide diversity of viewpoints, perceptions, benefits, and fears exist among the nations of
the world.

I am and have been a proponent of the "rational choice theory." The leaders of France,
China, some future unified Korea, and even Iraq are making decisions that, from their

point of view, have many aspects of rationality. It is a real challenge to try to understand
what is going to induce such a diverse collection of nations (or at least some significant
fraction of them) to continue to support the nonproliferation regime and the necessary
concomitance of such a regime, since they all view security differently.

We all know that, without some widespread support of this regime, it will not last. One
question that has been talked about but has not been addressed directly in the past
couple of days is the combination of incentives and disincentives that will keep the
nonproliferation regime intact. We have, ill fact, talked about the disincentives much
more than the incentives.

The U.S. has been the principal victor of two world wars and one cold peace (as I prefer
to think of it). The traditional reaction around the world has been to gang up on or at
least move to counterbalance the power of number one. What is going to keep that from

happening this time? What kind of policies are needed to keep at least the central
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members of the United Nations together? Those are all important questions that have
been suggested and addressed with some factual material in the last couple of days. But
they have not been answered definitively. To answer them definitively, we have gathered q

a panel of four experts who will speak briefly then will take questions from each other
and from the audience. Our first speaker is Tom Reed.

Reed: l run a business, and we have an expression when given such a vast quantities of advice
from eminent gurus. We say to each other, "that is nice, but what are we supposed to do
on Monday morning." I thought that I would try to sum up what I have heard and
identify what everybody needs to do when they get to work next Monday morning. I
want to review the logic chain of how we got here, and then maybe my distinguished
associates will fill in the promised materialmall of the answers.

The Cold War is over. What does that mean? It means that the threat of an invasion of

Europe is gone, the captive nations are free, and the terror in the former Soviet Union is
probably gone. If that is true, why do we need an army? We need an army because we
can leave some things to our children such as universities or roads but we cannot leave
them security; eternal vigilance is the price of liberty. If that is the case, why must the
United States have nuclear weapons? That question gets more to the core of what we
have been talking about. There are reasons why we need nuclear weapons.

The first reason is that the Soviet Union is gone. Mr. Yeltsin is a terrific leader. We hope
everything works out well, but unfortunately, what remains in the former Soviet Union is
the debris not only of Chernobvl and lots of other undesirable things, but the detritus of
the military empire, in particular over twenty thousand nuclear weapons. The first
purpose of U.S. nuclear weapons is to deter those who might conceivably come to control
that Soviet debris. The U.S. weapons also can be used as bargaining chips to encourage
those who presently control the former Soviet Union's weapons to get rid of them in a
mutually satisfactory fashion.

The second purpose is to deter those nations that might aggravate the industrial heavy
weights and cause them to go nuclear. We don't think that is a good idea. Whether it is

Germany, Japan, South Korea, or Italy, we feel that the world is simply a safer place if
those nations do not exercise their nuclear option.

The third purpose is to deter other nations from the unacceptable use of weapons of mass
destruction. We have spent most of our here time talking about the problem of what I
would call the Third World "antagonistic, resourceful states." Some people use the short-
hand--the Third World challenge. Countries such as Costa Rica get a bum rap by the use
of these words. The only Third World countries that are a problem are those that are
totally antagonistic to America's way of doing things for religious or cultural reasons and
are "resourceful" either by being rich in petro-dollars or in their ability to concentrate
resources (e.g., the North Korean government). Another important element is that they
are "states," because terrorists can only operate with nuclear weapons with the
connivance of some sovereign state.

The role of U.S. nuclear weapons then is to deter weapons of mass destruction--not only
nuclear weapons, but also chemical threats such as those that may have been deterred in
the Persian Gulf, and bacteriological threats. I don't think that Third World powers with
chemical, bacteriological, or nuclear capabilities should feel they have a free ride, and
certainly we should not make a blanket pledge of no first use. This is a very hot subject,
but I think that a policy of nuclear ambiguity is better.

14 Center for Security and Technology Studies



If those are the reasons the U.S. has nuclear weapons, why do other nations have them?

The other major industrial countries, such as the United Kingdom and France have themfor essentially the same reasons we do, although the creation of a nuclear umbrella may
not be on their list, but otherwise we see things the same.

A much more interesting question, however, is why do these Third World antagonistic
states have nuclear weapons? The short-form answer is that they have them to deter the
U.S. from interfering in what they deem to be their internal affairs. Unfortunately, the
internal affairs of Iraq, as viewed by Saddam Hussein, is taking half the world's oil
supply. Other nations may see their internal affairs as including the destruction of Israel
or Taiwan or some other place. The role of nuclear weapons is to act as a deterrent that is
at the service of a country's independence Therefore, in thinking about the Third World
states, we must recognize that all these efforts are not for the sake of some terrorist act,
such as blowing up New York, but to keep the U.S. out of their regional affairs. If that is
the case, what should we do about it? It seems to me that the following are the take-home
assignments that have emerged from these two days of discussion.

u

First, we should give on-going thought as to how to stop or slow proliferation. Both by
cooperative measures, by adventurous means, as well as by coercive measures.

Second, it is terribly important for the new Clinton Administration to carefully think
through its position with regard to the NPT, before it attends the NPT Extension
Conference in 1995. This should not be something that is figured out en route to the
meeting. There are some major stakes, and the consequences of various policies must be
thought through.

Third, this laboratory (LLNL) and others familiar with weapons ought to give somethought to what Third World weapons might look like, both in terms of portability and in
terms of findability. We could be faced with a terrorist situation in which we should have
given some thought as to what sort of weapon are we trying to defuse.

Fourth, we should think about the merits of exchanging safety and security technology
with Third World nations. For instance, should we assist China in developing permission
action links (PALs) to put on their nuclear weapons? Safe weapons are allegedly a good
thing, but then we have to ask, if China were able to be assured that they had their
weapons locked up, would they perhaps pre-position them in Saudi Arabia to go with
the ballistic missiles that they provided? Or, would they put them on ships in the
Formosa Straits, whereas currently they are presumably locked in safer places? Does
assisting the Third World nations with nuclear weapons safety, aside from just
legitimizing what they have done, assist them in the forward-positioning of these
weapons? That question takes a lot of thought before a decision can be made.

Fifth, it is important to start "thinking about the unthinkable" as was written by authors
of another generation. How would these Third World nations conceivably employ a
nuclear weapon? One particular group in which I participated thought about what
Saddam Hussein could have done with nuclear weapons if he had them a couple of
summers ago. What we concluded was that in August of 1990, when the United States
was just reaching agreements with the Saudis, the most useful thing for him to do was
blow up Diego Garcia in which case the entire logistic train would have been stopped.
The logical thing for Hussein to do in the fall of that year was to destroy the ports
through which this logistic train was coming. This would have not only destroyed the
ports, but it would have imposed a great deal of virtual attrition on the whole war

machine. Lastly, if the situation were grave and it was considered poor political form toshoot weapons at other people's countries, it is interesting to imagine the consequences if
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the Iraqi government put a weapon on a rocket and just shot it straight up, thereby,
turning off all the satellites. What if they accompanied this act with a speech that they are
doing scientific research, just as the Americans did in 19627

It is time to think through the possible uses of nuclear weapons by various dictators,
because that leads to the sixth assignment, which is what would we do about it? Things
turned out well in the Pursian Gulf because the Joint Chiefs of Staff had in fact begun to
think about what they would do if lraq went on a rampage. We need to give thought to

contingency plans. We need to give some thought to the development of hardware. What
sort of hardware is really needed to deal with these situations? What is the role of
defense? How do we destroy weapons found? How are we going to deter a dictator?
Holding at risk things that a dictator values is very different than holding at risk the
nomenclatura of a very large nation.

May: Our next speaker is Dick Rosecrance.

Rosecrance: I am not going to talk about the technical aspects that have been raised at this meeting,
which have been so ably dealt with in Tom Reed and Mike May's summaries of our
discussions over the last two days. I will raise a slightly broader question, how do you
manage an international system in which nuclear weapons have spread to some degree
but are still largely in the hands of the great powers? In the past, there have been three
different ways of trying to run the international system, whether it was nuclear or not. In
the nineteenth century and early twentieth century through World War II, the typical
method was "balance of power." Balance of power was not a very effective method,
because the balance of power does not tend to occur at the beginning; and, if it occurs at
the end, it usually occurs too late; therefore, it had the effect of bringing on a war that
might otherwise have been deterred. I would argue that balance of power had some dl
application even to World Wars I and I1 (not that World War II could have ultimately q
been delayed, but I think its precise timing was a result of very, very, late balancing that
was unforeseen).

A second method of running the world is the way that we have run the world since 1945,
which is through "bipolar deterrence." It is not applicable now because we don't have a
bipolar system anymore. And while it worked very well, much better than the balance of
power, this method had a considerable cost, that is we spent a lot of money doing it.
Perhaps we could have done it with lower levels of expenditures on both sides. The
military budgets and their economic effects on the growth rates of the two major powers
reflects that we could have refined the deterrence option, and perhaps we could have
done it a little bit better, a little bit more cheaply, a little bit more efficiently.

The method I am going to commend, which of course assumes that nuclear weapons are
there as the background, is the method I call "the great power concert." It worked briefly
from 1815 to 1823/24 and was tried again after World War I, but it did not work

effectively then. There was no chance of trying it after World War 1I because the Cold
War broke out in the midst of World War II. If this method of international relations

succeeds, it could be considerably cheaper than deterrence and almost as effective. We
are talking about a great power concert in which four or five major powers are involved,
and of course one would think immediately of the United States, Europe, Japan, Russia,
and China, as major candidates in this concert.

How do you keep a concert of this kind "working" and "together"? There are a lot of
things that induce solidarity. If you have an economic core for this great power concert,

where everyone depends on a major world economy, where there are available markets, |
capital, and technology, and where no one wants to be cut off, in this environment, ,q
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everyone must cling together to participate in this concert. That is a very useful

centripetal device to bring the great powers together. For example, once the UnitedStates, Japan, and Europe were together, I cannot see that Russia or China could
effectively balance against such a central, very powerful coalition, because Russia and
China would desperately need access to the capital markets and technology that those
three initial states are able to provide. So an economic core may have the effect of
drawing others in, rather than provoking them to balance against it.

A great power concert can work if you have some degree of ideological unity and,
fortunately, of those five great powers all but two are democratic or at least are moving in
a democratic direction. Although China is still a little bit up for grabs. There are two

essential problems that we have to solve for the future. One is our relationship with
Japan. There is the possibility of a rivalry between ourselves and Japan and, if that rivalry
were to emerge (and I don't think that it is likely), it would be all the more important to
have a Russian-U.S. relationship to in some measure adjust against it.

What I really want to talk about is not the Japanese issue, because I don't have time to go
into that, but to I do want talk about Russia. Everything is up for grabs in our
relationship with Russia, and I am going to focus on Russia rather than the other nuclear
or possibly nuclear states of the former Soviet Union. Russia is a demoted great power.
Demoted great powers are usually disturbing elements in the international system that
follows their demotions. Certainly Germany was after 1919, and indeed there is, as some
people have pointed out, a partial analogy to Weimar Republic in what is happening in
Russia now. There are now no fully legitimate political institutions in Russia, as was true
in the Weimar Republic. There is no single strong party or party group that politically
dominates the stage in Russia, which was also the case in the Weimar Republic. Even

i more important, as the Weimar Republic faced economic failure, Russia also may facetotal economic failure in the short term.

The world community did nothing to ease the German problem between 1924 and 1933,
or at least if it did do something, it didn't do enough. German nationalism finally
triumphed in 1933 with the rise to power of Adolph Hitler on January 30, 1933. I am not
saying we face exactly the same danger in Russia, but it does seem to me that there are
ominous portents. One of our faculty members at the University of California at Los
Angeles just returned from Russia and proclaimed to us in a very impressive seminar
that the Mafia now controls the food supply in St. Petersburg. In fact, his only t,ope for
the future was that they will get competitive Mafiosi so at least the price escalation would
slow down. A regular private system that doesn't involve extortion and a criminal
element has not emerged. Under these circumstances, we may face a problem other than
the problem of external proliferation to new nations that we have been discussing here.
We might be facing the problem of actual internal proliferation, that is proliferation to

groups like the Mafia, which if the_,"acquire certain quantities of highly enriched uranium
or other kinds of nuclear facilities, they could sell on the outside market. I hope that we
would be the buyer if that were the case, and not somebody else, but one can imagine
that other countries might beat us to the bargaining table. In the future, I think that we
are going to face the issue of how to develop a new Russian relationship. However
important our relations are with Ukraine, Kazakhstan, and Belarus, I think the whole ball
of wax is in the future evolution of Russia, and I think we should pay particular attention
to Russia.

May: Sid Drell is our next speaker.

I Drell: I am going to summarize my remarks on the future of U.S. nuclear policy with sevenshort propositions. Some of my remarks come from what I heard today, and some come
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from work that I have been doing with a two colleagues: McGeorge Bundy and Admiral

William Crowe with whom I am writing a book on Reducing Nuclear Danger.

Proposition 1. We should respect the reality that as long as there are bombs there will be
a nuclear danger that is unique in all history. Respect for nuclear danger must be a guide
star for all governments, and our policy must give priority to choices that can help
prevent the possession of these weapons by international adventurers such as Saddam
Hussein.

Proposition 2. We should seek wider and deeper political understanding with all other
governments that have nuclear weapons. This is, at once the best protection we have
against the danger of large-scale nuclear warfare and a necessary element in worldwide
nuclear restraint. This proposition is most impressively demonstrated in what we and the
Russians have achieved together with others in ending the Cold War.

What underlies the great new Russian-American arms control measures of the last two
years that gives us promise for further progress is a set of interlocking political decisions
and actions that have had the result of turning the Russians and Americans from
opponents into new friends. U.S. and Russian nuclear actions of the last few years have
shown that we understand now that all we need from these weapons is clear assurance
that neither side will ever be able to achieve, without ample notice, any nuclear
advantage that might be considered usable against the other.

There is no quick road to complete nuclear disarmament but the road away from
superpower confrontation has indeed been opened. We are traveling this road toward
cooperative nuclear moderation, via START, the joint understanding, and exchange
announcements on tactical weapons. We also have a parallel absence of underlying
political hostility with all the other nuclear weapon states. It is in our common interest to
work together against nuclear danger.

Proposition 3. American first use of nuclear weapons should be governed by a stringent
doctrine of defensive last resort--the extreme form of deterrence. The United States should
make it plain that the overriding purpose of having nuclear weapons is to avoid their use
not only by others against us but also by ourselves against anyone else. We should
recognize the great worldwide cost of any break in the tradition of non-use, and we
should defend our interests as far as we can with other capabilities.

As matters stand today, there is no vital U.S. interest, except the deterrence of nuclear
attack, that we cannot meet by prudent conventional readiness. There is no visible case in
which we could be forced to choose between defeat and the first use of nuclear weapons.
This has been crucially important in the transformation in Europe in the last two years.
For as far ahead as I can see, American presidents will be able to accompany support for
a doctrine of defensive last resort with the assurance that they see no present likelihood
of any confrontation requiring the dreadful choice of nuclear weapons. All this is the
doctrine adopted by the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) last year.

The trouble with an absolute declaration against first use, which I do not support, is that

it assumes that we can know all the specific cases in which drastic action might be
urgently required. It also assumes that we can know that, in all of them, there would be a
choice less bad than a nuclear reply. Common sense in this matter is best stated by the
doctrine that "first use can be justified only in a case of defensive last resort." This is the
nuclear policy of other nuclear weapons states and is most clearly illustrated by the case
of Israel.
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Proposition 4. All choices should be tested against their cost and consequences. Cost and

consequences should indeed be judged and tested against one another when theyconflict. In particular in facing the nuclear danger, there is no a priori reason to prefer
arms to arms control, or action by independent choice to action by agreement or vise
versa. As the defense budgets decline with the end of the Cold War and are under
increasing domestic pressures, we can expect the shift of financial priorities away from
nuclear to conventional forces. A worldwide policy of nuclear reductions,
nonproliferation, and reduction in the reliance on early nuclear use is simply not
consistent with large-scale efforts to expand the role of nuclear weapons by the
development of new kinds of warheads. If we need weapons that are more effective or
more precise than our best present conventional systems and are better than our smallest
tactical nuclear warheads, we should seek them on the conventional side of the line. l

believe it is laudable that the Bush Administration in 1992 ruled out nuclear weapons
tests for new systems.

In a further evolution of thinking, we can look to the Nunn-Lugar legislation as an
I example of how funds can best be used as part of our nuclear security by doing things

other than building nuclear weapons. In this case, the funds are being used to help clean
up old weapons complexes and dismantle the weapons safely in the former Soviet Union.

A parallel value attaches to the reinforcement of international arrangements for limiting
nuclear proliferation. If agencies such as the IAEA are to have wider responsibilities and
powers in this field, as Ambassador Ek6us and others have called for, American

reinforcement will be essential, because both habit and interest will produce strong
demands from other states that if the IAEA is to be stronger in enforcement, it must also
be stronger in its work for cooperation in peaceful nuclear uses. If there is to be

reinforcement of the flow of information about trade in relevant materials, devices, anddual-use technologies, there must also be reinforcement in the primary source of
information, that is in American intelligence. I believe this puts a strong requirement on
this country to maintain and advance a strong U.S. intelligence ability, capability, and
effort in support of nonproliferation. If there is to be timely international enforcement,
there must also be readiness to act in the United Nations (U.N.) Security Council, and
American support there will be crucial, as was our willingness and our leadership in
Desert Storm.

Proposition 5. The problem of nuclear testing presents both opportunities and difficulties
for the United States in 1992. On one hand, as the Bush Administration announced, the

United States has no need for a warhead with new capabilities. Our present large-yield
warheads are quite destructive enough. At the other end, we would do much better to

seek improved conventional weapons rather than to widen the spectrum in which
American commanders could look to nuclear weapons. We want to narrow the spectrum
in which we must reply with nuclear weapons, not widen it.

More generally, the end of testing has been a stated objective of all members of the Non-
Proliferation Treaty for almost 25 years. In that time, the United States has always found
reasons of one sort or another to resist a ban and has come to be perceived as hostile to
this objective, which was formally accepted as part of the bargain between the states with
and without nuclear weapons in 1968. Especially now with the end of the Cold War,
there is a growing political cost in continued American opposition to a Comprehensive
Test Ban. I don't believe this has anything to do with Saddam Hussein. Leaders like him
who want the bomb will get nuclear weapons whether we test or not. But there remains a
real point, a great many people in many countries, who are strong believers in a common

effort against nuclear danger, have learned over a long period to put a ban on testing
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high on their list of priorities and to test the seriousness of the nuclear weapons states by

their readiness to support such a ban. (

Clearly the United States would strengthen its position amongst such people if it
supported a nuclear test ban. The case would seem clear. However, there is another side
to this issue when viewed strictly from the hard technical prospective. I believe that the
safety of nuclear weapons is a common interest of all states. Since we cannot expect an
early end to the current stockpiles, I believe that safety testing should be continued as
needed to remove safety concerns in those warheads that are slated to remain in the
active arsenal. I do not think that a limited and temporary exception for underground
safety testing would seriously weaken a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, especially if the
safety testing is conducted as openly as possible so that the international community of
nuclear experts can be sure that safety is the object of such testing. Indeed there is too
much secrecy in this area. I see no harm in some sharing of our increased understanding
of the safety problem, and I see no grave danger in the associated sharing of some other
elements of weapons technology. By now, there are few real secrets to protect; by now,
there are also experts from a number of nations who could be trusted to monitor such

tests without sharing any technological information with proliferators. Here, I would
indeed welcome a properly designed international process. I support a policy of a phased
approach to the end of testing during this decade with a limited number of tests in the
intervening years, whose objective is restricted to safety. Some of our weapons are not as
safe as they could and should be. We can make them properly safe but not without some
time and some tests.

Assuming that the deep reductions in the nuclear arsenals are implemented in accord
with the joint understanding of 1992 (down to the 3000-3500 level), I believe that most
important safety goals, not all of them, but most of the important ones can be achieved by
the October 1996 cut off date for testing that was enacted by Congress this year. It is not
my preferred date. I would have preferred, as I said in congressional testimony to the end
of the decade, which is another three years. But we do not seem to have that luxury,
according to the law of the land, and so it behooves this laboratory and its sister
laboratory to come up with the best coordinated, consolidated program to solve the most
urgent safety problems and get as far as we can by that cut off date.

Monitoring systems to verify worldwide compliance with the test ban will also require a

properly designed and effective international process. Over a long period of time
measured in decades, questions will arise owing to the erosion of confidence in
reliability, which will raise new issues. By then, we will have a better idea of what the
proper response should be, depending on how much progress we have made against the
nuclear danger.

Note added before publication: On July 3, 1994, President Clinton initiated a
moratorium on testing lasting 15 months or until other countries test, and also initiated
preparations for negotiating a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty.

Proposition 6. We should respect the scientific and technological realities of the nuclear
danger when we make choices about strategic defense. In our effort to reduce nuclear
danger, there is a recurrent tendency to expect technical experts to do more than nature
permits, that is to make us safe from what science and technology have made possible.
Sometimes technological enthusiasts contribute to the confusion by advertising more
than they can deliver. The case that is currently relevant is that of strategic defense.
Although, I don't have time to get involved in that discussion, let me just say that in 1992,
I believe we wisely turned away from the Strategic Defense Initiative that was originally
hyped, toward a more realistic goal of global protection against limited strikes. In
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whatever we do, whatever we learn, I think that for the present and as long as there are

uncertainties in Moscow, we should reaffirm our commitment to the Anti-BallisticMissile Treaty and continue high-quality, treaty-consistent, research and development
work on defense. We should cooperate with Moscow as much as possible in so doing.

Proposition 7. A stable moderation should not be disturbed by the traditional claims of
traditional strategic targeting. By this I mean that it is time for us to go back to President
Reagan and the Reykjavik formula of 1986. After the Cold War and with the prospect of
proliferation in countries possibly 20 or 30 minutes away from us, we should take
seriously what Reagan tried to do in Reykjavik, which was to get rid of the fast flyers and
rely on a bomber force that is recallable and slow flying, and has standoff cruise missiles.
That is a real political challenge; it is a real science and technology challenge to convince
yourself that you can do that in the post-Cold War world; I think that it is a world worth
striving for.

May: Our next speaker is Lew Dunn.

Dunn: Without much elaboration, I would like to make four points. My first point is that, as we
think about where we want to head, we need to consciously stress to ourselves that "the
times they are a changing" as the old song had it. At this conference, we have focused
quite a bit on the changes overseas, but the changes at home will have an equal impact on
the answers that we give to some of the questions that we have discussed: changes in
terms of public attitudes toward overseas involvement of military forces, and toward
how much to pay in many different coins of the realm as we try to deal with this
changing world.

My second point is that a key element as we wend our way forward into a very differentworld is the need for a new vision of a desirable and sustainable long-term global nuclear

order. At the risk of distortion, let me suggest that U.S. decision-makers for most of the
Cold War had such a vision of a desirable and sustainable global nuclear order. It was a
vision that was never fully attained, but it was the vision that existed. What was that
vision? It was a vision of:

• Highly robust, redundant, and steadily modernized U.S. nuclear forces.
• Constrained, targetable, Soviet nuclear forces.
• Acceptance by virtually all the other countries of their non-nuclear status.

Our arms control policy tracked this vision. It sought to:
• Build up and protect U.S. nuclear capabilities.
• Use arms control to constrain Soviet capabilities.
• Push very hard for global nuclear nonproliferation.
As we move into the post-Cold War world, it seems to me that we need a new vision. At
the heart of this vision has to be an attempt:
• To lessen the distinction, the contradiction, the tension between how the United

States thinks about our nuclear weapons and how we think about other's nuclear
weapons.

• To lessen our attempt to treat our capabilities in one way while we work diligently to
prevent the spread of these weapons to other countries.

To my mind, lessening this distinction between how we think about our weapons versus
how we think about other's weapons has several elements. As a starting point, nuclear
weapons exist, they cannot be disinvented, so I rule out the option and notion of some
type of complete elimination of nuclear weapons.

It seems that part of this vision of a desirable nuclear world order is a vision of reducing

the role of nuclear weapons in global and regional politics to the absolute minimumfeasible. Part of our task is to move toward the purpose of nuclear weapons being to
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deter other nuclear weapons. We need to find alternatives to do the other jobs that

nuclear weapons have done in the past, and the other jobs that they might do in the
future, including the task of trying to deter the use of chemical and biological weapons
against the U.S. forces. It also means moving toward strengthening the emerging taboo
against the use of these weapons. If I had to say what this means in practical terms, it
means moving into a phased negotiation of a ban on nuclear testing. It means moving
toward a "no first use of nuclear weapons" doctrine. It means moving to continue the
process of sharply reducing the nuclear weapons that exist in the arsenals of the United
States and Russia, and it means beginning to bring the Chinese, French, and British into
this process.

To my mind, there are important payoffs in this attempt to lessen the tension between
how we think about and treat our own nuclear weapons, and how we think about and
treat other's nuclear weapons. Moving away from that distinction will make it easier not
only to extend the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, it will make it easier to gain support
for nuclear supply initiatives; it will pay off in a variety of ways across the realm of
nonproliferation. Moving in this direction will provide legitimacy for new, more active,
nonproliferation measures if they are necessary against extremists. If we actually
envision situations in which military force will be used to prevent a country from
acquiring nuclear weapons, then this action will be easier to justify if the nuclear
weapons that exist are moved into the background. Lessening this distinction will
support efforts to roll back proliferation in the former Soviet Union. To the extent that
this is the world toward which we are trying to move, it will be easier to prevail upon
Ukraine, Kazakhstan, and Belarus to move in that direction to the extent that they do not
see a distinction between the type of measures that we want for them and our readiness
to accept some greater limits ourselves. Ultimately, it enhances the political sustainability
of a nuclear capability at home.

My third point is that, as we think about what questions we need to answer next Monday
morning, we also need to begin thinking about where we want to be two or three
hundred Mondays hence, a thousand Mondays hence. What is the world order with
regard to nuclear weapons that we think we can live with?

My fourth point is that as we begin to answer both Monday's questions and the broader
issue of where we want to head now that the old Cold-War vision no longer works, we
must confront a whole series of tradeoffs and choices, some of which we have begun to
identify in the course of the last day and a half, and some of which we have yet to
stumble across. Let me just mention a few of these tradeoffs and choices that have come

out in these discussions. One trade-off, which continues generate as much heat as light,
is: What is the contribution of the test ban to containing proliferation versus the cost in
terms of reduced confidence in residual nuclear capabilities that will be necessary? To
what extent do we want to rely on nuclear as opposed to non-nuclear weapons (1) for
deterring some of these Third World countries that have nuclear weapons, or (2) for
making a prompt response in proliferation contingencies? What is the trade-off between
accepting greater limits and openness on U.S. nuclear activities in order to place limits on
and gain openness about the activities of other countries? We have been through this a lot
in the last two years, and this trade-off will continue to arise. What is the trade-off
between bilateral and international actions? What is the trade-off between containing the
dangers to ourselves and others in a world with many nuclear powers versus accepting
the risk of continued involvement ill certain situations? And finally, another trade-off is
how much hands-on mediation are we prepared to engage in between the countries of
the former Soviet Union versus leaving them to work it out on their own? We will con-
front a variety of choices, some of them will be clear, some will not be clear. Our choices
partially depend on where we would like to end up 10, 20, and 30 years from now.
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My fifth point, which I presume makes me a pessimist, is based partially on looking at a

variety of proliferation problems over the course of many years. The answer to all ofthese questions, both Monday's questions, and the longer term questions will be shaped
by any use of nuclear weapons in one of these Third World contingencies. I believe that
the answers will look quite different after that next use of nuclear weapons, whether it is
an accident, whether it is the result of miscalculation, or whether it is intentional. I would

venture that the odds that nuclear weapons will be used in the next decade in one of
these regional confrontations are considerably greater than any of us would like. It is not
too soon to began thinking in the broadest sense about what to do after the next use of
nuclear weapons. In terms not only of understanding how it might come about but in
understanding how that undoubted catastrophe could be used to benefit and move us
toward the world that we ultimately would want to end up in.

May: Those are very provocative questions indeed. I am going to use my prerogative as
chairman by asking a question that is particularly aimed at Dick Rosecrance and Lew
Dunn but actually to all of you and refers in part to the very brief introduction of the idea
of looking again at international ownership plan and a new Baruch plan that was
suggested by Edward Teller and commented on by Ambassador Timerbaev.

Dick suggested a great power consortium and at the same time explicitly noted the
possibility that it might break down along European versus Asian lines, or along Western
versus Moslem lines, both of which would be conducive to a disaster. The breakdown

would be conducive to wars, possibly to some form of recolonization with the attendant
enormous economic cost. Lew Dunn noted that there is a fundamental tension between

how the U.S. and indeed the West thinks of its nuclear weapons and how it thinks of the
weapons of other countries. The result is a tension that makes for considerably different

justifications of action. To what extent do either of you or anyone believe that it is feasibleto strengthen the consortium or lessen the tension by internationalizing some aspects of
nuclear deterrence?

Rosecrance: That is an extremely interesting question, and it is one we should be answering right at
the end of this conference because it is unanswerable.

I certainly would favor the idea of international ownership if it were feasible, but if you
were to propose it under existing political conditions it might not be very productive

because the results might be a whole series of people saying no. Then we would be in
almost worse shape than we were before the idea was proposed. Despite what
Ambassador Timerbaev said, it is at least possible the Russians would say no to
international ownership, and I am absolutely certain the Chinese would say no. Then
what do you do with two key negatives? I think you still have the problem of trying to
control their use of weapons, but you are probably are going to have to leave them with
those weapons they have.

Dunn: What we need to be thinking about, as part of this long-term plan, is how the existing five
nuclear weapons states, acting through the U.N. Security Council, can begin to take on a
greater responsibility for trying to avoid tile use of nuclear weapons in some of the Third
World contingencies. If we go down that road, the first place to start is not with the issue
of the great powers via the Security Council promising to respond with nuclear weapons
on behalf of a country that finds itself the victim of the use of nuclear weapons. Rather
there must be a greater effort to try to use the Security Council procedures to try to avoid
some of the conflicts and to try to lessen the conflicts that exist. Beyond that, at some
point, it becomes important to think about strengthening the security assurances

provided. As I suggested yesterday, Saddam Hussein might have decided that what hewould do with a nuclear weapon was to detonate it in downtown Tel Aviv. After that,
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the countries of the world might simply say that yes they will provide a promise to

respond to nuclear use, and so I think you want to start small but try to build on Dick
Rosecrance's idea of a great power consortium or great power responsibility for the
weapons that they brought into the world.

May: Actually that was closer to what I had in mind. I think the answer to giving up weapons
would also be "no" from the United States. But the question would be, what about
developing a more believable form of a nuclear umbrella and protection that would
inevitably have to extend to all dire threats rather than just nuclear threats?

Reed: I essentially agree with Lew Dunn. The Chinese say the longest journey begins with one
step, and we must first set about implementing the agreements we have already made,
which are very difficult. Second, we must engage in agreements with other powers to
build confidence as to where we are going rather than to just strike out for Utopia. There
would be a lot of people saying you cannot get there from here, so life is one step at a
time.

May: Are there any questions from the audience?

Question: Why would it be harmful to even ask about the internationalization of nuclear weapons?

Rosecrance: It would not be a mistake to ask it, but it would be a mistake to propose it now in the
sense that we are asking other countries to agree to a regime in which all nuclear
weapons would be part of an international development authority. I think the reaction
would be negative as long as nationalism is agitating a number of countries, and not only
Third World countries, but even some of the great powers themselves. For instance, the
greater Russian nationalism that is looming ahead and the Chinese who are already
parant, id. Look at how paranoid they are about this tiny little business that is happening
in Hong Kong, which would be nothing compared to asking the Chinese how they would
like it if we owned their nuclear weapons. It seems to me that could raise every possible
Chinese hackle that you can think of. I am not at all opposed to the objective; I am simply
saying that I think we should do as Tom Reed said, move one step at a time.

Comment/Question

for Drell: Testing is not really as important as we once said it was. Our security does not
intrinsically depend on nuclear weapons. Your objection to no first use tells me that you
really do believe that our security depends on nuclear weapons. You are allowing an
exception for safety testing. If nuclear weapons were found to not be capable of
guaranteeing our security in the sense that you define it, would you allow a exception to
a Comprehensive Test Ban for safety?

Drell: I said I was against a no first use policy because I didn't think I was smart enough to
know all other possibilities ahead of time. What is more, if you became my enemy, and
you had a policy of no first use, I would not know if you were lying to me. What is
operative is how you prepare your forces, equip them, and train them. No first use has
nothing to do with nuclear weapons safety, it stands on its own.

At the end of a period, which I think will take decades, we may find that we are troubled
enough by the loss of confidence or erosion of confidence in our stockpile to contemplate
renewed testing. For the short term, I am comfortable with the present legislation, which
I think allows us to deal with the most pressing safety problems.
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Comment/Question for

Rosecrance: My comment relates to Professor Rosecrance's conception a five-sided, great powerconsortium. I thought two years ago that in fact there would be, if not a great power
consortium, maybe a condominium when Gorbachev was in power and the Soviet Union
was intact, and when there seemed to be a real policy initiative by the Soviet Union to

participate. I frankly think that we are back to something that Brzezinski identified but
that never really emerged fifteen or twenty years ago, which is sort of a three-legged
stool in terms of power, a trilateral arrangement. Ill particular, I don't see how Russia
today is part of a great power consortium. To be part of such a consortium, you have to
be able to take policy initiative, and I don't see Russia as capable of that today. They have
not been able to do anything about regional conflicts in their area. Russia is part of the
problem in terms of arms export, proliferation, and so on. So I would just like to put it
back to you, in what sense do you see them as a participant in enforcing norms, resolving
disputes, or whatever you define as the role of a great power in such a consortium?

Rosecrance: You are right, Russia is not a full participant now. The question is what happens if we
regard it as a nonparticipant. The huge difference between peace-making in 1815 and in
1919 was that in 1815, they brought the French back in, the previously defeated power.
Let's face it, in a sense the former Soviet Union is a defeated power. Not defeated
militarily, but defeated in some other way. But in 1815 they brought the French back in,
and that made the concert work a lot better than it would have if they had dropped out.
Of course, in 1919, they did not bring the Germans back in, and that exclusion rankled so
much during the 1920s that it had fantastic effects in terms of the reaction to that policy
by the allies in 1930/1933. At the very minimum, we want to hold the door open to the
Russians. We want to tell them that we consider them to be potentially an equal power.
We want to emphasize, as Nixon very smartly did in the 1970s, talking to the Russians

and using status as one means of reward for the Russian leadership. Mr. Yeltsin has noother rewards. It would be nice if someone said something nice about him. We have to
stress the long-term interest in building that relationship.

Question: What would you anticipate that the response of Germany and Japan would be to the
establishment of this five power consortium?

May: One of the things about this consortium is that it should not be defined too closely.
Obviously, the necessary members are those without which we could not have a viable
peace arrangement. So it has to include the five U.N. Security Council permanent
members, plus Germany, Japan, and on occasion some others. This consortium has to act
in the economic sphere, the armaments sphere, the arms sales sphere, and in other areas
as required. On some issues, it also has to bring together a majority of the United
Nations. So it is a poorly defined consortium, but at the core 1 think would be those seven
countries and soon Italy and Canada would be welcome participants. More than
anything else it would include those who want to cooperate in building this order.

Comment/

Question: It seems to me that this meeting is not the place to discuss some great power consortium
to run the world. Our discussions here are focused primarily on how to improve
confidence, trust, and transparency in the nuclear area. The Germans and the Japanese
would be very reassured if the five nuclear powers g(_t together and did that, which
would not reduce their security in any way. I (Susan Shirk, IGCC) have some idea of how
the Chinese would respond to this because I study China. I know that on the one hand
they care a lot about their nuclear weapons, and they don't want anybody else to own
them or tell them what to do with them, but on the other hand they love their status in

the permanent five in the United Nations. They might end up being surprisinglyreceptive to efforts to bring them into nuclear power discussions.
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May: Let me make one more remark, which is that this great power consortium idea would A

work only if the great powers served the community of nations. If it looks like some |
neocolonialist enterprise, it just will not work. If the billion Moslems in the world feel
that it does not represent them, they can completely disrupt this consortium without
much effort, so it has to be an inclusive type of arrangement.

Dunn: We are better off talking in terms of more reliance on multilateral action to try to deal
with some of the proliferation problems even as we back it up ourselves with bilateral
arrangements and as we prepare ourselves to deal the threats against us. If you think in
terms of multilateral action via the U.N. Security Council, I am one of the crowd that
believes that we can learn important lessons from what was done in Iraq in trying to use
the Security Council to strengthen nonproliferation. I also believe that contingency
planning could be done in the Security Council, and that there are steps that could be
taken now that would make it more feasible to use the Security Council in other
proliferation crises, whether those crises are discovering that the North Koreans really
have squirreled nuclear material away or that the Iranians actually are getting closer to
nuclear weapons. I would talk less in terms of the great power concert (although the idea
is intellectually intriguing) than in terms of multilateral action.

With regard to the question of how acceptable a great power concert is, I think it becomes
more acceptable if it is part of an effort to build toward a nuclear order over the next 30
years that is acceptable to Japan, Germany, India, and to a lot of other countries. That
order has to be one in which you are reducing the distinction between the haves and the
have nots. You are basically saying that until we are in a new world, this distinction is
not going to be eliminated, but you can try to move to reduce it to the absolute minimum,
and then it becomes more acceptable.

One final point is that, as we think about the 1995 NPT Extension Conference, the biggest
issue, which hasn't really come up as we have debated the smaller issues with regard to
1995, is going to be this distinction. We will be asking a whole series of countries to sign
on forever to a world in which there are nuclear weapon states and non-nuclear weapon
states. And I think they probably call be convinced to do it, but it will be a tough
argument. It is a tough call because it does mean saying, OK something we accepted
temporarily is now forever.

Comment/

Question : There is one possibility of putting together the multilateral action proposal just stated
and the concert proposal, which would be arranging for Germany and Japan to be
permanent U.N. Security Council members, but not necessarily veto members of the
Security Council. I haven't studied Japan as much as Susan Shirk has studied China, but
my impression watching the debates from the Diet this year is that Japan would have
been very excited with permanent membership as a possibility. I don't know enough
about the Germans. They could become members now under the United Nations Char'er.
There is an advantage in working out a concert consistent with multilateral action when
most of the basic rules (for example, even the rules on regional arrangements) are already
stated in the United Nations Charter. Nothing new would be required, there are plenty of
precedents in the United Nations; for instance, in all kinds of U.N. groups, they
automatically divide into five by continent. There is nothing in the Charter about that,
but it is done. The same can be done with the Security Council.

May: I think that is an interesting suggestion, though I don't know about the status value of the
veto in Japanese eyes.
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Comment/Question for

Rosecrance: Would agree with the proposition that a successful great power concert depends on
you

the coincidence of two things: a common ideology and a common threat? And if so, let's
accept for the sake of argument that the current great powers are moving toward a
common ideology. Do you think that the threat of nuclear proliferation, which is the only
threat I can really see in the post-Cold War period, is sufficient cement or glue or
incentive to hold the great powers together, the way the great powers of the nineteenth

century were held together by the threat of the renascent Napoleonism of the French
revolution?

Rosecrance: I don't think that you need a common threat in the sense of another major power that this
consortium must oppose. After all the French got into the concert very rapidly after the
Napoleonic wars were over, so it could hardly be uniquely against them because they
were part of it. I don't really think that you absolutely have to have a common threat. I
think you do need common ideology; I certainly do agree with you on that. I think what
you really need is some sort of notion on the part of the four to seven major powers that
these powers are going to try to create order in the system, and that they see on the
peripheries or even closer to them some dangers that could move in the opposite
direction. We certainly have plenty of dangers of that kind. The proliferation danger is
certainly one but of course conflict on the periphery, entirely aside from proliferation, is
something that they would also worry about, and that is what the great powers worried
about in the nineteenth cc ltury as well. I think that would help sustain the four or five
major powers today working together for example as they did in the Gulf War.
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The Iraq Experience and Multilateral Approaches
to Controlling Nuclear Proliferation

Ambassador Rolf Ekdus

Executive Chairman of the United Nations Special Commission

I will start by discussing the Iraqi experience, There was an enormous amount of international
that is the iraqi programmes to acquire weapons neglect with regard to Iraq. If Iraq had not made
of mass destruction, and specifically Iraq's nuclear the gross error of attacking Kuwait, I wonder
weapons programme. This is an example of a non- where we would be today.
proliferation planner's worst-case scenario. Iraq The question is: Is lraq a unique case? Some
was and is a party to the nuclear Non-Proliferation say it is, and that it could not happen again. I do
Treaty (NPT) and thus is subject to the safeguards not believe that, and I think it is politically naive to
control r6gime of that Treaty. Yet Iraq was devel- believe that there are no ongoing efforts to acquire
oping a nuclear capability. There was foreign in- nuclear weapons ill a number of countries around
volvement in Iraq's nuclear activities but no one the world. Their potential activities may not be as
reported anything about it. There was a sprawling advanced as Iraq's were, but there are obvious
nuclear weapon design centre that no one noticed major risks of nuclear proliferation in today's
(AI Atheer). We knew about the nuclear research world. Therefore, it is of great importance that

facility (AI Tuwaitha), but no one outside Iraq there be joint international efforts to stem prolifer-
knew about the Tarmiya electromagnetic isotope ation and stop developments ill that direction. The
separation (EMIS) production facility. We knew consequences of even one additional case of nu-
about the SCUD missile programme, but there was clear proliferation would be harmful to the whole

also an indigenous missile programme based on international community. It is difficult to conceive
technology obtained from other Third World of any scenario in which an additional nuclear
countries (BADR 2000). No one was aware of this State could be tolerated. The consequence of such

indigenous missile programme. We knew a little a development would be that all efforts of achier-
about the supergun programme, but no one un- ing an ordered control of global security would be
derstood what this programme really implied, jeopardized.

"Comprehensive" Approaches to Halt Proliferation

One of the most important observations that It is my firm belief that since comprehensive
we must make about the Iraqi nuclear programme efforts toward proliferation are being macie, the
is that it was a "comprehensive programme." It halting of proliferation can only be successful with
contained all the elements necessary for a corn- an equally "comprehensive approach." The con-

plete weapons deployment. It contained nuclear trol of the acquisition of nuclear materials is not
materials. Iraq tried various efforts and roads in enough. Since there is no guarantee that such
order to obtain weapons grade uranium. It con- control can be 100_ foolproof, the other major
tained the weapons design effort. It contained the components in a weapons programme should also
trigger-package construction, the engineering, and be objects of international control. The fundamen-
the science of building a bomb. It contained the tal flaw in the international efforts to halt prolifer-
development of a delivery system. As a compre- ation is the lack of a coherent and systematic
hensive programme, the Iraqi programme was approach.
fully conceptualized and thought through.
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The NPT Safeguards System

Iraq, as a signatory of the NPT, provided an nuclear weapons." Their second step was to join
ideal case for considering how effective the NPT the NPT because this act created a solidarity
safeguards system works under adverse circum- toward and strengthening of the principle of non-
stances. We can now conclude that the safeguards proliferation. And that is the importance of the
system did not function in lraq. The international NPT--the NPT means the strengthening of the
community had put too much faith in it without idea of non-proliferation, promoting it to a global
taking into account that nuclear safeguards as idea. My hope is that the principle of "thou shalt
such do not constitute a verification system. The not go nuclear" will surpass just the treaty obli-

safeguards system is something of a confidence- gation and that non-proliferation will become a
building system between well-intentioned States. component of customary international law. This is

The nuclear safeguards are designed for what how we should see the NPT. This is why the NPT
the NPT iswa pact between or a club of a number extension conference in 1995 is so important. This
of like-minded States. The NPT States created this extension should assist in building such a norm
club because all of them agreed that there should that transcends the community of treaty members
be no proliferation of nuclear weapons. Each of the to also include all non-treaty-member States. Thus,
non-nuclear-weapon States in this club first made all States ultimately should be bound by the inter-
a national decision that "we shall not acquire national norm of nuclear non-proliferation.

Proliferation: A Threat to International Peace and Security

The United Nations (UN) Security Council VII is invoked, enforcement action can be taken. A
made an important statement on 31 January 1992. decision under Chapter VII is a prerequisite for
This statement came from the highest levels dur- enforcement action. This Council statement indi-
ing a Council meeting of the Heads of State and cates an opening of the door for forceful actions
Government in New York. The Council members under given circumstances to prevent prolif-
declared that the proliferation of nuclear weapons eration. The acceptance by the Security Council of
and other weapons of mass destruction constitute tr:e fact that the proliferation of nuclear weapons

a "threat to international peace and security." This constitutes a threat to international peace and
is a significant statement because a "threat to in- security is a powerful support for the renewed
ternational peace and security" are code words im- efforts through the end of this century and in the
plying Chapter VII of the UN Charter. If Chapter years thereafter to halt nuclear proliferation.

Other Components of the Non-Proliferation Rgime

In addition to the NPT, there are other institu- It was not so much a question of weapons be-
tions that help discourage nuclear proliferation, ing sent to lraq as it was a question of equipment
The Nuclear Supplier Group recently expanded its and tools for production being delivered. These
lists of prohibited items and the scope of its r6gime deliveries included advanced machine tools and
at a meeting in Warsaw. However, this r6gime was components that were necessary and important
in place when Iraq developed its nuclear capabil- for Iraqi weapons production. The only Iraqi
ity. This r6gime is based on fundamentally volun- weapons programme that was 100% imported was
tary arrangements. There is no systematic han- the SCUD missile programme, and even those
dling of data. There is no systematic focusing of missiles were modified indigenously into longer-
the work, and there is, indeed, no verification; it is range missiles. Other parts of the Iraqi programme
a gentleman's agreement, in a sense, and we know had considerable indigenous components but still
how difficult it is to be a "gentleman" all the time depended on importing advanced machinery and
and under all circumstances, tools. The most crucial component of the Iraqi
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nuclear programme was, of course, the human To summarize, first, we have a NPT safe-

factor of the scientists and engineers trained guards system that is not a genuine verification
abroad to a considerable degree, but also trained tool but fundamentally is a confidence-building
in Iraq. tool based on the practice of inspecting only what

The safeguards system did not work. The a country has chosen to declare. Second, we have
Nuclear Supplier Group r6gime did not work. A the Nuclear Suppliers Group in which participa-
further non-proliferation r6gime that did not work tion is limited to some highly developed countries,
was the missile technology control r6gime, even and third, we have the missile technology control
though a list of prohibited items had been corn- r6gime. These last two components are voluntary
piled through this r6gime. But the voluntary char- in character, nonenforceable, and nonfocused in
acter of the arrangements and the lack of coordi- their approach to proliferation. It is time to take a
nation made the r6gime ineffectual. There are com- hard look at the various elements of the interna-
ponents of the missile technology control r6gime tional control system. But it is, at the same time,
that are also covered by the Nuclear Supplier important that we do not simply throw out
Group, and there may be some areas where im- these systems. They should be developed and
portant items slip between the two r6gimes, improved.

IAEA and the UN Special Commission (UNSCOM)

The International Atomic Energy Agency Conference with their complex decision-making
(IAEA) as such is not an actor in Iraq; it is very procedures. The Council needed the Agency's
carefully phrased in the cease-fire resolution that safeguards inspectors but not its political process.
the Director-General of the IAEA is responsible for This confirms that it is important to the future role
dealing with the nuclear capability of Iraq in coop- of the Agency (in a strengthened international
eration with the UN Special Commission. Why non-proliferation r6gime) that decisions with
didn't the UN Security Council put the IAEA in regard to inspections and verification can be made
direct control? The reason is that it wanted to promptly and without any cumbersome political
make use of the expertise of the Agency without process.
involving the Governing Board and the General

Data Gathering by UNSCOM

It goes without saying that the control of Iraq's close-up pictures. These operations are, in general
weapons capability cannot be effective without a terms, approved in the cease-fire resolution of the
systematic input of information or intelligence. Security Council and specifically in the subsequent
The Special Commission now has access to infor- Resolution 707 (1991).
mation provided by several Governments. Of Every week either the UN Secretary-General
course the United States Government provides or I receive a letter from the Government of Iraq
data, there is no secret in that. But many other im- saying that a U-2 spy plane has violated Iraqi
portant countries are also cooperating fully by air space. Our response is, "This is not a spy plane;
providing us with any data they may have with this is a high-altitude UNSCOM reconnaissance
regard to Iraq's proscribed programmes. Further- operation based on the Security Council
more, the Commission has made an arrangement resolutions."
with the United States to fly the high-altitude re- The UN character of the U-2 flights is ascer-
connaissance U-2 plane an average of three mis- tained through the fact that UNSCOM decides on
sions a week. These missions provide UNSCOM the task for each flight. The plane is flown by
and the IAEA with a large amount of important pilots certified by the Special Commission. The
data. We also make use of German helicopters that Commission has established procedures for noti-
can fly in at close range when reconnaissance fying Iraq and acknowledging each flight, so as to
reports from the U-2 flights and other information ensure the safety of the flight without compro-
indicate that there is a need for more detailed, mising the purpose of the mission. The pictures
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are the property of UNSCOM. The Commission, in the inspectors gain access. Last year when Iraq
addition to sharing them with the IAEA, alone was given a couple of hours advance notice, it
decides about any further access to the pictures. It moved the EMIS components from the original
is necessary for a UN organ, such as the Special inspection site. That experience forced us to insist
Commission, to have full control of such data and on no-notice inspections. Only when we used the
to make use of these data for the sole purpose of no-notice approach did David Kay, Bob Gallucci,
implementing the UN resolutions. The same is and the others manage to get their hands on the
true for other types of information provided by material.
Governments to the Special Commission. The most important aspect of the inspection

The inspection system used in Iraq is based on system, as it has been put into effect in Iraq, is the
no-notice, on-site inspections of declared as well as political clout provided to the Special Commission
undeclared sites. The stringency of this is one of and the IAEA through their direct access to the
the major assets of the Commission in its effort to Security Council. For example, if inspectors are
implement these resolutions. There is no corre- refused entry into a building, the Special Commis-
sponding approach to uphold the safeguards sion and the IAEA can immediately approach the
system. It would be politically difficult to carry out Security Council. We can wake up the President of
safeguard inspections with the same degree of the Council early in the morning. We can establish
intrusiveness. The IAEA is, however, considering contact with the permanent members of the Coun-
activating its right for special inspection at non- cil in less than an hour. The quick mobilization of
declared facilities. The special inspections would the support of the Security Council has, on re-
no doubt help to expand the scope of safeguard peated occasions, had beneficial effects on Iraq's
inspections, but there would still be a right of implementation.
refusal and the possibility of long delays before

Future Safeguards and Inspection Arrangements

The Special Commission and the IAEA are skills. Iraq has a solid technical base and, the day
now in the process of working out mechanisms to that it again has free access to the funds generated
control exports to Iraq as part of the implementa- by its oil exports, it will also have the capability to
tion of plans for future monitoring and verification reactivate the systems like mushrooms coming up
of Iraq. These are intended as permanent mecha- in the forest after a good rain. This underlines the
nisms that will have to be effective when the gen- importance of controlling dual-use equipment in
eral sanctions against Iraq are lifted and should the future, that is controlling equipment, ma-
assist in the verification of the continued prohibi- chines, and tools usable both for permitted and
tion against lraq acquiring weapons of mass de- proscribed purposes. Therefore, we need to have
struction, lraq is now subject to an embargo on its good control over the items defined under the
export of oil and to general sanctions prohibiting missile technology control r6gime, the items on the
all imports into Iraq with the exception of some nuclear suppliers list, and the items on the chemi-
essential food and medicines, cal weapons convention lists, as well as of all the

At some stage, these sanctions have to be items listed in the plans for future control, which
lifted. This will probably take place when the have been approved by the Security Council in its
Special Commission and the IAEA can report to Resolution 715 (1991).
the Council that all of the prohibited capabilities Iraq will have the right to import, but it will
have been taken care of and that Iraq has carried also have an obligation to report. The Special
out all its obligations in relation to weapons of Commission and the IAEA will have the right and
mass destruction under the cease-fire resolution, ability to monitor Iraq's dual-capable items in or-
Iraq will then be able to acquire the funds and to der to verify Iraq's compliance with its obligation
import all items with the exception of a few pro- not to reacquire the banned weapons systems. For
hibited items. At this stage, Iraq will still have the future, we will try to identify and monitor all
some of its indigenous weapons capabilities of Iraq's production capabilities that could be used
complete and untouched in the form of scientific for weapons development. This will however not
knowledge, engineering capabilities, and technical be sufficient because of the large areas and the
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large number of production facilities existing in are relevant to those listed in the plans under Res-
Iraq. Iraq has already reactivated its industry to olution 715 (1991). The Special Commission in-
some degree, and, when funds become available, tends to make use of its Information Assessment
these activities will be accelerated. Unit to receive and handle this mountain of data.

Therefore, the Special Commission plans in The Information Assessment Unit has already
due course to ask for another resolution from the marked up some successes in this regard. We have
Security Council on Chapter VII. This resolution almost achieved a critical mass in as much as we
will be directed to all States in the world, all UN now produce more operational information than
members. It will be a binding obligation to report we receive.
to UNSCOM and IAEA on all exports to Iraq that

Controlling Proliferation in States other than Iraq

The possibility of treating individual States as use weapons of mass destruction. If a country on
Iraq has been treated has been discussed. It is quite the road toward a nuclear weapons capability
clear that the Iraqi case is special because Iraq was activated such a threat, the Council should be able
so obviously aggressive and in gross violation of to extend its general statement that "proliferation
the fundamental elements of the UN Charter when of nuclear weapons is a threat to international
it made its unprovoked attack on another country, peace and security" to this situation. This would
Future potential proliferators will not necessarily create a case in which the Council could decide on
take that road. They may acquire nuclear weapons measures similar to those applied to Iraq.
to use them for political purposes. They can use There are indeed both political and practical
these weapons to intimidate and threaten their possibilities for halting the proliferation of nuclear
neighbors or their region. Are such threats and weapons, and since the risks are as great as they
intimidation reason enough to get a Chapter VII are, all politically feasible possibilities must be
resolution out of the Council? We are not sure if tried. We cannot allow ourselves to be passive but
that would be politically possible. There are cred- should, without delay, address these risks with an
ible scenarios that include the potential threat to open mind.

The Special Commission's Recent Concerns

Before I end, I will give you some general in- been destroyed. Large quantities of chemical
formation about what is going on these days in the weapons have also been identified, and two newly
Special Commission, because it has at least some constructed chemical destruction facilities have

anecdotal value. The Deputy Prime Minister of been commissioned and are now operating in Iraq
Iraq is coming to New York. He has asked to ad- under the control and supervision of UNSCOM.
dress the Security Council as soon as possible. One facility is designed for mustard gas incinera-

There will probably be a public debate that will be tion, and one for nerve agent hydrolysis. Iraq's
quite lively. Most probably, I will be asked by the missile production capabilities in the form of a
Council to make the case for the prosecution of number of factories have been destroyed. The A1
Iraq. What is the case for the prosecution? I think it Atheer Nuclear Research Centre has likewise been
is still a systematic evasion and denial of the right destroyed.
to inspect for weapons of mass destruction that Iraq is still refusing to disclose to the Commis-
was agreed to in the cease-fire document, sion and IAEA the full extent of its prohibited

Iraq's nuclear programme has been haltedm weapons programmes; nor does Iraq account for
the IAEA did a truly magnificent job in this re- the conceptual thinking behind the programmes.
spect. The UN has also been successful in other ar- Iraq refuses officially and formally to provide the
eas, especially in the missile field. The Special UN with the names of the suppliers to its pro-
Commission has mapped out Iraq's missile capa- scribed weapons programmes. If these data are not
bilities to a considerable degree. Weapons have made available, it will not be possible to map out
been found, and a large number of missiles have the extent of the programme. The Commission
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will be limited to reporting the weapons and ca- holding, manipulating, and thinking about the

pabilities identified and destroyed. However, it weapons of mass destruction. With this mind set,
cannot state for sure that it has been able to iden- it appears very difficult for the leadership to get to
tify completely the existing capability and to de- the idea of completely scrapping their weapons. It
stroy all prohibited items. This is the case that the is therefore, not a very positive or optimistic pic-
Commission will bring to the Security Council. It ture of Iraq's attitude that I can give you today.
has to tell the Council that Iraq is not cooperating, However, the continuing and insistent work on
that Iraq is refusing to give a full accounting of the the side of the UN may one day--we hope in the
prohibited capabilities. From there on, it is up to not too distant future--compel Iraq to recognize
the Security Council to draw its own conclusions, that there is only one way to get out of its present

The political system in Iraq is still linked to the situation, and that is the full implementation of its
idea of striving to a higher level of statehood by international obligations.
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A Military Perspective Looking
Beyond the Cold War

Robert Linhard

USSTRATCOM

My purpose is not to give a status report per se In early 1991, the Strategic Air Command con-
on STRATCOM, but I thought it would be inter- sidered the future needs of the command. We
esting to discuss it briefly for a couple of reasons, compared where we had been to where we were
First, I can provide some information about how going if we maintained the current trends. We
your military is adjusting to the changing world found that the Strategic Air Command, which had
situation and conditions. Second, I can provide once had 240,000 people associated with the com-

some insight into the culture of the military part mand structure, would by the end of our current
of the nuclear community in the United States. I funding period, be down to 90,000 people. In other
will describe what that culture is like right now words, by the end of that time, we could have held

and let you make your own judgments about a command conference in the Rose Bowl and
whether the military community is in sync men- could have had everybody show up. Similarly,
tally and attitudinally with the problems of this we were a command that once had bases far flung
new world order, throughout the world. In fact in the mid-1960s,

These are my personal views, not the views of you could have landed in Libya at the U.S. Strate-
the command, and they reflect my assessment of gic Air Command Base, Wheelus AFB. By 1991, we
how we are doing. A year and a half ago I arrived could anticipate having only 16 bases.
at Offutt Air Force Base in Omaha, Nebraska. At The point of all this is that we could see

that time, the base was owned by an organization changes in the resources being allocated to us and
called the Strategic Air Command, which was the the conditions around the world toward which we
oldest and largest Air Force Command in our mili- were focused. Our conclusion was that we needed

tary. It was older than the Air Force itself, and it organizational change to do two things. First, we
was larger by far than any other Air Force Corn- needed to save tax dollars and put ourselves on a
mand in the United States military. I arrived the more efficient footing. Second, we needed to do
same day that General Lee Butler took over as the something to signal the fact that we understood
Commander in Chief of the Strategic Air Com- that there had been a fundamental change in the
mand. More than any other organization in the world condition. We needed to shake up our
U.S. military, this Command faced some very dif- planning and our operational considerations to
ficult challenges, prepare ourselves for the challenge that we were

The Strategic Air Command was a stepchild facing.
of the Cold War. When you thought of nuclear We made our decisions with the following
weapons, you thought of the Strategic Air considerations in mind and against the backdrop
Command. However, the Navy also operated of the end of the Cold War:
nuclear weapons in their Fleet Ballistic Missile • Although nuclear deterrence remains
Submarines. We were only partially brought to- fundamental to our National Military Strategy,
gether with our Navy counterparts in a compro- our military strategy would now be regionally
mise decision that established the Joint Strategic focused.
Target Planning Staff (JSTPS), a group formed to • Our budget would be reduced.
centralize, coordinate, and deconflict targeting of • Arms control and diplomatic activity would
our nuclear forces. The JSTPS reflected our be moving in a direction that our government had
military's failure early in the Cold War to unify legitimately sought for a long period of time.
and consolidate command and control of our On the basis of the above considerations, we

nuclear forces under one command structure, decided to take some bold steps. One was to
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eliminate the Strategic Air Command that had had responsibility for training and equipping
been so valuable to the United States. I bring this USAF-owned forces. The new command is a uni-
up because, if you have a picture of a military that fled headquarters of about 3000 people. As a uni-
is fighting change, especially in the nuclear area, fled command, it has no responsibility to train or
and is not trying to think ahead and to "walk the equip forces. It focuses on its primary mission,
talk," I would like to make sure that you consider which is to maintain the deterrence relationship
this: the Strategic Air Command was dissolved on that is at the foundation of our National Military
the recommendation of its commander, which allowed Strategy.
it to be replaced with a unified command that was Once we made this organizational change, we
significantly smaller, leaner, and more focused, asked ourselves what we could contribute to the
This is the equivalent of an adjustment in our discussion on the future role of nuclear forces.
multilab structure. It is not a trivial step. U.S. From the first day of our new command, we have
STRATCOM came into existence on June 1, 1992. struggled with trying to understand this issue. We

The structure that STRATCOM replaced was a have developed some insights that may be obvi-

headquarters with about 5000 planners, which also ous to some but I think deserve discussion.

First Insight: Start with the Fundamentals
of our National Strategy

First, we went back to the fundamentals of our community needs to take a hard look at this
National Strategy in which nuclear weapons are a situational change and how it may affect some of
basic element in achieving deterrence and play a the basic precepts that we carry around in our
key role in meeting our basic commitment to our pocket as standards. Again, I would focus almost
allies. But what does this mean? It means that we immediately on the concept of stability, and our
see ourselves with the military challenge of han- understanding of how we quantify stability (to the

dling the disengagement period after a fairly long extent that it can be quantified), how we define it,
struggle between two well-armed superpowers, how it plays between two parties and three par-
We must safely and stably disengage from our nu- ties, and how we use it and implement it in our
clear confrontation with the former Soviet Union. operational concepts.
Part of STRATCOM's challenge is to understand We have also done some rather interesting
how to interpret our traditional mission in the things with respect to the question of the require-
context of this changed situation, ments for strategic force structures. For example,

What we have done is to go back and review we have had our STRATCOM analysts go back
the basic concepts again. We have readdressed the and recalculate all the standard calculations for
most basic issues, which brings up several ques- nuclear-force military requirements used over the
tions: past 20 years (from the types of calculations that
• What do we mean by the terms stability and we did when Harold Brown was Secretary of De-
deterrence? fense up to the present). Some are very detailed

• How do we size forces and for what reasons? computations about parity, and some use multi-
. How have the changed conditions between the variate analyses, looking at a number of static and
former Soviet Union and ourselves affected the dynamic measures. We have redone a number of
above concepts? calculations concerning the various ways we have

Once again, we have found that our under- looked at measuring damage, and in measuring
standing of these basic concepts in terms of mili- success in other ways. We found that these types
tary operations were not as obvious and not as of calculations, many of which we do not currently
clear as we had thought, use but we did use as recently as 10 to 15 years

We clearly benefited from this review. But, ago, provided two other insights.
more than that, we believe that the entire nuclear
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Second Insight: The Situational Changes were Actually
Changes in the Foundation

One insight came from just working the calcu- ever do that? I mean what was the world context
lations. This activity let our staff (our analysts) to that would find that measure or that value impor-
recognize that there are alternative ways of look- tant?" This reinforces the fact that, as a situation
ing at our mission. Also, it reminded them that changes, we sometimes miss the critical fact that
there is a longer vision that needs to be consid- some of our conceptional foundations have also
ered. You would not believe how often I have had changed.
young analysts come up and say, "Why did they

Third Insight: Traditional Deterrence
Will Continue for Some Time

In handling the aftermath of the Cold War, our multiyear endeavor. This is partially true because
traditional deterrence mission remains and will we must finish the ratification process and clean
remain unchanged for a period of time. The chal- up legal and political negotiations, and partially
lenge with respect to this most traditional mission because the physical act of destruction or disman-
is to ensure that, as we handle the disengagement tlement is a long drawn-out affair. It is more tech-
between the parties in a conflict that lasted nically drawn out than most people realize. We
40 years, we appropriately account for and deal must deal not only with the political realities, but
with change, other realities such as securing environmental ira-

How long will this last? In discussing this pact statements, determining proper disposal pro-
with our negotiators and with those policy-makers cedures, and physically handling the workload
who were involved in developing our treaty con- with the capability that we actually have. Even
straints, it looks as if the implementation of the with helpful diplomatic and political activity, we
various treaties now a part of the Strategic Arms are looking at a multiyear affair just to fully
Reduction Treaty (START) process will be a implement START I.

Future Role of Nuclear Weapons

Beyond the disengagement question is a change, or we can augment some of the challenges
follow-up question: What role will be played by that we see within the purely technical aspects of
nuclear weapons in the future beyond the resolu- military art.
tion of the aftermath of the Cold War? As a mili- We must also consider the situational context.

tary planner, I find myself in a situation in which I What do ! mean by all this? Consider the situation
have to go even farther back to basics. What we prior to World War II with regard to a different
are trying to do right now is to look at the capa- technology--the main battle tank. It was a fairly
bility itself? And as we look at the capability, what simple device that combined the internal combus-
jumps out almost immediately is that, in our na- tion engine, armor, and heavy firepower. Did the
tional interest, we must have access to a certain French fully understand the role of the main battle
degree of nuclear competence. That competence tank in the years just before World War II? They
must be resident and available to the military certainly understood the technology. In fact, the
planner to under_tand the potential of that capa- French had more main battle tanks before the
bility; not just simply for our own forces but what shooting started than the Third Reich. How had
capabilities we might face in the hands of others, the French historically used their tank force? They

After drawing on that technical competence, had used it to support a series of fixed installa-
we can apply the military art, in which we are tions. They assumed that the tank would be used
trained in almost a blank-sheet fashion, to the for a frontal assault. How was it used in World

individual aspects of that capability should it War II? The Germans did not make a frontal

Center for Security and Technology Studies 3



assault with their tanks; they used the tank's increase in security. What we may find is that,

capabilities--mobility and speed. These capa- although a certain technology provides an advan-
bilities were inherent in the technology. It is tage in certain situations, its inherent vulnerability
interesting to think about tile role that the main may make the capability itself not in our interest.
battle tank played in World War Ii; then in Korea, At that point, we must make an adjustment. The
where its usefulness went beyond mobility and it civilian, diplomatic, and national efforts need to be
became all essential augmenting fire-power appropriate. Within the military community itself,
capability; then in Viet Nam where it allowed the we are just starting to have this type of discussion.
infantry to maneuver rather than maneuvering What troubles us the most is that we are in a
itself; and then finally in Desert Storm. situation in which we may see a loss of nuclear

I could have drawn similar conclusions based competence.
on battle ships, bomber aircraft, helicopters, or a I think that our first effort should be to ensure
number of other technologies to simply make one that we communicate to our national leadership

point--we need competence to understand what is that (1) nuclear weapons are a reality, (2) they
possible, but competence itself is not enough. In have a fundamental mission for a period of time
nuclear competence or competence in that yet to be determined, and (3) the military requires
technology, we need to invest the tirne to make the competence that is provided from the outside
sure that we have considered the potential roles of to carry out its mission. With that fact established,
nuclear technology, which can be used by our command can then move to the next step,
ourselves and others. We must do this for one which is to consult with experts outside the
main reason, to ensure that we are not surprised, military so that we can understand in a very

When technology is understood, the next step technical sense what capabilities nuclear weapons
in the process should be to exarnine the role of that may provide in this changed world.
technology and verify (1) where it can be of ad- STRATCOM is only 125 c__ys old, but we are
vantage to you, but more importantly (2) where well on our way in trying t, take on these tasks in
will it be used to create vulnerabilities for which a systematic fashion. We are very happy to partic-

you must correct. Once that understanding is ipate in groups like this because quite honestly we
reached, even then the military does not act on it. need your expertise, we need your help, we need
But it does allow us to ()pen up a dialogue on that your peer review. We need to make sure that we
subject with our legitimate civilian leadership. Be- are thinking about the problem in an appropriate

cause what is important is the net, not the individ- way and that we are making good use of the re-
ual piece. What is important is that we have an sources that you provide for us to do exactly that.

4 ........................................................................................... Center for Security and 11'chnoloy,y Studies



CSTS Center for Security and Technology Studies

UCRL-JC-113281
CSTS-37-93

Managing Nuclear Weapons in the United States

George Miller

Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory

March 16, 1993
l

This paper was adapted from a presentation at the
Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory conference:
Managing Nuclear Weapons in a Changing World
November 17-18, 1992

Each manuscript from this conference is a separate publication. These individual
documents can be collected in a binder under the report number CONF-9211112
and title of the conference.

L_ Lawrence Livermore National LaboratoryUniversityof California,Livermore,California94551



I

Managing Nuclear Weapons in the United States

George Miller

Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory

When I was trying to collect my thoughts for changes in the superpower relationship and the
this talk, I turned to my staff for some good ideas break-up of the Warsaw Pact countries have re-
and they said, "Your first problem is that the title sulted in a loss of what I call "enforced stability."
of your talk is an oxymoron, and the title of the Although oppressive, the Cold War was at least
conference is an oxymoron. Given all that is stable and predictable. On a daily basis, we are
happening in the world today, it is impossible to mindful of the growing importance of: (1) the in-
manage anything." So what I hope to do in this stability in the former Soviet Union and, therefore,
talk is bring some semblance of order to all that is the instability of its nuclear weapons enterprise;
taking place by presenting some themes that are (2) the ethnic strife in the former Soviet Union; and
true for me as ! look this changing world. (3) the Third-World economic wars, religious

First of all, I think it is a world of tremendous differences, and ethnic problems. We have all been

hope and opportunity. We have seen the end of reminded of the problem of nuclear proliferation
tile Cold War, the demise of the Soviet Union, as a result of the revelations about Iraq's nuclear

and the beginning of fledgling democracies in an program. We have also seen major progress in
area of the world that has been repressed for over arms control, both negotiated and unilateral. It is

70 years. However, these events have also brought possible that by the end of the decade we will see
an end to the consensus policies of containment almost a tenfold reduction ill the number of
and deterrence, which were our guiding lights in nuclear weapons held by tile United States and
the 40 years of the post-World War II era. the former Soviet Union.

We are hopeful about the future, but we are
also mindful of the continuing dangers. The

The United States' Part in the New World Order

After the Middle East war, President Bush de- Those were very hopeful words, but if we look be-
fined what he called a new world order in which low the surface, we find there is no clear view of

new ways of working with other nations would what this new world order is, how it can operate,
result in the peaceful settlement of disputes, soli- or what role the U.S. plays in it. It is clearly in the
darity against aggression, reduced and controlled best interest of the U.S. to have a stable, peaceful
arsenals, and the just treatment of all peoples, world; the issue is how we bring this about.

America-First Syndrome

We are also concerned, as we read the articles Today we are the only real military superpower,
and editorials in our newspapers, about what I and we continue to be one of the world's major
will call the "America-First Syndrome," that is, a economic powers. Whether we like it or not, we

tendency to withdraw back into ourselves; in are usually tile dominant player in multinational
many respects, to go back to the way it was before institutions. What I conclude is that nuclear
the world wars, to consider our own needs before weapons are going to be around for awhile and
we consider the needs of the rest of the world, that nuclear deterrence will continue to be a key

We must realize that the U.S. cannot withdraw be- element of U.S. national security policy, but that
cause we have some very special responsibilities, the nature of deterrence is going to change.
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Economic versus Defense Issues

The second major issue in front of us is a shift presume that major biophysical constraints will be
of our security focus from defense issues back to encountered having to do with the composition of
economic issues. In many respects, we are return- the atmosphere and with the cycling of basic nu-
ing to the period before World War lI, but the trients and toxic chemicals. These matters are
world is not the same. The primary emphasis in capable of giving the familiar phrase 'vital interest'
the presidential campaign was on the domestic a far more compelling meaning than it had previ-
economy with relatively little discussion of de- ously. Within a decade, vital interest of this sort
fense issues. We found that both the Clinton and will probably begin to alter the international se-
the Bush proposals called for cuts in the defense curity agenda. Conceivably within four decades,
budget. There were differences in detail, but the the span of the Cold War, such vital interest will
proposals were quite similar, absolutely dominate our thinking."

World and U.S. economic problems will be a What we are concerned about, the directions
continuing issue. How can we make sure that the that we are going, and the ways in which we are

U.S. continues to play a leadership role? What will tied to other nations in this world are changing.
be the impact of the economic competition with There is obviousl_ a desire for a peace dividend,
Japan and the European Community? Will it be which leads to suggestions of even more drastic
confrontation or cooperation? Our hope is that we cuts in the defense budget. However, we must
will be wiser than we were in the earlier part of remember that investment in defense and an

this century. Many people have pointed out that, active international presence by the U.S. are in our
in addition to economic problems, there are other national security and economic interests. The two

"transnational" problems on which we must focus, are, in my view, irrevocably intertwined, so we
problems of the environment and energy supply, must have both a strong defense and a strong

In a recent monograph, Ash Carter, Bill Perry, economic policy in ways that we have not
and John Steinbruner I said, "One can prudently completely come to grips with.

Reevaluating Deterrence

The whole concept of deterrence must be re- context, I think it is important to realize that there
evaluated. We are witnessing a shift from a regime are very different views of what deterrence is and
in which the perceived dangers were relatively what our deterrence strategy ought to be.
familiar (and, in many senses, relatively simple) to A major conclusion of the September 1991
a regime in which the dangers are quite complex study by the National Academy of Science 2 states
and not so clearly identifiable. In this environ- that nuclear weapons should serve no purpose be-
ment, we need an integrated view that couples yond the deterrence of and the possible response
arms reductions, weapon improvements, weapon to nuclear attack by others; that is, the only pur-
acquisitions, force restructuring, and the problems pose of nuclear weapons is to deter nuclear
of proliferation. All of these regimes must be weapons. In almost the same time frame, Tom
integrated in a way that allows us to understand Reed 3 concluded in a report to General Butler of
these complex problems, the Strategic Air Command that th_ U.S. should

Many people believe that in this environment reject the thesis that the only purpose of nuclear
nuclear weapons will be relegated to the back- weapons in the new world order is to deter nu-
ground. In the monograph by Carter, Perry, and clear attack. For me, this issue was most clearly,
Steinbruner, 1 they said, "Relegation of nuclear and simply stated by Mike May 4 in a talk he gave
weapons to a background role in international at the University of Chicago almost 20 years ago in
security, reduction of active arsenals, and disman- which he said that "the role of nuclear weapons is
tlement of the surplus, enhancement of the safety to induce caution in the way countries deal with
of remaining weapons, and nonproliferation are one another." It is a mistake to be too specific
becoming parts of one security problem." In that about precisely what the role of nuclear weapons
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is other than to say they provide a framework in In an article by Mike May and Roger Speed, 5
which nations deal cautiously with one another. "Should Nuclear Weapons Be Used?" they ex-
There are multiple ways in which the world can pressed concerns about low-yield nuclear weap-
degenerate into a very chaotic state, and so, in a ons and war fighting in the future. They expressed
sense, nuclear weapons provide a backstop, concerns and reservations about the use of nuclear

Heated discussions occur when we try to re- weapons in regional conflicts lest the planning to
duce these ideas to operational concepts. What do so legitimize the use of nuclear weapons and
does the military do? What are the weapons? counter our desire to pursue goals in the nonpro-
What are the force structures? The thesis becomes liferation area. These issues are not simple, they
much more complicated, and the questions and are intertwined, _nd what we do affects what
the answers are not simple or straightforward, others do; l think that this is one of the most im-
Thus, there are several questions that we must ask portant lessons that we should have learned from

ourselves today. What deters the Third World? our competition with the former Soviet Union.
What deters other nations that have nuclear What matters most is what the former Soviets

weapons? Are the Third World nations deterred find threatening, not what we think is threatening.

by the traditional notion of holding things they Therefore, we have to understand in a much more
value at risk? Were there things in iraq that we rigorous fashion what is important to other coun-
could have held at risk that would have deterred tries in order to decide what to do in our own

Saddam Hussein? country.

Other Nuclear Weapons Issues

We will have to deal with other questions that eliminate the incentive for other European nations
include: What weapons will the U.S. keep as it re- to develop their own nuclear weapons. There is
duces its stockpile to 3000-3500 weapons? In the value in having U.S. nuclear weapons deployed in
near term, they will be a subset of the weapons Europe if it contributes to that goal.
that we already have. Is that appropriate? What What follows the Strategic Arms Reduction
force structures make sense? Do we want a triad, Treaty (START) and the unilateral statements that
as we currently have with its inherent stabilities, were agreed to by Presidents Bush and Yeltsin?
or should we move to a dyad or a monad, which Can we reduce the number of nuclear weapons to
would be less costly? What will our targeting 1000-20007 How low can we go? What are the
policy be? Do we continue to require the ability to determining factors?
attack hard targets? In the context of an uncertain The U.S. has placed an increased emphasis on
future, where it is difficult to define a clear enemy, the safety, security, and reliability of its forces. In
what kind of forces do we need? What is the value many respects this is because the public toleration
of flexibility as we move into the future? for risk, particularly for things nuclear- or defense-

With regard to European security issues and related, is declining. We must also worry about the
to the very special role that U.S. forces have in the problems of proliferation, terrorism, and nuclear
eyes of the Europeans, our long-term goal is to blackmail.

Planning for an Uncertain Future

As I pose all of the above questions, I ask, to induce caution in international actions and to
"Okay, it is a neat list of questions, but what are provide hedges against a very uncertain future.
the answers?" I do not come up with simple an- The only way to plan for an uncertain future is to
swers. Therefore, as I integrate these issues and have the flexibility to respond.
uncertainties, I conclude that the U.S. must con- In my role, the question I must ask is, given
tinue to have, as an important part of its national the fact that deterrence is likely to change_ is there
security policy, a safe, secure, reliable, and flexible a role for technology? What can we do to help the
(although very much smaller) stockpile of nuclear country come to grips with the problems that it
weapons. The purposes of these weapons will be faces? The safety, security, and reliability of the
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nuclear forces must be absolutely unquestioned if with the almost tenfold reduction in our deployed
we are to retain viable forces. The first premise to stockpile. This is a complicated problem. Some of
being able to have nuclear weapons is that the the issues include: How do we reduce the stock-
public has confidence in them--that is really what pile with the current complex? What do we do
I mean by safe, secure, and reliable, with the special nuclear materials? How _o we

The House Armed Services Committee corn- make these Ieductions in an environmentally
missioned a special review 6 of nuclear weapons acceptable fashion? Because many of these weap-
safety by Stanford University Professor Sid Drell ons were built 20 or 30 years ago, our ability to
about two years ago. The Drell panel concluded destroy them in a way that meets current expecta-
that unintended nuclear detonations present a tions in terms of environmental impact is a very
greater risk than previously estimated for soine difficult proposition indeed.
warheads in the stockpile. They recommended The same problems are being faced by the
that we provide upgrades, including technological former Soviet Union. The Nunn-Lugar legislation
features such as insensitive high explosives, en- provided $400 million of U.S. assistance to help
hanced electrical systems, and fire-resistant fea- dismantle the warheads of the former Soviet

tures to provide the most modern capability for Union in a safe fashion. Our current weapons
the weapons that remain in the inventory. The complex was designed to handle about 30,000
panel also recommended research and develop- weapons. As we move into the future, this com-
ment on designs that are as safe as reasonably plex must be replaced by a very small, efficient,
achievable. This is not a statement that the and environmentally acceptable means of servic-
weapons we have today are unsafe; it is a state- ing the smaller number of weapons that we will
ment of the standards by which the public will have in the U.S. stockpile.
judge acceptability in the future. If we are to retain The nonproliferation area also includes issues
the capability of having a deployed stockpile, we that are of great concern to us, but we are develop-
nmst meet the expectations of the public, ing some tools to solve some of those problems. In

Another area that has received increasing em- particular, we are working to monitor and better
phasis is nuclear weapons security. As we move understand what is going on in a country where
into the future, our weapons should be fail-safe in we cannot get first-hand information about stolen
the sense of being terrorist-proof. That is, if we or illegally made weapons. We must have the
lose physical control of some of our weapons, no ability to respond to these types of emergencies.
terrorist group or nation should be able to exploit Finally, a series of constraints complicates our
that weapon and operate it in its intended mode. ability to carry out what I have just discussed, but
The weapons should render themselves automati- we must live with them. First and foremost are
cally unusable for extended periods of time if constrained budgets. We are required to do our job

unallthorized use is attempted. A simple way to with less. We can do that only by becoming more
think about this is that we must make our nuclear efficient, by eliminating redundancies, by con-
weapons so that they cannot be "hot wired." solidating where appropriate, by working to-

A prime responsibility of our Laboratory has gether, by being smart, and by carefully choosing
been to maintain the reliability of the stockpile. In and picking the things ti:at we pursue.
my view, as the number of weapons and weapons From my vantage point, perhaps the most se-
systems is reduced, the complex mechanism by vere constraint is the Hatfield legislation. This law
which we maintain reliability, through extensive will make it difficult to accomplish the recom-
redundancy throughout the stockpile, will be lost. mended safety and security upgrades and to main-
Therefore, the challenge of retaining confidence in tain current high standards. We will have to de-
the remaining systems will be even more critical, velop a way to carry out the warranty we place on
As you are all aware and as Livermore's Director every weapon: that we are able to fix problems
John Nuckolls mentioned in his talk at this confer- that we know will occur. Moreover, the Hatfield

ence, the Hatfield legislation, which Congress legislation imposes an additional constraint. It
passed this year, prohibits nuclear testing after makes no provision to compensate for the loss of
1996. This will severely restrict our ability to main- nuclear testing in terms of additional capabilities
tain the current high standards of reliability and that might be required in other areas to make up
safety to which the U.S. has become accustomed, for the loss of one of our very important tools.

In addition to problems related to the force
structure itself, we have major tasks associated
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Summary

The definition of what constitutes security is changes that have occurred in the last few years,
clearly changing in the U.S. It is now a much more what kinds of forcesmand what kinds of force
integrated view that includes defense and the structures--do we need to maintain the stability
economy. Security is not a simple problem because that we expect? We need a coordinated and inte-
the problem of defense is not simple any more. grated way to view all of these issues. Being a
Our primary concern is no longer with the Soviet technologist, I am optimistic because I think that
Union but is much broader than that. The world we are developing many valuable tools to deal
order is changing and, along with it, the nature of with the new problems facing the United States in
deterrence is changing. On the basis of the this changing world.
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Options for the Long-Term Disposition
of Nuclear Materials*

Wolfgang K. H. Panofsky

Stanford University

At this time, no national decisions have been them prior to disposal. In this presentation, I will
made by either Russia or the United States on first discuss the technical options for the disposal
(1) how to dispose of the excess fissionable mate- of these fissionable materials and then their
rials from nuclear weapons, or (2) how to manage management.

The Technical Options

Choosing among the technical options for dis- such blending is technically a straightforward
posing of fissile material from dismantled nuclear operation, costs associated with this step are not
weapons has both economic and security dimen- large.
sions. Ideally one seeks solutions that are the least The situation is quite different for Pu because
costly and that recover the energy content of the utilizing the excess Pu from weapons in nuclear
fissionable material in an economic manner to pay power plants requires large initial investments.
the costs of the disposal process. However, eco- At the same time LEU is abundant and cheap. As
nomic considerations are far from overriding. At a result, burning Pu as commercial nuclear fuel

best, the economic value of the nuclear materials is not economically competitive, and some analy-
extracted from weapons and then used as reactor ses even conclude that the present economic
fuel is a few billion dollars; at worst, the value is value of the Pu extracted from nuclear weapons
nil. Such sums are minor relative to costs that the is negative.
large nations of the world incur annually in the Spent fuel rods from nuclear power plants
name of national security; yet the dominant issue contain Pu. These fuel rods are currently stored in
associated with the disposal of nuclear weapons is holding tanks at or near the reactor sites, and they
national and international security. Because of the are very difficult for potential proliferators or ter-
overriding security importance of preventing the rorists to access because they are highly radioac-
spread of nuclear weapons, the international com- tive. However, a certain fraction of the Pu from
munity should reasonably be expected to invest spent fuel rods is reprocessed, that is separated
sums larger than the purely economic value of the chemically as pure Pu from the other waste prod-
fissile material to safely manage and dispose of ucts. Reprocessed Pu constitutes a smaller diver-
nuclear weapons, sion hazard than Pu withdrawn from weapons,

but it is still a very real risk. "Reactor-grade" Pu
Reactor Options contains several isotopes in addition to the fission-

The economic situation is very different for able Pu-239 isotope. These additional isotopes
highly enriched uranium (HEU) than it is for plu- complicate nuclear weapons design but do not
tonium. It is both economically justifiable and make it impossible. Thus, Pu involved in the com-
advisable, from the point of view of preserving mercial nuclear fuel cycle must be safeguarded
the energy content, to blend the surplus HEU against diversion to potential proliferants with
with natural or depleted uranium to create low
enriched uranium (LEU), which fuels the majority ......................................................

of the world's nuclear power plants. Because *Thispaper describes work stillin progress.
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care similar to the safeguards for the weapons- nuclear power has slowed worldwide (partially
grade Pu generated from excess nucleai" weapons, because the public is concerned with safety), new

Today the world's inventory of reprocessed designs incorporating improvements might be an
Pu that has not as yet been reused as fuel is only a important trigger to reinvigorate nuclear power.
small fraction of the Pu expected to be removed Indeed, it would help public support for nuclear
from weapons. Depending on the prospect for power if nuclear reactors became burners of excess
reprocessing activities worldwide, this inventory material from nuclear weapons. Nevertheless, it is
will probably grow. inconceivable that a new generation of nuclear

Plutonium can be utilized in a number of ways power plants will be designed, licensed, and built
in nuclear power plants. It is possible to fabricate in a time short of several decades. Therefore, new
fuel rods with oxides of Pu and uranium in an ap- plants with adequate capacity to dispose of the ex-
propriate mixture (MOX). Such MOX fuel rods can cess material from nuclear weapons will not be
be burned in existing light-water reactors, which available for at least 20 years. Consequently, nei-
constitute the vast majority of the world's nuclear ther the pace of the evolution of nuclear power nor
power plants. Experience with MOX fabrication the choice among competing designs should be
and burning exists in Europe, notably in Belgium based on their ability to consume Pu from nuclear
and France, but this process is currently outlawed weapons.
in the United States. Two new MOX fabrication For the above reasons, the only path to burn-

plants in Russia are still incomplete, and the Euro- ing excess Pu in nuclear power plants accessible in
pean plants are all committed until the end of the a time short of several decades is MOX, and even
century. Thus, if the MOX route for disposal of in this case a major expansion in fuel-rod fabrica-
weapons-surplus Pu were chosen, a major finan- tion would have to be made. Thus, in exploring
cial investment in MOX fuel fabrication plants disposition options we must also look at methods
would have to be made. that dispose of material by non-nuclear means.

If the conventional LEU fuel in reactors were

replaced by MOX, the operating characteristics of Non-Reactor Options
the reactor would be modified. Current practice One non-reactor proposal is to shoot the Pu
limits the MOX fraction of light-water reactor fuel- into escape orbit or into the sun. The problems
ing to about one-quarter, but methods could be with this option are risk, cost, and public accept-
developed to increase the fraction of fuel that is ability. It would be hard to persuade the public to
MOX. Burning Pu in the form of MOX in light- accept the risk generated by a launch-pad accident
water reactors does not fully consume the mate- or a malfunction that results in the Pu returning to
rial; a substantial fraction of the Pu remains in the earth. Safety can be improved by incorporating the

spent fuel rods. However, in that form, the Pu Pu in heavy explosion-proof containers, but this
would be much more difficult to divert to illegiti- increases launch weight. A minimum cost estimate
mate uses. would be $5 billion for each side (Russia and the

A fast neutron reactor can be fueled with Pu. U.S.), but real costs could be much higher.

One can either adopt a "once through" fuel cycle, A second proposal is to detonate the surplus
which again only partially consumes the Pu, or stockpile in underground nuclear explosions, one
the spent material can be reintroduced into the re- at a time. This would mean an annual rate of nu-
actor. Such reintroduction can either be in the clear explosions well in excess of the totality of all

form of "breeding," where more Pu is produced on nuclear explosions carried out by all nuclear weap-
each pass through the reactor, or it can be em- ons nations since the beginning of the nuclear age!
ployed such that more and more Pu is consumed The Russian weapons laboratories have pro-
with each passage. The total number of fast neu- posed placing 100-1000 Pu pits from surplus nu-
tron reactors existing worldwide is very small, and clear weapons into an underground cavity and
the economic need for Pu breeding has receded far then detonating a nuclear explosive with a 10-
into the future. It would be impossible to justify kiloton yield in that cavity. Such an explosion
restarting this costly approach for the single pur- would vaporize the Pu pits and embed them into a
pose of consuming the surplus Pu from weapons, matrix of molten rock. Estimates indicate that the

Mc ny new reactor types are being designed, resulting dilution of the Pu in the rock might be
The motives for such designs are increased safety, 1 part in 1000. Such an explosion would therefore
increased economy of operation, greater ease in result in a "plutonium mine" containing Pu ore
licensing, and several others. Since expansion of of the concentration indicated. Thus, the explosion
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site would have to be safeguarded against mining technical community that a repository meeting
operations, but this would require considerably sufficient standards to prevent escape into the
less effort and cost than protecting Pu pits in environment can be located and put to use, thus
intermediate or long-term storage. This scheme far technical and political difficulties have caused
would face formidable obstacles in terms of public the time table for geological disposal to continu-

acceptability, ally slip.
Another technical option is to dispose of the

Pu from weapons by nearly uniform dilution in Intermediate Storage

the ocean; the resulting radioactivity increase The above remarks make it clear that the
would only be I part in 1000 of that now observed world is condemned to intermediate storage of the I
from the natural uranium content of the seas. excess material from nuclear weapons for at least a
However, near uniformity of dilution is difficult to decade and possibly longer, whichever long-range
achieve, and it is even more difficult to convince solution is chosen. This fact should in no way
the public that it can be achieved reliably, detract from the urgency of making a choice for

Similar questions affect the possibility of plac- long-range disposal since the security risks associ-
ing the Pu into underwater subduction zones, ated with intermediate storage of materials di-
These are suboceanic formations at the boundary rectly suited for weapons are in principle greater
between tectonic plates, where the predicted mo- than those associated with the other methods of
tion would progressively move the Pu into lower disposal discussed. If one adds up all the facilities
and lower regions below the sea bottom, in the U.S. that are physically suitable for storing

It also appears attractive to short-circuit the Pu, then adequate capacity is at hand. Nuclear
use of Pu in reactors and mix it directly with the weapons are being disassembled at the Pantex
high-level waste produced from nuclear power, plant at a rate approaching 2000 units per year. In
This would make Pu extracted from weapons as the former Soviet Union, the situation is more
inaccessible as the Pu contained within the high- complex. Disassembly is taking place at four loca-

level waste from nuclear power plants. This ap- tions, and public Soviet statements can be inter-
proach has the advantage of simplicity and likely preted to imply that their disassembly rate could
public acceptability. The technical problem for this be several-fold that of the United States. At the
option is to define what "mixing" the Pu with the same time, the Russians maintain that they lack
high-level waste stream of reactors means in prac- adequate intermediate-storage facilities. Nego-
tice. The leading approach is to convert the high- tiations are in progress to use U.S., Japanese, and
level wastes into ceramics. However, the ultimate European Community funding to provide such
resting place for the high-level waste has not been facilities.
defined. Although there is little doubt in the

Managing Fissionable Materials

Although the long-range technical disposal Even today the issue of persuading the world
options remain under a cloud, society must now that dismantlement of nuclear weapons is actually
determine how the materials in intermediate stor- taking place and that fissionable material extracted
age are to be owned and managed. Because dis- from nuclear weapons is adequately safeguarded,
mantlement of nuclear weapons must proceed as is a serious one. When the non-Russian republics
fast as technically possible, actions to make the (Kazakhstan, Belarus, and Ukraine) agreed to
process of disassembly more transparent have transfer the nuclear weapons stationed on their
lagged. The current dismantlement process is veri- soil to Russia, some leaders of these republics ex-
iled on what is essentially a mutual declaratory pressed fears that the Russians might reintroduce
basis, requiring good faith that the process is ac- these weapons into their nuclear weapons stock-
tually taking place. The urgency to disable and piles. While the non-Russian republics have tem-
dismantle nuclear weapons as they are being with- porarily acquiesced on this matter on the basis of
drawn can justify this as a matter of expediency, political and verbal assurances, the international
but in the long run greater transparency of the community needs more than such assurances that
process to the world should evolve, adequate safeguards exist in Russia to prevent the
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diversion of the fissionable materials, possibly clearly a step forward but leaves two questions
under conditions of civil unrest, unanswered:

This raises a number of policy issues that • How much HEU is left in Russia?
include the following: • How secure is its storage and management?
• Is it acceptable to insist on verification mea- Although the purchasing option is attractive
sures or international safeguards for only Russia, for HEU, there is no economic merit in purchasing
while the United States deals with its nuclear any form of Pu from Russia. Nevertheless, the
weapons and fissionable material management on option to purchase Pu should not be rejected out
a declaratory basis? of hand since the world's security interest exceeds
• How should the actual ownership of fissionable simple economic merit. While there is no individ-
material be vested? Should it be internationalized ual recipient or even country that would have a
in some manner? commercial interest in purchasing the Pu, the in-
, If there were agreed safeguards and verifica- ternational community at large could share the fi-
tion measures, how should they be paid for and nancial responsibility.
how should personnel for such safeguarding be The purchase option can be related to the fu-
chosen? ture of reprocessing spent fuel rods from commer-
• Large stockpiles of commercial Pu exist that cial reactors to recover the Pu. Currently several
constitute a diversion and proliferation risk similar European countries, the Russians, and the Japan-
to that of the material extracted from weapons, ese are pursuing reprocessing projects and pro-
Should efforts also be made to limit the quantity of cesses. In Germany, reprocessing of spent reactor
those stockpiles? fuel has been required by law to reduce the Pu

One answer to the two first questions would content of spent reactor fuel and, thereby, reduce
be to have the United States purchase the fission- the burden placed on high-level waste disposal.
able material withdrawn from former Soviet There are certain reactor types, in particular the
Union weapons. This would draw down the fis- gas-cooled graphite-moderated reactors, that
sionable materials inventories in Russia and, at the appear to require reprocessing of spent fuel rods

same time, would provide financial resources to for safety reasons. The basis for this requirement is
Russia. Some of these funds might also go to the that the fuel rods burned in this type of reactor are
other republics of the former Soviet Union on clad with a magnesium compound that does not

whose soil nuclear weapons are or were located, last long in the customary water-filled storage
In the case of HEU, the purchase option is at- tanks and that also disintegrates in air over a pe-

tractive both from the point of view of simple eco- riod of time. This type of reactor is being used in
nomics and international security. If the HEU is North Korea and to a limited extent in Russia. This
blended with natural uranium or with depleted safety risk provides a motivation for reprocessing
uranium "tails" to a U-235 concentration of less and Pu recovery. At the same time, reprocessing
than 20%, then the resulting material is not suit- fuel rods from the prevalent light-water reactors
able for weapons use and could only be recon- does not have such a safety justification.
verted to weapons utility by a separation of iso- Aside from the design-specific safety require-
topes. At the same time, the resulting material, ei- ments, the justification for continuing Pu repro-
ther used directly or diluted further to a U-235 cessing is to satisfy existing contracts for Pu. Stor-
concentration of 3%, is useful as fuel in light-water ing Pu now for a future breeder reactor has little
reactors. Therefore, the costs for separating or en- merit since current breeder programs are not very
riching natural uranium that are now incurred by active and the economic need for a breeder is far in
utilities burning LEU would be effectively dis- the future. If a breeder program were to be reacti-
placed by the use of HEU from weapons. The eco- vated decades hence, reprocessing could be re-
nomic saving from not having to enrich uranium started, or alternatively, it is technically possible
translates roughly into $10,000 per kilogram of to start a Pu breeder using HEU. Therefore, con-
HEU. Negotiations are currently in progress tinuation of reprocessing is difficult to justify
under the auspices of the U.S. government for an economically, and the inventories of reprocessed
American company to buy 20 tonnes of Russian reactor-grade Pu constitute a growing risk to
HEU per year for the next five years, and even- international security.
tually to purchase 500 tonnes altogether. This is
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It is advocated by some that agreements be under the applicable agreements with the Interna-
negotiated to substitute the Pu extracted from tional Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA).
weapons for the Pu from reprocessing, with the One solution would be to place the national
understanding that further commercial reprocess- stockpiles of weapons-extracted Pu under interna-
ing activities would cease. The savings from the tional ownership. What this general notion means
avoided operating costs of reprocessing facilities in detail remains to be established. An internation-
could be used to pay, at least in part, for the al consortium with capital supplied by the major
weapons-extracted Pu. Thus, all outstanding corn- industrial nations, possibly the members of the
mitments for Pu could be satisfied, and one could G-7, could purchase the stockpiles of fissionable
ideally look forward to worldwide cessation of materials extracted from nuclear weapons. This
further Pu production. The success of this option international consortium would then have legal
depends on successfully negotiating a substantial ownership of the material and would also be
number of agreements by which cessation of responsible for safeguarding it. In other words,
reprocessing is traded for the utilization of Pu the intermediate-storage facilities for Pu now
extracted from weapons, located on the national territories of Russia and

This proposal has drawn opposition from the U.S. would become international enclaves
those who believe that a Pu-based commercial nu- under international control. This would require
clear fuel cycle should be maintained. Moreover, that the physical and chemical form of the Pu in

this proposal does not address the safety issue that such international storage not reveal sensitive
is associated with some of the special reactor types nuclear-weapons-design information. In other
mentioned; this issue will have to be addressed words, if such storage were in the form of pits,

separately, either by employing safer, more con- then such pits would have to be in containers not
ventional light-water reactors or by encapsulating subject to intrusive inspection.
or otherwise protecting the unstable fuel elements The fact that conversion into non-pit form is
that are extracted from graphite gas-cooled reac- actually taking place using the Pu extracted from
tors. This latter issue is particularly significant those nuclear weapons slated for retirement under
with regard to North Korea since there continue existing treaties can be monitored. For instance,
to be suspicions that North Korea's reprocessing nuclear weapons could be introduced into a dis-
activities, which are nominally justified by the mantlement facility subject to "perimeter portal
safety concerns, are in fact also motivated by monitoring," which can assure that a nuclear
North Korea's desire to preserve a nuclear weapon is actually entering the facility. Extraction
weapons option, of the Pu and its modification into an insensitive

Since the future possibility of purchasing Rus- form takes place at a national facility, then the re-
sian Pu is cloudy and depends on many uncertain sulting product is turned over to the international
premises, one has to look for more immediate so- owner. While such a procedu_ e is technically
lutions to the security risk posed by the Pu with- feasible, it would require either construction of a
drawn from nuclear weapons in Russia and else- new plant for this specific purpose or substantial
where. At the same time, the commercially repro- modifications to existing plants in which dis-
cessed Pu has to be safeguarded as provided assembly of nuclear weapons is taking place.

Conclusions

None of the above discussion addresses the we know very little about these uncertainties in

serious question of the management of the resid- Russia. We only know the actual magnitude of
ual total inventories of fissile materials in Russia Russia's residual inventories within an uncertainty
and the United States. There is some uncertainty equivalent t,_ many thousands of nuclear weapons.

within each country as to the total inventory be- One can hope that agreements for mutual dec-
cause of the unavoidable errors in accounting, in- laration of these inventories can be reached be-
vet, tory control, and physical measurement. There tween the U.S. and Russia. One can visualize mu-
is a reasonable understanding of the uncertainties tual verification arrangements in which such dec-
involved in the United States. However, even larations are cross-checked with available records

though official reassurances have been received, (e.g., operating logs, inventory documents) and
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are compared to the physical condition of the which all HEU from weapons is consumed in the
plants in which the Pu and HEU were produced, commercial world of nuclear power plants under
Although such mutual verification measures IAEA safeguards, and in which Pu production has
would build confidence in the mutual declara- stopped entirely with the residual stockpiles (both
tions, they can never be fully persuasive, commercial and military) under firm international

The physical inventories of fissionable mate- ownership and control. Pessimistically we can
rials that are the heritage from the Cold War con- look forward to a world in which both Russia and
stitute a real burden on future generations. The the United States maintain their pits in intermedi-

above discussion indicates that there is no one ate storage, in which the long-range disposition re-
clea_iy superior solution, either technically or in mains uncertain, and in which we accept official
terms of an approach to international manage- declarations by these powers that these materials
ment. I would like to convey a sense of urgency to are under firm control. I wish I could identify a
select among these, albeit imperfect, alternatives "silver bullet" that constitutes an ideal solution
and to translate these choices into reality. Most to this problem, but I regret to say that none is at
optimistically we can look forward to a world in hand.
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Nuclear Weapons Issues in the Former Soviet Union

Dr. Stanley Riveles*

United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency

I want to discuss the main lines of our policy .. What successes have we had, and what hur-
toward the nuclear arsenal ill the former Soviet dies remain?

Union, specifically: • What course adjustments have we had to
• Has our policy been basically on the right make?
track?

Recent History of U.S. Relations with the Former Soviet Union

To understand U.S. policy over the past year situation. These goals conflict to some degree be-
we have to go back and look at its origins, which cause traditional nonproliferation policy involves
reside in our response to the failed coup ill the restrictions on sovereignty. On the one hand, we
Soviet Union just a little more than a year ago. In were seeking to encourage and accommodate
the aftermath of that coup, U.S. policymakers ourselves to the rise of nation states, while limiting
came to a number of different conclusions when the potential for instability by preventing prolifer-
faced with an entirely new environment, ation and limiting the number of the nuclear

Mikhail Gorbachev had been fatally weakened weapons. At the same time, we sought to encour-
by the coup. If the coup-makers achieved one age a gathering-in of those weapons from the out-
goal it was to depose Gorbachev--perhaps not as lying states to the Russian Federation.
quickly as they hoped but over the longer run. It In September of 1991, this vision of the world
was of course a counterproductive exercise in so to come was decisively shaped by the Bush Ad-
far as it accelerated the fragmentation of the era- ministration. It was really a remarkable vision of
pire. It spurred a rising tide of nationalism among how we needed to adjust our policy to this
the former republics of the Soviet Union, and it new situation. Remarkably this new situation
created the problem of the possible fragmentation was immediately understood in Moscow. An im-
of the Soviet nuclear arsenal_fragmentation not mediate and compelling community of interest
only to the level of the new states but also to the was established between Washington and Moscow
subnational level. The United States was faced with a view toward centralizing nuclear weapons

with the interrelated problems of the rise of new in Russia, reducing their numbers, and gathering
nation states; the disintegration of the nuclear ar- them in. From Russia's point of view, it also made
senal; and the possibility of a new and unexpected sense in that it would confirm Russia's status as
proliferation situation, the sole nuclear successor and would prevent the

The United States' response was in effect two- leakage of nuclear weapons and technology to the
fold: to accommodate and accept the rise of these new states.
new nation states, while at the same time seeking The leaders in Moscow accepted this even
to assure that there would be only one successor though in the short run it meant some diminution
to the nuclear arsenal of the Soviet Union on the of their own power with respect to the U.S. and
Eurasian land mass. These became the two poles some relaxation of their claim to superpower

of our policy: accommodating national self-deter- status. In place of an adversarial relationship,
rnination and reversing a potential proliferation Moscow substituted a policy of close collaboration

......... with Washington. In pursuit of these truly novel

*Theviews expressed by Dr. Rivelesare his own and d_:not goals, Washington and Moscow came together in a
represent thr p_Hicyof the U.S.ArmsControl and Disarma- number of important new initiatives.
ment Agency_)r'the U.S.Government.
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New Initiatives

The first initiative was George Bush's unilat- if feasible). This was negotiated in a new way--at

eral proFosal for the withdrawal of tactical nuclear a very high level without the usual participation
weapons. Gorbachev accepted the proposal very of large staffs of technical experts. It was perhaps
quickly, and the result was a parallel reduction in most notable for undermining one of the principal
tactical nuclear weapons and, perhaps more ira- pillars of traditional arms control, i.e., "codified

portantly, an in-gathering of surface-to-surface/ equality." Boris Yeltsin noted the change most
nuclear-capable ballistic missiles from the former clearly in his press conference after the document
republics to Russia--a process that was completed was signed. He said that, henceforward, each side
by the middle of 1992. would determine its own numerical level of nu-

The second major new initiative was one that clear weapons. He referred to the novelty of this
was thrust on the Bush Administration by the U.S. agreement in so far as it moved the sides away
Congress. It has nonetheless proven to be ex- from what he called "ominous parity." The goal of
tremely useful in this new situation--the diversion parity had previously been in the forefront of the
of defense budget resources toward the goal of Soviet Union's policy toward the United States.
eliminating weapons of mass destruction. It is per- Finally, through the implementation of these
haps an exaggeration to call it "checkbook arms treaties, there is growing U.S. involvement, per-
control," but we are using the power of the purse haps more indirect than direct, in managing the
to facilitate the elimination of nuclear weapons, security relationships among these new states,
The availability of resources has become increas- which are highly suspicious of one another. We

ingly important over the last year as the new states have found that we need to exercise a leadership
have ill effect asked--what's in it for us when we role in trying to manage problems and to offer so-
relinquish nuclear weapons? lutions. We have found that we do that on a day-

Tl_e third initiative was the transformation of to-day basis in the implementing discussions on
the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START), as START and INF. We are also trying to resist a di-
well as the Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces rect role in managing these security relationships.
Treaty (INF), from bilateral instruments into multi- As reported in the newspapers, Ukraine and on
lateral instruments. The May 1992 Lisbon Protocol occasion Kazakhstan have sought to obtain secu-
recognized Belarus, Kazakhstan, and Ukraine as rity guarantees from the United States. We have,
legal successors to the treaty obligations of the for many obvious and good reasons, sought to re-
Soviet Union in exchange for a voluntary pledge sist this. We do not want to (nor can we) be their

that they would denuclearize and join the Non- guarantors, but there is a role for the United States
Proliferation Treaty (NPT). It was in some sense a in helping to provide some leadership in this area.
grand compromise in which we recognized their These, it seems to me, are the principal lines
status as nuclear successors while obtaining a along which our policy has evolved, and I sense
commitment from them to give up the nuclear that there is a remarkable unanimity on the basic
weapons located on their territories, lines of this policy within the United States. I cer-

START II was a further element of this new tainly have not heard very much criticism of them.
program. The June 1992 Washington Summit Joint Although the press criticizes some of the tactics
Statement provided for further reductions of and the pace, the policy reflects a remarkable
strategic nuclear weapons down to the 3000-3500 unanimity.
warhead level by the year 2003 (or perhaps earlier

Nonproliferation Successes and Surprises

What are the nonproliferation successes to we would like. Nonetheless, the policy seems to be
date? We certainly have not reached the goals of on track, although it is not uncontested.
reversing the proliferation of nuclear weapons to The principal success to date is the withdrawal
the Soviet successor states and of assuring their of the tactical nuclear weapons from the new
adherence to the NPT. It will take a number of states to the Russian Federation. This withdrawal,

years to reach these goals, which is longer than this in-gathering of the nuclear weapons, appeared
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to be called into question in February 1991 when nuclear weapons in its territory. William Potter
Leonid Kravchuk, President of Ukraine, threat- from the Monterey Institute of International Stud-

ened to stop the withdrawal of those weapons, ies recently published an op-ed article (New York
Under pressure from the United States and Russia, Times, November 10, 1992) criticizing the U.S. for
he agreed to proceed, and those weapons have not forcing the pace of denuclearization and for
been withdrawn, not playing the "recognition card" more forcefully.

Another principal success is the Lisbon Proto- He suggests that the U.S. should have withheld
col, which is an outstanding diplomatic achieve- recognition of Ukraine until we had extracted ad-
ment. It creates a mechanism to achieve the twin equate guarantees that they would eliminate their
goals of transferring nuclear weapons to Russia nuclear weapons. My principal objection to that
while committing Belarus, Kazakhstan, and criticism is that sovereignty, nationalism, and pro-
Ukraine to join the NPT. The demand of these liferation have been uniquely joined in this debate
states that they be recognized as legitimate, legal over nuclear weapons. Given the upsurge of na-
successors to the former Soviet Union is positively tionalism in the new states, I do not believe there
addressed through the Protocol. At the same time, was a "recognition card" to play. As I noted ear-
they have voluntarily pledged to give up nuclear lier, we have had to have a dual approach of en-
status in the future. It is a truly a Solomonic couraging national self-determination while at the
approach, same time discouraging proliferation. Our ability

A number of major hurdles still remain: ratifi- to move the process of nonproliferation as far as
cation of START and adherence to the NPT. Four we have has required us to take into account the

of the five legislatures have approved START: the national aspirations of these new states.
United States, Russia, Belarus, and Kazakhstan (as I think that we need to be aware of how far we

of March 1993). While Kazakhstan has never ac- have come, especially with Ukraine. Traditional
tually published the resolution of ratification, we suspicions toward Russian nationalism are corn-
have it on good authority that START has been pounded by the unease that Ukrainians feel when
ratified. The Belarussian legislature approved they contemplate a future in which their large
START and adhered to the NPT in February 1993; neighbor has a nuclear monopoly. That is after all
the Ukrainian legislature has not yet taken up the crux of the problem. My personal opinion is
START. The NPT has not yet been considered by that it is not nuclear ambition on the part of
the Ukrainian or Kazakhstani legislatures. Ukraine that is driving this process, but rather it is

One of the principal criticisms of U.S. policy is the fear of facing the great Russian colossus that
that we have not moved far enough or fast enough conditions Ukrainians' often contradictory, incon-

to obtain Ukrainian agreement to eliminate the sistent, and sometimes puzzling approach.

Course Adjustments

In pursuing our policy, we have t_ad to make a These are the questions that these new states
number of adjustments to keep it on track. We have posed. They are poor and assertive in vary-
have had to come to terms with a number of fun- ing degrees, and our policy has had to take these

damental questions that the states of the former factors into account. For example, the press has
Soviet Union have posed. For example: reported Ukrainian claims of "administrative con-
. Who is the legal successor to the Soviet Union? trol" over nuclear weapons. This is to be distin-
Initially we sought to affirm that Russia was the guished from "operational control" over those
sole and exclusive legal successor. That was inad- weapons, which continues to be exercised by the
equate, and we have had to adjust our policy to Commonwealth of Independent States (a useful
accommodate multiple successors, fiction). Ukraine has moved to exercise jurisdiction
• Who owns the nuclear weapons? The interesting over the installations where the weapons are de-

question of title is one we do not wish to get into ployed, and they have also moved to obtain loy-
the middle of, but it also has been an influential alty oaths from the personnel. As stated by
factor in the decisions of the new states. Ukraine, the main justification for these moves is
• Who will share in the benefits of giving up nuclear the need to assure that these weapons cannot be

weapons, and what are the benefits of relinquishing used without its permission, as provided by the
nuclear weapons? Minsk and Alma Ata Agreements. Many in
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Moscow and outside of Russia believe that this discord between Russia and Ukraine. It toresees

policy is nothing but a ruse and a pretext to keep that HEU from dismantled weapons will be pur-
the option of a Ukrainian deterrent open. Ukrain- chased by the U.S. for dilution and subsequent use
ians, however, point the finger of accusation at in power reactors. Ukraine has publicly claimed
Moscow because of its alleged unwillingness to that the nuclear material from the weapons with-
meet its obligations for consultations on nuclear drawn from its territory, including both strategic

weapons use u,tder the Minsk and Alma Ata and tactical nuclear weapons, belongs to it.
Agreements. Ukraine has asserted a claim of title here. Until

There is some justification for criticism of both agreement is reached on some means of equitably
sides. Some in Ukraine have not reconciled them- sharing that HEU or some means of Ukrainian

selves to relinquishing these weapons. But there participation in the benefits of the sale of HEU,
are also those in Moscow who want to maintain an Ukraine will be unwilling to consent to the re-

exclusive Russian monopoly over the weapons moval of the warheads. Thus, this unresolved
outside Russia and who believe that the consulta- question of who owns the nuclear weapons threat-
tion commitments with respect to nuclear use ens to cause our policy to unravel.
were unwise. For example, we see on the part of The U.S. has never sought to resolve this fun-
Russia an effort to reverse their Commonwealth of damental question of ownership. It is not in our in-

Independent States commitments through bilateral retest to try to adjudicate a claim of title. And I
agreernents with the new states and to establish think that this is a very wise decision. We have ad-
Russian jurisdiction over these weapon systems, justed our policy pragmatically. Essentially we
Such a bilateral agreement is already in place be- have insisted that all of the:;e new states meet their
tween Russian and Belarus. A proposal has been respective obligations under the agreements of the
made by Russia to Kazakhstan, but the Kazakh- Commonwealth and under the Lisbon Protocol,
stanis have been reluctant to agree to anv change and -.,e have designed our policy to make sure
in the Commonwealth structure, that the benefits from the Nunn-Lugar legislation

The agreement that the U.S. negotiated with and Freedom Support Act are shared in some
the Russian federation for the purchase of highly equitable fashion.
enriched uraniurn (HEU) has the seeds for sowing

, Treaty Approval Challenges

There are a number of challenges that face us security cannot be served in the long run by the
in the next months. The principal short-term prob- presence of nuclear weapons on its territory.
lem is the approval of START bv the Ukrainian Failure to approve the treaties will only assure the
legislature. There are many uncertainties associ- outcome that Ukraine fears most_a distancing of
ated with the politics of the Ukrainian legislature, the United States from involvement in the security
The legislature recently rejected a military doctrine relationships between those states and greater ex-
based on the non-nuclear status of Ukraine, and posure to Russian power. So Ukraine is faced with
some have concluded that this dims the prospects something of a Hobson's choice, but it is a Hob-
fur ratification. It turns out, however, on closer son's choice that I believe will be resolved on be-

scrutiny that the military doctrine was rejected by half of ratification.
both nuclear and antinuclear advocates in the The signing of START lI by Presidents Bush
LIkrainian legislature_both wings believe that the and Yeltsin in January 1993 was an outstanding (if
military doctrine did not go far enough. Kravchuk overdue) accomplishment. Codification took
and Morozov, the Defense Minister, have not longer than the two to three months anticipated at
changed their attitude toward the treaty. Both are the June 1992 summit where Presidents Bush and
still considered to be strong supporters. The new Yeltsin signed the Joint Understanding outlining
Prime Minister Kuchma, who is a former missile the principles of the follow-on strategic reductions.
builder, has also expressed his support for Hard bargaining was required to resolve a number
ratification, of technical, albeit politically sensitive issues.

I believe that Ukraine will approve START The most important issue was the Russian
and the NPT even though it will not obtain the demand to retain a certain number of SS-18 silos
iron-clad security guarantees that it wants. Its for use with a single warhead missile of the SS-25
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type. In exchange for agreeing to the retention of Russians sought to define the phrase in a way
90 silos, the U.S. insisted on strict conversion pro- that would have attributed an unrealistically high
cedures that would make them incompatible in the number of weapons to our heavy bombers.
future with SS-18 missiles. We also insisted on and After prolonged discussions, the Russians

achieved additional on-site inspection rights to agreed that the number of weapons for which a
assure ourselves that the silos would be converted heavy bomber would be "actually equipped"

according to agreed procedures and would only would reflect realistic operational considerations.
be used for single warhead missiles. As part of As part of the final package, the U.S. agreed to
the final agreement, the Russians are also required exhibit all of its heavy bombers including the B-2.

to eliminate all deployed and nondeployed SS-18 As of this writing (March 1993), the fate of
missiles, which they were not required to do START II hangs in the balance. START II cannot
under START. enter into force until START is ratified, and it

A further area of contention was the Russian seems likely that the Russian Supreme Soviet will
desire to "download" its SS-19 missiles to a single not vote on START II until Ukraine lives up to its
warhead each. The SS-19 carries six warheads, Lisbon Protocol commitments with respect to
and under START downloading rules it could START and the NPT.
not be downloaded by more than four warheads. Beyond this basic linkage, START 11is becom-
START II therefore would have required elimina- ing a litmus test of Boris Yeltsin's broad foreign
tion of deployed SS-19s. The Russians argued that policy of collaboration with the U.S. His critics
the retention of SS-19s represented an economical view it as a symbol of Russia's declining super-
means of making the transition to a single war- power status and America's ascendancy. Some
head missile force under START ii. As a compro- military opponents of START II find the elimina-
mise, the U.S. agreed that 105 of the existing force tion of all SS-18s a particularly hard pill to swal-
of 170 systems could be downloaded by five war- low. These critics of course wish to ignore the dif-
heads (instead of four as provided by START). ficult truth that Russia would be economically
However, it was stipulated that downloaded SS- hard-pressed to sustain strategic nuclear equality
19s could only be deployed in existing SS-19 silos, with the U.S. without the reductions that START I!
Thus, downloaded SS-19s could not be deployed requires. Thus, START II mandates U.S. reductions
in other silo launchers either converted or con- in strategic forces that it would not otherwise feel
structed for that purpose, compelled to make. Fundamentally, it serves

In the June 1992 Joint Understanding, both Russia's interests.
sides agreed that heavy bombers would be count- Nevertheless, as a centerpiece of Yeltsin's
ed with the number of nuclear weapons for which policy toward the West, START II is in part linked
riley were actually equipped. However, during ne- to his fate. In his current weakness, START 1I
gotiations of START II, the sides disagreed on how remains in doubt.
to define the phrase "actually equipped." The
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Nuclear Threats from the Former Soviet Union

William Potter1

Monterey Institute of International Studies

A year ago, the collapse of cornmunism and I do consult with some. The sources of my infor-
the end of the Cold War promised to usher in a mation principally are:
new era in U.S.-Russian relations. And yet the nu- • Extensive interviews with parliamentarians,
clear threats from the former Soviet Union refuse nuclear scientists, and government officials from

to go away. Although different from those of the Russia, Belarus, Ukraine, and Kazakhstan.
past, these threats remain a serious source of in- ° A database on the Commonwealth of Inde-
ternational instability, which will severely test the pendent States' (CIS) nuclear developments at my
new Clinton Administration. center in Monterey. This database is compiled

I would like to discuss what I perceive to be from some 50 or so CIS newspaper publications.
the most acute nuclear threats from the former • Two weeks of meetings in Belarus, Ukraine,
Soviet Union, and then suggest some steps that and Russia.
might be taken to cope with the problems that I • Reports from some two dozen Russian,
have identified. I would like to start by simply not- Belarussian, Kazakh, and Ukrainian researchers
ing the basis for my observations. I do not work who have been working with us for the past two
directly for any governmental agency, although years as part of the CIS Non-Proliferation Project

at the Monterey Institute.

Threat 1: Successor States Seeking
to Acquire Nuclear Weapons

The gravest threat to the Non-Proliferation emphasis on rational cost-benefit analyses on the
Treaty (NPT) and to the international nonprolif- part of the Ukrainian and Kazakh policymakers
eration regime is that one of the Soviet successor and discounts more than is appropriate the
states will in fact seek to acquire nuclear weapons, importance of irrational factors and domestic and
Notwithstanding the rather optimistic views ex- bureaucratic politics.
pressed by U.S. government officials, I believe that Just because we conclude objectively that nu-
the risk is greater today than six months ago or clear weapons would not contribute to Ukrainian
even six weeks ago. security, we should not conclude that the Ukrain-

Any objective observer should conclude that, ian Rada will act according to those calculations
for the non-Russian successor states, the disincen- any more than we can anticipate the behavior of
tives for acquiring nuclear weapons clearly out- the U.S. Senate based on an objective calculation
weigh the incentives. These disincentives include of U.S. security interests. What this also means is
economic costs, technical difficulties, international that U.S. promises of economic assistance and
norms, the likely reaction by other states, and for security assurances delivered at this late date to
most of the republics, the absence of acute external Leonid Kravchuk may not make much difference
threats. The fatal flaw in this line of reasoning, in the Rada's treatment of the Lisbon Protocol to
which unfortunately characterizes the prevailing the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START) and
view in Washington, is that it places far too much the NPT.

Although, our discussions at this conference
lThis paper reflects the nuclear threats apparent in November have tended to focus principally on Ukraine, I
1clq2 when this presentation was given. It has not been updated would like to also raise a yellow flag, if not a red
to include more current information.
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flag, with respect to Kazakhstan. We should be which, in fact, soon afterward did accede to the
pleased that Kazakhstan has actually ratified NPT, it would have been much easier and less dis-
the Lisbon Protocol to START. They have not, criminatory to have applied that same policy to-
however, begun implementation. My sense is that ward Ukraine and Kazakhstan. As it stands, we
there is considerable opposition, particularly with- have gained little goodwill or special leverage. For
in the president's office, about the NPT. To some that matter, we have not even gained Ukrainian
extent, the Kazakhs view Ukraine as a stalking accession to the NPT or ratification of the Lisbon
horse for themselves on nonproliferation issues. Protocol to START.
The basic difference is that Nursultan Nazarbayev It is important to distinguish between the mili-
has been much more successful in controlling the tary security dangers posed by the failure of
public debate about nonproliferation questions in Ukraine to promptly accede to the NPT and the
Kazakhstan than has been the case with Kravchuk political consequences of that behavior. I do not
in Ukraine. want to exaggerate or sensationalize the military

The point at which U.S. (and western) Ukrain- implications. There are all kinds of technical prob-
ian policy went astray was in the summer of 1991 lems that probably stand in the way of any kind of
when the U.S. recognized the three Baltic states effective operational Ukrainian nuclear force even
without first securing their accession to the NPT. if Ukraine should try to assert positive control
These were actions that were not lost on Ukraine over the nuclear weapons on its territory. But
and Kazakhstan. I would argue that, if we had there are significant political implications, which
established a consistent policy of requiring ac- for the most part, would be very detrimental to the
cession to the NPT as a condition for recognition nonproliferation regime.
beginning in 1991 with respect to the Baltic states,

Threat 2: Unregulated Nuclear Exports

A second threat concerns the potential for un- by providing a centrally controlled export mecha-
regulated export of nuclear material, technology, nism.
equipment, and services from the former Soviet The International CHETEK Corporation is
Union. Despite sensationalist press reports to the probably the best known of the private or quasi-
contrary, to date there is little hard evidence of the private enterprises that have not done good things
leakage of nuclear weapons, nuclear weapons with respect to nuclear export activities. CHETEK
components, or any militarily significant quanti- is symptomatic of a fundamental problem that in-
ties of weapons grade material from the former volves a rather incestuous relationship between
Soviet Union. However, the potential for unregu- private and quasi-private firms and ministries that
lated nuclear exports, especially regarding dual- are supposed to regulate nuclear exports.
use nuclear items and nuclear expertise, remains There is also a fundamental problem in all of
great for a number of reasons, which I will list be- the states of the former Soviet Union, and that is

cause I think it is instructive in terms of the prob- the absence of any domestic legislation regulating
lems that we confront in the former Soviet Union. nuclear exports. There is draft legislation that has

First and foremost, we face a situation of eco- been under consideration for many years in Rus-
nomic chaos. I like to characterize it as the reverse- sia, but it is still being considered. If Mr. Kortunov
Midas touch, all that turns to gold we touch. A were here today, he would probably tell you it will

readiness to sell basically anything to anyone for soon be in place. I am less optimistic. There is also
the right price really does drive most calculations some legislation that has been proposed to the
in the former Soviet Union. Rada in Ukraine. Actually, a copy was circulated

Somewhat ironically, we have also aggravated last summer to officials in Washington, but the
the nuclear export scene by pushing the former principal author of the legislation has yet to re-
Soviet Union toward decentralization and privati- ceive any feedback from our government.

zation. This has resulted in the emergence of pri- Despite the priority that many people in the
vate nuclear entrepreneurs and the collapse of the West attach to nonproliferation, the issues of non-
centralized nuclear export structure, which was proliferation and export controls remain very
perhaps not ideal from the standpoint of private low priorities for most CIS decision-makers. There
enterprise, but did serve nonproliferation interests is also the difficulty that outside I*_ussia little
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governmental or private expertise exists in tlle respect to dual-use nuclear items, without any in-
field. There are no journalists who are able to write formation about the prior behavior of the end user.
in a knowledgeable fashion o11this issue. Even in The Ukrainian situation is also a specific ex-
Russia there are few people outside the govern- ample of the more general problem of actually
ment who are particularly knowledgeable, implementing the June 26 Minsk agreement when

Some progress, however, has been made there are so few trained nuclear export personnel
within the last six months, particularly in Russia. outside Russia. We thus face the problem that 1
This progress includes: (1) the Russian decision in refer to as "the weakest link." That is, even if con-
March of 1992 to support the Nuclear Suppliers trols are in rather good shape in Russia, the ab-
Group agreement on dual-use nuclear exports, sence of controls on trade and transit between
which among other things made frill-scope safe- Russia and the other states of the former Soviet
guards a condition for export; (2) the April 11 de- Union means that heavy water, beryllium, ura-
cree that set up an export control commission, and nium oxide, you name the commodity, can find its
(3) the June 26 Minsk agreement, which involved way from Russia to another CIS state without
an accord among eight of the former Soviet states controls and from there to Libya, Syria, lran, you
to coordinate their export control procedures and name the place. I think this should be apparent to
to develop some uniformity in their export control anyone who has traveled recently in the former
structure. Soviet Union. In my recent travels, for example, I

Having noted these positive steps in the area got on an airplane in Minsk, arrived in Kiev, and

of export controls, there are also a number of fun- miraculously found my bags (they were not given
damental problems that undermine their efficacy, to me), and went straight from the tarmac into a
One problem is the potential conflict of interest waiting car. If I had not checked into a hotel, there
that results from the same individual, a Mr. Georgi would have been no need for me to have a visa,
Khizha in the case of Russia, chairing both the new much less to have my bags inspected. I think that
Export Control Commission and the formerly this is characteristic of the transit situation within
secret Commission for Military and Technology most if not all of the states of the former Soviet
Cooperation. What the latter name does not con- Union.
vey is that this is a body whose principal mission One of the more interesting bits of news that 1
is to export Russian defense products. Thus, the picked up on my recent trip, which has been cor-
person who chairs the Export Control Commission roborated by some other people within the gov-
also chairs a body whose mission is rather differ- ernment here, is that even though Estonia has ac-
ent than that of export controls, ceded to the NPT, it has emerged as a real prolif-

An even worse situation exists in Ukraine eration problem. It turns out that Estonia is now a
where responsibility for regulating sensitive ex- major point of departure for dual-use nuclear
ports including nuclear goods rests with an inter- items, especially metal such as zirconium and
agency body chaired by the Minister of Conver- beryllium. Although it has no indigenous pro-
sion, Mr. Antonov, who is an old and strong duction capability, Estonia apparently ranks as
booster of the Ukrainian military-industrial corn- the sixth largest world exporter of beryllium and
plex. 2 The Ukrainian State Committee on Nuclear zirconium.

and Radiation Safety, headed by a very competent The good news from the standpoint of non-
individual by the name of Nicholai Shteinberg, is proliferation, at least according to the conventional
not even represented on the Export Control Corn- wisdom, is that all the dedicated nuclear weapons
mittee. Decisions taken by Antonov's group are production facilities are located within the Russian
thus made (1) without the input of the few Ukrain- federation. The bad news is that, outside Russia,

ian nuclear experts who are also knowledgeable there are a number _;, dnsafeguarded, significant,
about safeguards, (2) without any inhwmation nuclear-fuel-cycle facilities and dual-use nuclear-
about the prior behavior of recipient states, and production capabilities, plus actual nuclear
(3) without knowledge of or guarantees about the material.
end user. In Ukraine, there is also no database in I have prepared a chart (Table 1) from a publi-
place, unlike the much better system in Russia. cation that nay center has produced on the nuclear
Decisions are basically made, particularly with assets of the former Soviet Union. Let me note a

few points that are perhaps not common know, l-
2Anew StateCommission on ExportControls was established edge. One, and this is a controversial point, there
by presidentialdecree inJanuary 1993.
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_" Table 1. Nuclear assets of the former Soviet Union (October 1992). (William C. Potter and Eve E. Cohen)

Other

Nuclear Nuclear Nuclear Uranium Uranium Fuel Plutonium Heavy NSG i Nuclear

Nuclear power research weapons mining, enrichment fabrication production, water controlled research Nuclear Acceded NSG
Country weapons reactor reactor design milling capability facility handling production material center test site to NPTJ member

Armenia a f X

Azerbaijan X

Belarus X b X
.,,

Estonia X X
.,

Georgia c X

Kazakhstan X X X X X e g X X

Kyrgyzstan X

Latvia X X X

Lithuania X X

Moldova

Russia X X X X X X X X X X X X X X

Tadjikistan X X

Turkmenistan

Ukraine X X X X X h X

Uzbekistan X X d X X

a. The two Armenian reactors were shut down in 1989 for safeW reasons, but the Armenian government has announced its
:_ u:tent to restart them.

_-_ b. The IRT-M Minsk research reactor was shut down in 1988.

c. The IRT-M Tbilisi was shut down in 1990.

_. d. A uranium enrichment facility probably existed at Navoi during the 1970s and 1980s.

e. A hot cell is reportedly located at the Semipalatinsk test site.

f Although one report of an Armenian heaw water site has appeared in print, there has been no additional confirmation._] .

g. The U]binsky Metallurgy Plant in Ust-Kamenogorsk produces beryllium and possibly zirconium.

_" h. Zirconium, hafnium, uranium oxide, and ion exchange resins are reportedly produced in Ukraine at the Pridneprovsky Chemical Factory.

i. Nuclear Suppliers Group.

j. Non-Proliferation Treaty.



is some information that uranium enrichment This reactor, which is a fast-breeder reactor, has

facilities of an experimental variety are likely to the capability of producing over 100 kg of pluto-
have been previously operated at Navoi in Uzbek- nium a year. It is not safeguarded. There are re-
istan. There are also some reports, which I feel less ports that Kazakhstan is interested acquiring a
confident about, that there were also some enrich- new fast breeder in the not too distant future.

ment activities at Kara Balta in Kyrgyzstan and at There is also a very significant complex in the
Chkalovsk in Tadjikistan. At a minimum, given region of Dneprodzerzhinsk Ukraine. This was a
the fact that Uzbekistan has now acceded to the formerly secret industrial complex that appears
NPT, it would be important for some inspections to have the capability to produce large quantities
to be undertaken to determine the latent capability of heavy water, uranium oxide, zirconium,
at the Navoi facility, hafniummall commodities that are subject to con-

There are also plants for heavy water produc- trols under the Nuclear Suppliers Group guide-
tion in Ukraine, and possibly in Armenia and lines. The problem is that Ukraine is not presently
Tadjikistan. We know of substantial numbers of party to the Nuclear Suppliers Group. One factory
research reactors in many of the non-Russian at Dneprodzerzhinsk, known as the Pridneprov-
republics. Some of these reactors are fueled with sky Chemical Factory, reportedly has some 800
highly enriched uranium. None outside of the tonnes of uranium oxide unsafeguarded at its
Baltic states are safeguarded by the International plant and has shipped some 45 tonnes of hafnium

Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA). Nor are the RBMK and zirconium to unspecified middle men in Eu-
power reactors, which are essentially high-power rope, where it now awaits further transit from the
versions of the plutonium production reactors docks in Antwerp and Rotterdam. The same

used for military purposes, despite the fact that complex produces ion-exchange resins of the type
some of these are capable of producing substantial used in the so-called Asahi chemical exchange
quantities of plutonium, process for uranium enrichment that Iraq has ex-

Two sites in Kazakhstan and one in Ukraine pressed an interest in. Russia has contributed to
are of particular importance from the standpoint this problem by not honoring its nonproliferation
of nuclear exports. The first one is the Ulbinsky obligations under Article 3.2 of the NPT. My con-
Metallurgy Plant in Ust-Kamenogorsk, Kazakh- cern is less about the technical violation of Article
stan. This is the principal production site of 3.2 and the Nuclear Suppliers Group guidelines,
beryllium in the former Soviet Union. It also pro- which call for full-scope safeguards to be in place,
duces most if not all of the uranium dioxide pel- and is more that Ukraine or Kazakhstan will make
lets, apparently after the uranium hexafluoride has the argument that because Russia continues to
already been enriched at gas centrifuge facilities in provide materials that are supposed to trigger
Russia. I have been told that these pellets might be safeguards it must tacitly accept the nuclear
attractive to prospective proliferants, such as Iraq, weapons status of Ukraine and Kazakhstan. Tech-
since the initial and most difficult part of the en- nicaUy that would be the only basis for making
richment process would already have been the shipments without insisting on safeguards,
completed, which are in fact not in place.

There is also the Aktau (formerly Shevchenko)
BN-350 fast-breeder reactor site in Kazakhstan.

Threat 3: Nuclear Terrorism

Let me turn to another threat, the danger of past, nuclear terrorism was not ,nuch of a problerr
various forms of nuclear terrorism. I am drawing in the Soviet Union because of the centralized

most of these remarks from a study by a member nature of the state and the pervasiveness of the
of our CIS nonproliferation core group, a young internal security measures. I would argue that it
physicist by the name of Oleg Bukharin. 3 In the is still a relatively low risk, but the probability has

risen due to the disintegration of the Soviet state,

3Oleg Bukharin, The Threat of Nuclear Terrorism and the Physical ethnic upheaval, and the location of important
Security of Nuclear Installations and Materials in the Former Soviet nuclear assets near regions that are experiencing
Union, Occasional Paper 2, Center for Russian and Eurasian organized violence, particularly in Georgia and
Studies, Monterey Institute of International Studies, Aug. 1992. Armenia.
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There are at least five nuclear terrorism threat emanating from the former Soviet Union.

threats that are worth noting. The first, which Despite all kinds of reports recommending
has received the most attention, yet is probably the changes after Chernobyl, there has been insuffi-
least significant at the moment, is the seizure of cient change in the operating conditions at many
nuclear weapons by renegade military units. This of the military-production and civilian-power re-
threat diminished considerably after the redeploy- actors. The root cause here is again an economic
ment of tactical nuclear weapons on Russian one. The economies of all of the states in the for-

territory, mer Soviet Union are in shambles. This is particu-
The second threat is the danger of conven- larly the case in the energy sector. Pressing energy

tional weapons being used against a civilian nu- demands are taking precedence over nuclear
clear power facility. Although this is not a great safety considerations. It has reached the point in
threat at the moment, if the Armenian government Ukraine where power plant managers are attempt-
implements a decision taken this past year to ing to barter sugar to the Russians for spare parts.
restart two reactors that were shut down in 1989 The Russians are insisting on hard currency pay-
after the earthquake in Armenia, we would have ments. The Lithuanians and Ukrainians do not
to take this threat more seriously, given the reac- have the hard currency for those purposes. I think
tors' location in a zone of conflict, the danger of an accident is growing, if not yet

The third threat is the vulnerability of two acute, and will be more acute if the Armenian
dozen or more research reactors and critical as- reactors start up.
semblies, some of which are outside of Russia It is also a problem of a lack-of-safety culture,
proper and some of which are fueled with highly which was driven home again on my recent trip.
enriched uranium. Practically no attention has When you board an Aeroflot plane, you may see a
been directed toward this issue. In part, it is a sign that suggests that you are supposed to fasten
physical security problem because it appears that your seat belts. If you sit down and try to do so,
there is much less security provided for the facili- you will find that it is no easy task, unless you
ties that house critical assemblies and research physically tie the belts in a knot. I think that this is
reactors than there is for power reactors, typical of the situation that also exists in the civil-

The fourth threat is theft and insider sabotage, ian nuclear power sector. The airline Aeroflot has
This is no longer just a theoretical problem. There followed the guidelines in a sense; they have pro-
was at least one case at the Ignalina Nuclear Plant vided what might be called seat belts; the problem
sometime in the late winter or early spring of 1992 is that they do not work.
in which a computer programmer noted a virus in We hear from our own Nuclear Regulatory
the safety system at the plant. In fact, he may have Commission and from other experts, who have
actually intentionally introduced the virus so that toured many of the power facilities, grievance af-
he could find it and receive some economic bonus ter grievance and problem after problem with re-

for his efforts. What this suggests is the vulnera- spect to actually implementing the kinds of proce-
bility of these systems. The greatest potential dures that are called for, are on the books, but are
threat of diversion of nuclear material is apt to in fact not applied. These problems include

occur if plans proceed to introduce large quantities smoking where you are not supposed to smoke or
of highly enriched uranium and plutonium from concentrating all of your backup systems in cables
dismantled nuclear warheads into the civilian that are all bound together so that a single fire
fuel cycle, could knock out the entire safety system. There is

The fifth threat is a lack of nuclear safety in also a problem of lack of space for spent fuel.
both civilian and military nuclear reactors. This is Again no nuclear safety legislation exists. It is an
not often discussed as a nonproliferation threat, accident waiting to happen.
but ! would argue that it is the greatest nuclear

Conclusions

In conclusion, I would like to suggest a few recognize that proliferation problems are not a top
measures that might be undertaken to deal with priority for decision-makers in the former Soviet
some of the problems that I have noted here. The Union, regardless of what they may tell visiting
first point that has to be made is that we must U.S. specialists. Indeed, Western governments
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have too often fallen victim to the trap of hearing of international organizations and become more
what they want to hear. I think that there is also engaged in multilateral diplomacy. A very basic
the basic issue of rewarding the right behavior, step that seems to be relatively painless is to en-
The West must find the means to immediately courage a number of the Soviet successor states

restore the credibility of positive inducements or with the potential to export dual-use products to
rewards for prudent nonproliferation behavior, join the Nuclear Suppliers Group. At a minimum,

Unfortunately, to date many, if not all, of our they should be encouraged to send observers to

promises ring rather hollow. I think the best the next meeting.
chance for somehow restoring the credibility of It is also critical for us to assist in the develop-
rewards lies with Belarus, which may choose to ment of whistle-blowers in the former Soviet

ratify the Lisbon Protocol and the NPT this fall. If Union. We need to develop communities of non-
it does so, I think that it is absolutely essential that proliferation expertise, particularly outside Russia.
we immediately provide very tangible support to We are trying to do this in a small way at the
Belarus, so that Ukrainians and Kazakhs will see Monterey Institute, but it is something that we
that on occasion the U.S. delivers what it promises clearly cannot do by ourselves. It should be an ac-
with respect to prudent nonproliferation behavior, tivity undertaken jointly by the U.S. Government
I think that it is extremely important that we seize and by private foundations and nongovernmental
this opportunity, which may not occur again, organizations. I think it should be done immedi-

It is also important for the West to provide far ately.
more technical assistance in the areas of export Finally, it is critical for us to set a proper non-
controls, safeguards, and materials accounting. We proliferation example. By this I mean that U.S. ef-
are doing something, but much more needs to be forts to encourage nonproliferation restraint in the
done. There are problems, for example, in terms former Soviet Union are undermined by the per-
of the nature of the umbrella agreement with ception that Washington does not practice what it
Ukraine. When Ukrainian officials, who have the preaches. For Moscow, for Kiev, and for many of

responsibility for safeguards, have to turn to a the other capitals, not only in the former Soviet
small private organization like the Monterey Insti- Union, the litmus test for the Clinton Administra-
tute to ask for computers, copy machines, and fax tion's commitment to nonproliferation will be its
machines so that they can begin their nuclear in- own self-restraint in military exports, the consis-
ventory for the IAEA (we are talking about expen- tency with which it applies its nonproliferation
ditures of less than $10,000), I think it suggests that standards, and the extent to which it is prepared
this $400 million, which is out there, is not flowing to forego nuclear testing and to reduce its own
adequately to the countries that need assistance, nuclear arsenal.

The United States must also throw its support

behind efforts to expand the nonproliferation role
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Proliferation Challenges:
New Issues in Perspective

Joseph Pilat

Los Alamos National Laboratory

Interest in unilateral as opposed to multilater- between these two approaches to arms control has
al approaches to nonproliferation has been height- existed for decades, yet the United States has
ened by Persian Gulf War postmortems. One or long had a nonproliferation policy that embodied
another nonproliferation approach is being put both approaches, albeit in different balances (or
forward as being successfully demonstrated by imbalances).
developments in the Gulf; however, this depends 1will focus on the current situation and future
more on perspective and other determinants of trends in responses. To do so, ! must first provide
position than on thorough analyses. The tension an assessment of the threats.

New Threats

Are we entering a world in which there will during the period when the Soviet Union and
be "bombs for all?" If soundings of the media and other great powers were potential proliferators.
the academic and policy cornrnuruties are to be In the foreseeable future, proliferation dangers
believed, we are indeed entering a brave new will not approach the threat posed by the Soviet
world of nuclear proliferation. In the view of the Union during the Cold War.
Economist: The proliferation of nuclear weapons, other

Fears of a nuclear Armageddon have dora- weapons of mass destruction, and their means of
inated the past half-century. Unhappily, delivery is likely to continue over the next decade,
despite the end of the Cold War and the becoming militarily more significant and posing a
cascade of weapons cuts announced by threat to U.S. interests, to friends and allies, and
America and Russia, the fears are still to power projection forces and capabilities, but it

there .... The spread of the bomb poses will not pose a significant threat to the continental
the biggest threat to the fragile new world United States.
order. Developments in the former Soviet Union

The post-Gulf War revelations of the achieve- could fundamentally change this situation. Nu-
ments of the Iraqi nuclear-weapon program, as clear weapons, scientists, engineers, and techni-
well as questions about the nuclear inheritance of cians, and other nuclear capabilities may spread
the former Soviet Union, have highlighted the from the former Soviet Union and dramatically

threat of spreading nuclear capabilities. However, change the nature of the threat. Further unrest in
it is not as if the issue itself is new. Proliferation is the former Soviet Union, including the possible
a fundamental challenge to regional and interna- disintegration of Russia, may result in nuclear
tional security, and the United States has been theft or sabotage. Use by terrorists or others can-
committed to the nonproliferation of nuclear not be excluded although I believe that such use

weapons as a fundamental national security and has a low probability.
foreign policy objective for over 40 years. In terrns of China, we have long been con-

Current concerns about proliferation rnust be cerned about the willingness of the Chinese to ex-
viewed in historical context---nonproliferation is port advanced military capabilities. If there is a pe-
unlikely to be as central to U.S. policy now as riod of instability or even civil war in China when
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the leadership changes, we may be facing a situa- the international nonproliferation regime, evident
tion similar to v_hat we are confronting with the in the Iraqi and post-Soviet nuclear developments,

disintegration of the former Soviet Union. and (2) the assumption among many observers
These dangers are serious but remain largely that the regime is ill-prepared to handle these chal-

prospective. If those dangers do not occur, the lenges.
near-term proliferation threat will largely be lira- First, it is held that the nonproliferation
ited to those same developing countries that have regime is too narrowly focused. It is thus not re-
been of concern to us over the last 10 to 20 years, sponsive to programs in states that are proceeding
with a modest number of developing countries toward nuclear weapons on the basis of dedicated
seeking nuclear capabilities primarily in the programs and facilities rather than seeking the
Middle East, South Asia, and Northeast Asia. diversion of civil capabilities to military purposes.

In this context, the threat may be diminishing To the extent that they are undeclared, such pro-
somewhat. Indeed, there are already signs that the grams would not be covered (and were not cov-
list of potential proliferators may be declining ered) in Iraq by verification mechanisms under the
rather than growing owing to positive develop- Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) and the Interna-
ments in areas such as Latin American and Africa. tional Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) safeguards.

In the longer term, developments in tile inter- To the extent that these undeclared programs are
national security environmentwthe outcomes of based on a sophisticated, indigenous military-
the dramatic changes that we have witnessed in industrial base and export (legal and illegal) of
the last couple of years--and the developments in dual-use items that are far removed from direct
the international arms and high-technology mar- nuclear uses, they are less susceptible to export
kets could lead to either expansion or contraction controls, even vastly strengthened ones.
of this level of threat. The trends are moving in Second, those who criticize the international
both directions at present, nonproliferation regime understand that this

In contrast to the perceived wisdom, then, the regime was designed during the Cold War and
problem of the proliferation of weapons of mass that it reflects the mutual interests and influence of
destruction and in particular nuclear weapons the United States and tile former Soviet Union that

proliferation is not spiraling out of control. While were defined by the Cold War. However, they
we may be surprised in the future about one or then assert that the regime is ill-equipped to deal
another country's interest or achievements in this with problems of the new post-Cold War period,
sphere (the same way that we were surprised including those arising from the breakup of the
about certain aspects of Iraq's nuclear weapons Soviet Union and the disposition of its arsenal.
program), there are only a few countries with an While this asser:ion has some merit and cannot be
undisputed nuclear-weapon capability, and a lim- dismissed, it appears somewhat exaggerated. The
ited number of countries with programs or secu- nonproliferation regime is challenged, however,
rity interests that dictate that they even examine and in the years to come we shall see whether it
this military option. Of these states, those that meets these challenges. Key issues in the nuclear
pose the greatest threat for destabilizing regional arena are:
and international security and for affecting United ,, Whether the international community contin-
States interests are not on the verge of developing ues sanctions and long-term monitoring of Iraq's
nuclear weapons, either because their indigenous military-industrial infrastructure, particularly its
capabilities are virtually nonexistent (e.g., Libya) nuclear capabilities.
or because of international pressures or actions • What lessons are drawn over the next several
(e.g., lraq), years by potential proliferators on the basis of

With the decline of a Soviet threat, however, Iraq's behavior and the international response
proliferation is likely to have a higher priority than to it.
in the last 25 years. This higher priority is justified • The perceived credibility of safeguards in
in so far as the problem is becoming more serious North Korea, South Africa, and other regions
in military terms. This is primarily a result of the where the safeguarding tasks are extraordinarily
growing interest in integrating weapons of mass difficult and will be more adversarial than safe-
destruction, delivery systems, and support capa- guards have been before, except in the Iraqi case.
bilities (e.g., military _ace surveillance). ,. The behavior of the assumed nuclear weapons

Aside from a gr, _. _ilitary significance, states--Israel, India, and Pakistan_as well as

what is new is (1) tl_. _t_ ,_f the challenges to
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that of other problem countries that we long ago perceived and assessed, and they could under
identified, mine the NPT as it faces extension in 1995. It is

These seem to be the most p,'_ssing of the rec- these nonproliferation issues that should be the
ognized challenges now facing the international determinants of the debate in 1995, but at past
nonproliferation regime---all could influence NPT review conferences the last issue that was

the manner in which the NPT and the IAEA are on the table was nonproliferation.

New Responses

It seems clear that the new threats are different the weaknesses of these controls have been impli-
from those that have appeared in the past and are cated heavily in the successes of Iraq's nuclear
more difficult to deal with. From the United States' weapon program, they still have tremendous
perspective, we will continue to rely on both r.iul- value, they are being strengthened, and they will
tilateral and unilateral approaches. We will con- remain an important element of U.S. policy. The
tinue to use the tools that we have developed over United States will continue to seek to strengthen
the last four decades that include: political incen- such traditional elements of U.S. nonproliferation
tives; technological constraints; bilateral export policy. However, in light of the Gulf War and its
controls; and multilateral treaties, institutions, and lessons, the United States will be committed to an

arrangements, which include the NPT and the incremental improvement of these responses to
IAEA safeguards, the nuclear-weapon proliferation threat, including:

The United States' nonproliferation policy will • Strengthening and expanding export control
be pursued through efforts to support and streng- measures, particularly in dual-use areas. The dual-
then the international nonproliferation regime. In use initiative agreed to in Warsaw in 1992 is a
particular, the United States will strongly support tremendous achievement in that direction.
strengthening the IAEA-administered system of • Strengthening the NPT and the IAEA safe-
safeguards in an effort to adapt them to the real guards, which is being pursued and is critical.
challenges that are being confronted now. The • Promoting regional arms control, along with
U.S. will also support the indefinite extension of openness, transparency, and confidence-building
the NPT. measures.

The United States' nonproliferation policy will • Improving intelligence, and increasing intelli-
also be pursued through diplomatic efforts. De- gence sharing.
marches to and bilaterals with major suppliers • Enhancing enforcement and compliance
(and allies) dominated the diplomatic agenda in mechanisms.
the past. Building a nonproliferation consensus, Old solutions are valid and valuable but are
especially during and after regional crises that clearly no longer adequate by themselves. In the
have a nuclear overhang, will be the critical objec- face of new threats that are becoming more mili-
tive of U.S. diplomacy in the future, tarily significant, we are confronted with a situa-

The United States has been and will remain tion in which the changes sweeping the world
committed to reducing states' motivations for ac- have made the nonproliferation roles of nuclear
quiring nuclear explosives. To this end, the United alliances and deterrence uncertain. This was criti-
States will continue to seek to improve regional cal to our thinking in the past, but it is no longer a
and global stability, to strengthen alliance systems certainty for us. The breakup of the Soviet Union
as they develop in the new world, and to promote and the anticipated gradual decline of NATO and
the legitimate security interests of states through the U.S.-Japanese security alliance are changing
economic, political, and security assistance and by the nonproliferation calculus that has existed since
other means. Of course, each of these objectives the NPT entered into force.
has other defense and diplomatic rationales, which The NPT itself has been challenged by the
at times work at cross-purposes with nonprolifera- changes in the world, which may affect its exten-
tion, and this will still be the case despite the rising sion in 1995 in unpredictable ways, and it requires
interest in nonproliferation policy, strong support. In this climate, as I suggested, tra-

Export controls will also remain an essential ditional responses, ranging from diplomacy and
element of U.S. nonproliferation policy. Although intelligence to export control arrangements and
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treaties, are no longer wholly adequate, and new detection, diagnostics, disablement, safety, secu-
approaches, ranging from arms control to military rity, removal, disassembly, and destruction.
options, are being considered. ,. Use physical countermeasures for mitigation

The United States is undertaking further limi- or interdiction, from nonlethal defense concepts to
tations on nuclear testing and has announced a specially tailored conventional ordnance delivered
unilateral cutoff in fissile material production, in by means ranging from special operations to tradi-
part in the belief that these actions will enhance tional conventional strikes.
nonproliferation efforts. It may be that people will This raises the question that we have not yet
consider nuclear no-first-use policy and other such addressed to the extent that we should have: What
actions as a means to inhibit proliferation, does it means to deter some of these regional

These types of arms control approaches to powers, particularly proliferant states? We cannot
nonproliferation have primarily been put forward answer that question without knowing: What to
ill the context of strengthening the NPT. They deter, who to deter, and how to deter? Defenses
have certainly been demanded in that context by in this context are critical. Defenses against both
many states. Whether these demands have been theater and perhaps even strategic missile attacks
serious or not is an open question. I would argue may ultimately be important tools in dealing with
that, in most cases, they have not been serious, proliferators. Preparations for military operations
Whatever the security rationale, and it is now dif- in a proliferated environment must also be
ferent than it was before the "fall of the wall," such considered.

trade-offs are unlikely to affect the behavior of While such proliferation response capabilities
proliferants. I doubt that testing restraints, fissile may be largely national, they may be used multi-
material production cut-offs, and no-first-use dec- laterally or internationally, either alone or with
larations will have a decisive impact on tile future other states that have similar capabilities. Some of
(ff the NPT, but there is a widespread belief that these responses involve direct military activity,
they will. which is clearly a matter of last resort. Military ac-

In response to these arms control measures, tivity means that the international nonproiiferation
the United States will also explore the difficult av- regime has failed in some aspects; even in the best
enue of unilateral or internationally sponsored re- cases, it cuts against regime structures--but there
sponses to proliferation. Such responses have not may be no choice. It is essential to have options_

been addressed fully in terms of U.S. nonprolifera- the Osirak attack and the Gulf War demonstrate
tion policy in the past. What might such responses that military options can be used.
entail? There are a number of other possible re-
, Implement coercive and cooperative disar- sponses that include developing enforcement and
mament techniques_coercive on the model of compliance mechanisms, which may be unilateral
lraq, and cooperative on the model of the former or multilateral. These responses might include
Soviet Union. Tile idea is: embargoes, tying cooperation and technology

- To detect, disable, and dismantle nuclear transfer to nonproliferation behavior, providing
weapons, emergency response or assistance to victims of an
- To shut down, destroy or otherwise inca- attack or accident, and negotiating extradition
pacitate, or convert research and development agreements or immigration restrictions to deal
facilities for producing nuclear weapons, with proliferation-related "brain drain problems"
- To dispose of special nuclear material, and the like.
which mav be the most difficult task. For ex- Another possible response is to build on the
ample, how long can this material be kept in United Nations' (U.N.) role in Iraq. It is clear that
centralized storage? Forever perhaps, but the U.N. had its finest hour in dealing with Iraq,
there may be political and economic problems and building on its role is possible because it re-
in pursuing this possible solution. Other dis- sulted in precedents for cooperation and for future
posal concepts include burning the special inspection regimes that should be aggressively

nuclear material in reactors or using acceler- pursued. The question is whether the precedents
ators to convert nuclear materials, are likely to become the basis for new types of in-

. hnprove and expand existing Nuclear Emer- spections or a new type of thinking about nonpro-
gency Search Team (NEST) and Accident Respon- liferation policy. The Iraqi case is in so many re-
se Group (ARG) capabilities, including device spects unique that I am doubtful as to how much

we can use the Iraqi case as a precedent. The
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future of tile U.N. Special Commission on Iraq is using political and technological measures that
critical in terms of thinking about where we might might enhance stability in regions where prolifera-
go. A broad U.N. security role, perhaps a U.N. tion has occurred. One possibility is to exchange
Securitv Council resolution setting forth prolifer- safety and security technologies, but there are a
ation as a fundamental objective of the interna- broad range of prospects, which can be approach-
tional community, has been put forward as an ed unilaterally or multilaterally, as a declaratory
alternative to the IAEA/NPT system. I think that policy or perhaps very quietly and informally. We
this goes too far. The Security Council may be so have used this type of approach before with
tied to the Cold War period that it cannot be very existing weapon states, and it is clear that it will
effective in the post-Cold War period. As struc- have to be considered in the future. What is un-
tured, how useful can it be? We had fortune smil- certain is whether and in which cases this ap-

ing on us in the Chinese response to the Iraqi de- proach is ultimately in our interest.
velopments, and that might not occur in future All of these types of measures, if realized,
cases. The expansion of the Security Council is would only augment the old approaches to non-

being discussed right now, and that would almost proliferation. As I suggested earlier, those ap-
certainly create an unworkable body that might proaches remain valid and need to be central to
rapidly become irrelevant, future activities. None of these actions (from mil-

Developing sanctions are another possible but itary actions to security guarantees) is an alterna-
highly unlikely response to proliferation--here too tive to the approach based on the NPT, the IAEA
history does not suggest that the prospects for safeguards, and everything that has developed
multilateral success are high. We have had a num- around them as part of our efforts to control
ber of legislatively mandated sanctions related to nuclear weapons. Truly alternative measures are
nonproliferation in the United States. They have unlikely to be seriously considered except in the
been controversial and, depending on perspective, case of some extraordinary event, such as the
have been argued to be either improperly admin- collapse of the NPT in 1995. I do not anticipate that
istered or counterproductive, happening. Already people are talking about

Security guarantees, negative or positive, need alternatives, such as a revival of the Baruch Plan,
to be explored in this new environment. Many of tile desirability of creating an overarching non-
the old obstacles to pursuing them further have proliferation treaty that not only covers nuclear
been swept away, but we must ask: but biological and chemical weapons as well as
• Are they credible? missiles, and other grandiose concepts such as tile
• Are they in the best interest of tile United Indian proposal of several years ago to disarm
States or other countries? the world by the year 2010.
• Are they adaptabl,; to the new world? The very appearance of these types of pro-
. Will they have the same appeal to states that posals and of lesser measures that are more sup-

they did in the past? plementary in nature suggests that the old nonpro-
Managing proliferation has been an issue that liferation regime has problems and loopholes, and

has been politically very difficult to think about that these are being increasingly recognized.
and discuss properly. There are possibilities for

Looking to the Future

As we consider ways to strengthen the non- I would like to go back to some of my earlier
proliferation regime and new approaches to the remarks about unilateral versus multilateral ap-
proliferation threat, it is important to recognize proaches. Will we move exclusively to multilateral
there is no consensus on, and that there are many or international approaches to proliferation? In
dangers in, restructuring the regime. Although terms of developing domestic and international
there is strong domestic and international support consensus and support for nonproliferation, multi-
for strengthening the regime, the consensus on lateral actions are very desirable, the more so as
nonproliferation is limited and could be eroded if they also reduce the economic costs of dealing
these efforts are pushed too far. with proliferation. Long-term sanctions and some
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other measures cannot be usefully undertaken I think the multilateral approach is desirable if
without an international franlework and con- possible, but is such a multilateral approach neces-
sensus. Actions that might formerly have been sary? Are unilateral approaches viable? The capa-
taken unilaterally by the United States, such as bility to act alone, if necessary, is essential. Few
export controls, are no longer effective as such, countries now or for the foreseeable future will be
given multiple suppliers and the diminished role able to develop, for example, appropriate interdic-
of the U.S. as an international supplier of nuclear tion capabilities. One can imagine many scenar-
technology. In this, the nuclear arena mirrors the ios--the Gulf War suggests some of them--in
broader scene. In this new world, we have to ask: which unilateral action will be supported domesti-
What is tile possibility and what is the meaning of cally (and perhaps welcomed internationally).
unilateral action ill an increasingly cross-cutting In the future, as in the past, unilateral and
and integrated world? Our actions are circum- multilateral approaches will be critical to U.S. non-
scribed somewhat despite our unique position at proliferation efforts. The balance will be somewhat

the end of the Cold War as the only country with a different. There is a growing interest in and possi-
military superpower status, bilities for multilateral action, and declining op-

portunities for unilateral action.
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Western Europe and Nuclear Weapons

David S. Yost

Naval Postgraduate School

Britain, France, and the United States, the collapse of communist regimes in Eastern Europe
three nuclear powers of the Atlantic Alliance, are began in late 1989. [1]Given the end of the War-
continuing to make adjustments in their nuclear saw Pact, the disintegration of the Soviet Union,
force postures and in associated deterrence and and the movement toward democratization in
employment policies in response to the changes Russia, no nuclear threats to Western Europe are
in geostrategic circumstances that began with the salient today. At present, therefore, nuclear deter-
collapse of communist governments in Eastern rence has a far lower place on the political agenda
Europe in late 1989. This brief survey of nuclear than nuclear arms control.
weapons issues in Western Europe today concen- This essay nonetheless concentrates on nuclear
trates on these three countries and Germany, with deterrence. It deliberately omits an extensive array
the U.S. nuclear posture considered solely in terms of important issues associated with arms control:
of the weapons deployed in Europe under North the 1968 Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) and other
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) auspices, arrangements to prevent or at least discourage nu-
Italy and other important NATO European clear proliferation; possible revisions in the nega-
countries are, unfortunately, not discussed, for tive security assurances announced by Britain,
lack of space. France, and the United States in conjunction with

Current force posture trends are, however, the NPT and associated accords; actual and pro-
summarized and some of the main political and spective limits on nuclear testing; deliberations

strategic issues are discussed. These issues concern regarding the future of the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Mis-
the rationales that justify the retention and, in sile (ABM) Treaty between the Soviet Union and
some cases, the modernization of nuclear forces, the United States; accords on the safety, security,
The essential rationales are the residual threats and dismantlement of former Soviet nuclear

that may be posed by Russia and perhaps other weapons; the recent accords between the United
Soviet successor states, and the possible emer- States and the Soviet Union's successor states,
gence of new threats outside but near Europe that including the May 1992 Lisbon protocols and the
might justify capabilities for nuclear deterrence January 1993 Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty
and, if necessary, retaliation. Related questions (START II); possible British and French partici-
concern the possibility of substituting West Euro- pation in negotiations to limit nuclear forces; and
pean nuclear forces for U.S. nuclear forces and so forth. Policies regarding arms control issues
commitments, perhaps under the auspices of a will, however, be influenced by the political and
political union of the European Community coun- strategic rationales supporting continued mainte-
tries. For several reasons, the political likelihood of nance of nuclear forces; and, conversely, the po-
such an arrangement seems remote in the foresee- litical and arms control context will help to shape
able future, partly because of widespread convic- force posture decisions.
tions among German security experts and officials French Prime Minister Pierre B6r6govoy has,
that no joint West European nuclear protection for example, described the early dismantlement of
mechanism could serve as an adequate and con- the Pluton missiles and the nondeployment of the
vincing replacement for U.S. forces and commit- Hades missiles as "significant gestures" by which
ments. France has indicated "the importance she accords

It should be understood at the outset that the to disarmament" in the improved security envi-

perceived relevance of nuclear weapons for secu- ronment. [2] The modernization of remaining
rity in Europe has declined radically since the French, British, and U.S. nuclear forces may be
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curtailed--and associated activities such as nu- sections deal with the historical role of U.S.

clear testing may be subject to additional limits-- nuclear forces in Europe, recent modifications in
in efforts to demonstrate restraint and thereby traditional policy rationales, and the potential
perhaps improve prospects for discouraging the implications of withdrawing the remaining U.S.
spread of nuclear weapons. These arguments for nuclear forces in Europe. The next sections deal
restraint and for supporting current arms control with French and British nuclear forces, the policies
efforts are raised most frequently with regard to articulated by Paris and London about their con-
(a) the unsettled situation in the former Soviet tinuing political and strategic purposes with
Union and (b) the uncertain prospects for an regard to the former Soviet Union and potential
extension of the NPT at the 1995 review new threats outside Europe, and the long-standing
conference, and current issues associated with possible West

This essay is organized as follows. Current European cooperation in nuclear deterrence. Be-
attitudes and deliberations are still affected to a cause of Germany's primary i:nportance, German
large degree by the habits of thinking and policies views are considered with respect to both hypo-
adopted during the years preceding the political thetical multilateral West European nuclear
upheavals in Eastern Europe and the former deterrent arrangements and with respect to the
Soviet Union in 1989-1991. Therefore, the first nuclear protection extended by the United States.

NATO and U.S. Nuclear Weapons in Europe

Although both Britain and the United States surface ships and attack submarines as well as
have committed nuclear forces to NATO, U._. nu- the nuclear weapons associated with land-based
clear forces in Europe have historically had a spe- naval aircraft, with many of these naval nuclear
cial significance as coupling mechanisms--means weapons to be destroyed. [4]
to signify the tie between U.S. forces in Europe In October 1991, NATO's Nuclear Planning
and the deterrent protection provided by U S. Group welcomed these decisions and approved a
strategic nuclear forces. In the words of a 1988 substantial reduction in the number of the sole
report made public by NATO's Defense Planning type of U.S. nuclear weapons to remain in
Committee, "European-based theatre nuclear for- Europe--gravity bombs for U.S. and allied dual-
ces provide an essential linkage between conven- capable aircraft. The combined effect of these
tional and [U.S.] strategic forces. Seven Alliance decisions will be a reduction in the stockpile of
members (Belgium, Germany, Greece, Italy, the U.S. substrategic nuclear weapons in Europe of
Netherlands, Turkey and the United Kingdom) roughly 80%, [5] and published reports indicate
participate directly in this aspect ¢ .;the Alliance's that the remaining number of U.S. nuclear
nuclear role and share the ensuing political and fi- weapons on European soil will be about 700. [6]
nancial costs by the provision of dehvery systems A year later, in October 1992, the Nuclear
(aircraft, missiles or artillery) for United States Planning Group reaffirmed, in accordance with
nuclear warheads and by the provision of host na- the new strategic concept approved by NATO in
tion facilities for United States nuclear capable November 1991, "the essential role for the Alliance

forces." [3] of _ffective nuclear forces, including those based
By the late 1960s, the U.S. nuclear stockpile in in Europe." [7] One of the important underlying

Europe had reached a total of roughly 7000 war- questions concerning the future _d the remaining
heads. This number has been declining since 1979, U.S. nuclear presence in Europe is nonetheless
owing to various alliance decisions (notably the whether it can be sustained politicallymand, if so,
Montebello meeting of the Nuclear Planning for how long. (Some experts also wonder whether
Group in 1983) and the 1987 U.S.-Soviet treaty on it might be possible to modernize it, perhaps in the
Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces (INF). In late 1990s, with an air-to-surface missile delivery
September 1991, President Bush announced that system, or whether such modernization will be
the United States would eliminate its entire inven- delayed indefinitely on political, technical, and

tory of nuclear artillery shells and nuclear war- strategic grounds, including the degradation of
heads for short-range ballistic missiles, and that it Russian air defenses owing to the end of the
would withdraw all nuclear weapons from its Warsaw Pact and the USSR's dissolution.)
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The more fundamental question is what stra- Czechoslovakia in mid-1991, and the remaining
tegic and political purposes the U.S. nuclear pre- forces in Germany and Poland are scheduled to be
sence in Europe serves, given the Soviet Union's withdrawn by 1994.) If persuasive strategic and
collapse and disintegration into several successor political rationales for the U.S. nuclear presence
states, and the imminent withdrawal of Moscow's are not articulated, it may be difficult to retain the
force_; from Central and Eastern Europe. (Soviet forces in Europe, to say nothing of possibly mod-
forces were withdrawn from Hungary and ernizing them at some future point.

Rationales for U.S. Nuclear Forces in Europe

In the first summit statement by NATO after nuclear capabilities and Secretary of b_-;_teGeorge
the collapse of communist governments in Eastern Shultz's arguments in the wake of Reykjavik in
Europe began, the July 1990 London declaration, favor of what he called "deterrence based on
NATO governments agreed to the following pol- conventional forces." [10] Their anxieties led di-
icy on nuclear weapor, s and deterrence: "Finally, rectly to the 1987 Western European Union plat-
with the total withdrawal of Soviet stationed form statement that "only the nuclear element" of
forces and the implementation of a CFE [Conven- NATO's posture "can confront a potential aggres-
tional Forces in Europe] agreement, the Allies con- sor with an unacceptable risk" and thereby pro-
cerned can reduce their reliance on nuclear weap- vide for effective deterrence. [11 ]
ons. These will continue to fulfill an essential role Many West Europeans declared that conven-
in the overall strategy of the Alliance to prevent tional war in Europe must not be allowed to be-

war by ensuring that there are no circumstances in come more feasible and probable. West European
which nuclear retaliation in response to military officials and commentators deplored concepts of

action might be discounted. However, in the eliminating all nuclear weapons and relying on
transformed Europe, they will be able to adopt a conventional deterrence as "probably utopian"
new NATO strategy making nuclear forces truly and "perhaps even dangerous," [12] in view of the
weapons of last resort." [8] long history of failures of conventional deterrence

The "last resort" phrase was publicly criti- prior to the nuclear age and in regions no- pro-
cized by the French and privately deplored by tected by nuclear guaranteesuand in vie_v of what
some other allies, on the grounds that it might was presumed, probably correctly, to be a substan-
undermine deterrence and imply a willingness to tial Warsaw Pact superiority in promptly deploy-
wait too longuto accept too much devastation in able conventional forces. [13]
Europe by conventional combat--before using West European views on nuclear deterrence
nuclear weapons in order (it would be hoped) to shortly before the end of the Cold War were also
stop the aggression and restore deterrence. [9] apparent in reactions to the January 1988 Discrim-
The background to the misgivings of some West inate Deterrence report. This report, prepared by
Europeans regarding the U.S.-proposed "last the U.S. Commission on Integrated Long-Term
resort" phrase should be recalled. Strategy, [14] was widely misinterpreted in West-

During the 1970s and the 1980s, some experts ern Europe as implying (a) a disengagement of
and politicians took positions that implied that U.S. strategic nuclear commitments to European
NATO could build up substantial conventional allies, and (b) an intention to confine any U.S. nu-
capabilities to lessen substantially its dependence clear employment to Central and Eastern Europe,
on threats to use nuclear weapons in the event of refraining from any strikes against the Soviet
massive Soviet aggression. Visions of "conven- Union. In fact, the report specifically indicated that
tional deterrence" were, however, emphatically "the risk of further escalation would still be there,"
and repeatedly rejected by NATO European but recommended that "nuclear weapons be used
governments, discriminately in, for example, attacks on Soviet

It is worth recalling in this regard how U.S. command centers or troop concentrations." [15]
behavior at the 1986 Reykjavik summit frightened As Albert Wohlstetter has pointed out, "no
many West European experts and officials. They one reading the report as a whole, dispassionately,
were particularly disturbed by President Reagan's can find any place where it says the United States
willingness to talk about bargaining away U.S. should use only its nuclear forces based in Europe,
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or that it should aim only at targets based in East- Much of the traditional framework has been
ern Europe. ('Soviet command centers' are mainly retained. U.S. and NATO nuclear policy has, of
in the Soviet Union.)... The word 'discriminate' course, always been oriented toward war-preven-
was meant, of course, to describe the feasibility tion. Since the late 1960s, the key concepts have
and importance of confining effects largely to the been crisis management and a prompt "restoration
military targets aimed at, rather than to include of deterrence" if nuclear weapons employment
massive destruction of innocent bystanders." [16] ever t_ecame necessary to stop aggression and end

However, perhaps partly because of the politi- the war. It has also long been agreed that Europe
cal context (the INF Treaty eliminating U.S. and must not be made safe for prolonged or large-scale
Soviet ground-based intermediate-range missiles conventional war and that potential aggressors
had been concluded in December 1987), the Dis- must not be assured that NATO has ruled out

criminate Deterrence report "aroused alarm and retaliating against aggression with nuclear
disapprobation in Europe." The "furor" in the weapons through the adoption of a no-first-use
Federal Republic of Germany was particularly pledge. [18]
strong, because of the widespread (and false) ira- The question of the specific political and stra-
pression that the report recommended making tegic rationales for the remaining U.S. nuclear pre-
Germany a nuclear battleground in a future U.S.- sence in Europe has rarely been explicitly address-
Soviet war in Europe. The report's recommenda- ed in public statements. It is a politically awkward
tion of a substantial buildup of NATO conven- question because the countries of NATO and the
tional forcesmparticularly improved reconnais- Warsaw Pact declared in November 1990 that they
sance, command, and control systems and no longer consider themselves adversaries. New
precision-guided munitions--was rejected as institutions for dialogue have subsequently been
futile, in view of the Warsaw Pact's conventional established--above all, the North Atlantic Cooper-
superiority, and unacceptable, because it implied ation Council, which includes all the NATO coun-
that nuclear deterrence might fail and that a tries, all the former Warsaw Pact countries, and all
devastating conventional war might be waged the successor states of the Soviet Union. Moreover,
in Europe. [17] various NATO countries have signed treaties of

That era has, of course, passed away with the friendship and partnership with the new Russia.
Warsaw Pact, East Germany, the Soviet Union, In June 1992, the United States endorsed a charter
and other bygone political structures; but it has of partnership and friendship with Russia.
left important political after-effects. West Euro- It is thus politically uncomfortable to imply
pean officials and expert elites, particularly those that any of the former communist countries in Eu-
of a more politically conservative and strategically rope could be adversaries. Is NATO to threaten
cautious orientation, remain skeptical of concepts Lech Walesa, Vaclav Havel, or Boris Yeltsin? One
that would imply, in their judgment, excessive response has been to suggest that there are no
dependence on conventional capabilities and that longer any visible threats in Europe and that the
would, they fear, eliminate the nuclear risks that weapons are a hedge against future threats, per-
promote effective and reasonably reliable haps from new nuclear powers that may emerge
deterrence, outside but near Europe. At the October 1992

In their view, the immediate requirement for meeting at Gleneagles of the Nuclear Planning
nuclear deterrence has indeed declined; but it has Group, Volker R_ihe, the German Minister of De-
not disappeared and could become far greater in fense, said, "There are no more nuclear weapons
an unforeseeable future, given the uncertainties aimed at any concrete threat." Riihe added, "These
about Russia's future and prospects for nuclear weapons insure us politically against risks that we
proliferation in North Africa, the Middle East, and cannot calculate, risks which might arise from the
the Persian Gulf. As a result, Britain and France proliferation of weapons of mass destruction.
are carrying forward their nuclear modernization They contribute to strategic stability." [19]
programs, although with some cutbacks and ad- Another response has been to point out that
justments. At least for the time being, moreover, the Russian question has not yet been conclusively
Germany and the other non-nuclear countries that resolved. The risk of a challenge to Western secu-
host nuclear weapons for U.S. and allied dual- rity from Russia will remain genuine, it has been

capable aircraft are willing to continue sharing noted, until a number of conditions have been sat-
nuclear risks and responsibilities, isfied. As U.S. Secretary of Defense Dick Cheney
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put it in January 1992, "We can foresee the possi- associated with the safety, security, and disman-
bility of a time when Russian nuclear weapons no tlement of former Soviet nuclear weapons seem
longer pose a threat to the United States and its more pressing than maintaining a reliable deter-
Allies, and we no longer need to hold at risk what rent posture.
future Russian leaders hold dear. This would The situation in the former Soviet Union is,

require unambiguous evidence of a fundamental however, far from stable. The emergence of a
reorientation of the Russian government: institu- expansionist Russia under dictatorial rule could

tionalization of democracy, positive ties to the rapidly increase the potential value of Western
West, compliance with existing arms reduction nuclear weapons capabilities for national and
agreements, possession of a nuclear force that is allied security. Various other political develop-
nonthreatening to the West (with low numbers of ments--the disintegration of Russia into civil war,

weapons, non-MIRVed [multiple, independently a Russian-Ukrainian war, border conflicts regard-
targetable re-entry vehicle], and not on high alert ing Russian minorities in other former Soviet re-
status), and possession of conventional capabilities publics, and so forth--could also raise anxieties
nonthreatening to neighbors." [20] and the risks of a larger conflict. U.S. nuclear

This approach is more sober and thoughtful forces and commitments could have a stabilizing
than simply projecting current develepments-- function because some governments and political
including the eagerness of the former Soviet re- groups in Eurqpe might, unless convinced of the
publics to establish positive political and economic credibility of U.S. commitments and of the cohe-
relations with the West--indefinitely into the sion of NATO, consider seeking national nuclear
future. There is at present no obvious nuclear deterrent forces or taking other unilateral mea o
threat in Europe for the United States and NATO sures that could result in incr.:ased tensions and
(or for Britain or France) to deter. The dangers conflict. For these reasons and others (including

implicit in badly designed and potentially unsafe potential threats of proliferation of weapons of
nuclear power plants in Eastern Europe and the mass destruction in regions near Europe), it may
former Soviet Union (for instance, those of the be argued, the Atlantic Alliance should retain a
Chernobyl design) appear more imminent than minimal U.S. nuclear presence in Europe.
nuclear weapons threats. Similarly, the problems

War-Prevention and Other Rationales

Whatever the arrangements for U.S. nuclear from Eastern Europe of the former Soviet Union's
deployments in Europe, the war-prevention func- forces, NATO could expect increased warning
tion of U.S. nuclear commitments and capabilities time in which to apply diplomatic means and to
will remain crucial. It is noteworthy in this regard build up conventional defenses. Given the
that it is incorrect to regard the "last resort" for- subsequent breakup of tile Warsaw Pact and the
mula adopted by NATO in July 1990 as a plan to Soviet Union, NATO may be even less likely to be
postpone nuclear employment until Europe has obliged to contemplate any use of nuclear
been devastated by non-nuclear war. As the July weapons to prevent defeat in conventional terms.
1990 London declaration indicated, nuclear If aggression compelled NATO to use nuclear
weapons "will continue to fulfill an essential role weapons at some point, NATO's k)ng-standing
in the overall strategy of the Alliance to prevent basic principle of limited and selective employ-
war by ensuring that there are no circumstances in ment for war-termination and the restoration of
which nuclear retaliation in response to military deterrence would almost certainly remain valid.
action might be discounted." In NATO's new _trategic concept of Novem-

The wording of the London declaration also ber 1991, the traditional war-prevention purpose
suggests that the "last resort" formula was of NATO nuclear forces was reaffirmed. As the
adopted with an expectation of "the total with- new strategic concept pointed out, one of the
drawal of Soviet-stationed forces and the imple- functions of U.S. nuclear forces in Europe remains

mentation of a CFE agreement." In other words, to "provide an essential political and military link
in view of the conventional force limitations between the European and the North American

agreed to in the CFE Treaty and the withdrawals members of the Alliance." [21 ] Apparently in
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response to the criticisms voiced by France and course, lessen the roles in nuclear delivery and
the reservations of some other European govern- support operations of the non-nuclear European
ments, the November 1991 strategic concept allies.
document did not include the phrase "last resort." Another rationale for the U.S. nuclear presence
The abandonment of this phrase may help to clear in Europe and associated U.S. nuclear cc remit-
away the misunderstandings it provoked. [22] ments has been explicitly articulated less often, but

Published reports suggest, at any rate, that it is rather significant. This is the argument that
NATO governments have indeed acted to reduce U.S. nuclear forco.s and guarantees provide for
reliance on nuclear weapons. In addition to re- political stability and avert nuclear proliferation
moving all U.S. nuclear weapons from Europe ex- by supplying reliable protection to allies that
cept for certain gravity bombs for dual-capable might otherwise be tempted to seek nuclear

aircraft, NATO has reportedly consigned nuclear weapons of their own. In August 1991, shortly
weapons to a "back-seat" role in exercises. Ac- after the coup attempt in Moscow, Secretary of
cording to one source, exercises with procedures Defense Cheney warned that U.S. disengagement
for the hypothetical employment of nuclear arms from alliance commitments could cause destabi-
are still conceivable, but at present nuclear- lization by encouraging nuclear proliferation: "If I
oriented exercises are "militarily unnecessary and look at Germany or I look at Japan, I see two
politically unacceptable." [23] nations that I hope will continue to be close allies

It is worthwhile to recall the traditional ratio- of the United States... I would think [that] if the

nales for the U.S. nuclear presence in Western Eu- United States cuts back so much that all we can do
rope. Three rationales are usually cited: (a) pro- and all we can talk about is defending the conti-
moting the political cohesion of the alliance nental United States, we'll create an incentive for
through arrangements for fairer nuclear risk- other nations that do not now feel the need to
sharing and responsibility-sharing; (b) providing develop their own nuclear arsenals to do so." [24]
more credible extended deterrence guarantees, on One of the core bilateral relationships in
the assumption that U.S. nuclear commitments NATO is that between Germany and the United
would be less credible to adversaries and allies if States; and one of the political and strategic foun-
they depended solely on forces at sea and in North dations of this relationship is the conviction of
America; and (c) increasing the political influence German elites that only the United States can pro-
of the European allies regarding U.S. nuclear pol- vide a reliable nuclear guarantee that will enable
icy and strategy, given the judgment that this in- Germany to avoid pressures to obtain nuclear
fluence would be significantly diminished by the weapons of its own. German elites have given ev-
withdrawal of these weapons. The complete with- ery indication of sincerely preferring to avoid such
drawal of the U.S. weapons would, as a matter of pressures.

Implications of Withdrawing U.S. Nuclear Forces

The arguments outlined above are not persua- United States and would make for less credible
sive to proponents of a complete withdrawal of extended deterrence, even if the United States
U.S. nuclear forces from Europe. In their view, the reaffirmed its continuing determination to honor

projected risks are too remote to justify a contin- its commitments.
ued U.S. nuclear presence in Europe. The concept It is worth recalling that, even when they car-
of U.S. extended deterrence commitments sup- ried nuclear weapons on operational patrols, none
ported solely by systems at sea and in the conti- of the sea-launched cruise missile (SLCM) plat-
nental United States is, however, unsatisfactory forms or aircraft carriers was dedicated solely to
from the viewpoint of at least some Europeans and nuclear missions. The nuclear-armed Tomahawks

Americans, because it would imply a lack of al- were not formally committed to NATO planning,
liance risk-sharing and an allied unwillingness to and it seems to have been assumed that they
identify with the nuclear posture and to demon- would only be usable on an "as available" basis--
strate alliance cohesion and resolve. Indeed, it is even though the Sixth Fleet, at least, would fall

arguable that a solely-sea-based deployment under the authority of the Supreme Allied Corn-
would amount to a political singularization of the mander, Europe (SACEUR) in wartime; and
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discussions about a possible transfer of some In the midst of a crisis, the reconstitution ap-
SLCMs to NATO command were reported. [25] proach to nuclear deterrence in Europe might well

At any rate, the possibility of a U.S. sea-based be logistically quite demanding, if not impractical,
nuclear deterrent dedicated to the protection of depending in part on the adequacy of the prepa-
NATO Europe has been largely overtaken by rations made on both sides of the Atlantic and on
events. With the exception of sea-launched ballistic the scope of the demands placed on scarce assets
missiles (SLBMs), U.S. sea-based nuclear forces are in an emergency. It would be much more difficult
no longer readily available for deterrence and politically to call for and implement reconstitution

operational missions. President Bush in September procedures than to review and reconfirm the
1991 decided to eliminate many naval nuclear safety and reliability of capabilities already de-
weapons and to withdraw and place in storage ployed in Europe. The reconstitution approach
nuclear-armed Tomahawk SLCMs and nuclear might therefore be imprudent in terms of assuring

bombs aboard aircraft carriers. Arrangements for alliance security.
possible redeployment of these naval nuclear The argument that the weapons could always
weapons in an emergency appear to be uncertain be brought back in an emergency is ill-founded.
and undecided. Even if periodic exercises of redeployments to

The removal of the remaining U.S. nuclear storage facilities for crisis contingencies were
presence from Europe would imply what some undertaken, a "reconstitution" approach would be
have called "declaratory extended deterrence" or politically and strategically problematic. Many
"existential deterrence'mthat is, U.S. nuclear politicians and commentators would argue against

guarantees without the nuclear presence that has any redeployment of weapons back to Europe
historically been seen by many experts and offi- during a crisis, for fear of worsening tensions and
cials as necessary for the credibility of U.S. nuclear "provoking" the Russians to take preemptive
commitments. Some judge that, under the new cir- action. A "reconstitution" approach would invite
cumstances in Europe, the removal of the U.S. nu- problems that do not arise if forces are maintained

clear presence could be compensated for by insti- in Europe, with the important political "reassur-
tuting joint training arrangements, periodic exer- ance" benefits of a continuing presence.
cises of redeployments to storage facilities for It is, moreover, important for deterrence and
crisis contingencies, doctrinal agreements, and so alliance cohesion to publicly demonstrate that
forth. [26] NATO has jointly maintained an operationally

But such measures might not provide reliable reliable policy on nuclear deterrence. The United

security if Russia or other major successor states of States has therefore taken the position that a min-
the Soviet Union adopted more threatening poli- imum number of nuclear arms for dual-capable
cies or if nuclear forces were necessary to counter aircraft must remain on European soil. In the
nuclear threats to U.S. and allied security interests words of an August 1991 White House document,

originating outside of Europe. Moreover, the re- "As the principal means by which Alliance mere-
constitution approach to nuclear risk-sharing and bers share nuclear risks and burdens, these aircraft
responsibility-sharing in the alliance may not sat- and their [nuclear] weapons must be based in Eu-

isfy politically influential U.S. and allied support- rope." [28] The Atlantic Alliance affirmed the same
ers of more traditional definitions of the require- principle in its new strategic concept of November
ments for effective extended deterrence. As Secre- 1991, referring repeatedly to the need to "maintain

tary of Defense Cheney noted in January 1991, adequate [U.S.Inuclear forces in Europe." [29] In
"The forward deployment of NSNF [nonstrategic practice, for the foreseeable future, this means
nuclear forces] in Europe demonstrates our corn- U.S. nuclear weapons and dual-capable aircraft in
mitment to the defense of that continent and pro- the NATO countries that maintain such a nuclear

vides the principal means by which alliance mem- role. [30]
bers share nuclear risks and responsibilities." [27]
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French Nuclear Forces

The ballistic missile submarine (SSBN) force options open as to whether to modernize the
remains the backbone of French strategic forces. IRBM force or procure the ASLP or do both, but
With the refitting of the older-generation SSBNs parliamentary defense experts such as Francois
completed in February 1993, each of the five Hollande hold that decisions will have to be made
SSBNs in service carries 16 M-4 SLBMs; and each in 1995, if not sooner. [33]

M-4 SLBM has 6 MIRV warheads. [31] The con- Ground-based short-range nuclear systems
struction schedule for new SSBNs has been stret- have become politically difficult to sustain, in view
ched out. The first new-generation SSBN of the of German unification and the new circumstances
Triomphant class will not be operational until 1995; in Eastern Europe. The Pluton missiles were all
and it will be equipped with the M-45 SLBM, withdrawn from service in 1992, earlier than had
which is to be equipped with penetration aids been planned. [34] In mid-1990 and early 1991,
and an improved warhead. The longer-range M-5 French sources indicated that the program for the
SLBM will not be deployed until 2005. Only four successor to the Pluton, the longer-range Had6s
new-generation SSBNs will be procured, instead missile, would be cut back from 120 to 40 missiles.
of the six that had been previously envisaged. [35] In September 1991, Mitterrand announced
Moreover, instead of maintaining three SSBNs on that the Had6s missile program had been cut back
station at sea at all times (France's policy since further, to 30 missiles, which would be stockpiled
January 1983), it was announced in June 1992 that rather than operationally deployed. [36l
in the future only two SSBNs will be on station In June 1992, it was announced that instruc-
part of the time. The same June 1992 announce- tions had been given to stop the Had6s program,
ment indicated that the peacetime alert level will and news accounts gave the impression that the
be lowered for the aircraft with air-sol moyenne missiles would be scrapped. [37] In October 1992,
portde (ASMP) missiles (prestrategic Mirage however, a parliamentary report indicated that the
2000Ns and Super-Etendards, and strategic last missiles and launchers to be produced would
Mirage IVs). [32] be delivered before December 1992 for stockpiling

In view of Mitterrand's July 1991 decision to at a nuclear-qualified site at Suippes, and that the
cancel the S-45 missile development program, the necessary knowledge and equipment would be
future of France's Intermediate-Range Ballistic maintained to allow the reconstitution of the
Missile (IRBM) force (18 S-3 missiles on the Pla- Hadbs force, if necessary. [38] In February 1993,
teau d'Albion) is unclear. The IRBM force might be it was revealed that the May-June 1992 orders to
abandoned, or a ground-based version of the M-5 halt the program had been secretly counter-
SLBM (to be called the S-5) might be deployed in manded and that 30 missiles had been produced
silos on the Plateau d'Albion around the turn of and put in storage; but it would take, it was re-
the century; and the March 1993 change of govern- ported, two years to prepare them for operational
ment may re-open the prospect of a mobile IRBM. service. [39] French interview sources dispute the
It remains possible that there will be only one published estimate that two years would be
strategic force to complement the SSBNs, rather needed to bring the force to operational readiness
than the bombers and ground-based missiles in and suggest that a few months, if not less, would

the existing triad, be required, depending on the quality of the main-
The complementary "second component" in tenance of the weapons and associated communi-

the strategic forces might consist of Rafale aircraft cations and logistical capabilities.
armed with long-range stand-off missiles (the pro- Unless the Had/_s force is someday reconsti-
jected air-sol longue portde (ASLP) or perhaps an tuted, the "prestrategic" or "final warning" mis-
extended-range version of the Apache missile), sion prior to strategic nuclear strikes will be as-

The ASLP air-launched missile is still under study, sured in the future solely by ASMP air-launched
and no decision on whether to proceed with its missiles, launched mainly from Mirage 2000N and
development is expected prior to 1995. The French Super-Etendard aircraft. These missiles have re-

strongly favor the principle of working with the placed the previous air-delivered part of France's
British on this program, and to some extent its prestrategic nuclear forces--the AN 52 bombs
future depends on British as well as French carried by Mirage IIIE, Jaguar A, and Super-

decisions. The French government is keeping its Etendard aircraft. [40] All the AN 52 bombs were
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withdrawn from service in 1991, instead of the but it is also designed to launch nuclear-armed
previously planned retirement date of 1997. [41] ASMP missiles, if necessary. Since as many as 90

In 1990, it was announced that the procure- Mirage 2000Ds may be procured, in a few years
ment of ASMP-equipped Mirage 2000Ns would be France will have over 200 aircraft capable of
cut from 75 (five squadrons) to 45 (three squad- launching nuclear-armed ASMP missiles (includ-
rons), which are currently in service. [42] Shortly ing 90 Mirage 2000Ds, 18 Mirage IVPs, 75 Mirage
after the end of the 1990-1991 Gulf war, Admiral 2000Ns, and 48 Super-Etendards), without even
Jacques Lanxade, the Chief of Staff of the Armed considering the Rafales scheduled to begin enter-
Forces, announced that some of the Mirage 2000Ns ing service in the late 1990s. [45]
would be transformeu into dual-capable aircraft, But this capability will be "nominal," in that
partly because of France's urgent need to have most of the aircraft will have primarily non-
conventional ground-attack aircraft with all- nuclear missions and may not be maintained on a
weather and night vision capabilities, while await- nuclear-certified basis with nuclear-trained crews.
ing delivery of the Rafale in the late 1990s. [43] Indeed, as suggested above, the main thrust of the

It has since been reported that all of the changes has been, first, to cut the number of new
Mirage 2000Ns will be transformed into dual- aircraft assigned to solely nuclear missions (from
capable Mirage 2C,00N-K2s. As a result, the total of 75 to 45 Mirage 2000Ns) and, second, to make even
75 Mirage 2000Ns procured will be assigned as these aircraft capable of conventional missions and
follows: 45 in the Forces Adriennes Stratdgiques, with to ensure that all new aircraft are optimized for

a primary mission of launching nuclear-armed non-nuclear roles.
ASMP missiles, but capable of delivering conven- The distinction between aircraft with strategic
tional munitions as well; 15 in the Forces Adriennes and prestrategic, or final warning ("ultime aver-

Tactiques, optimized for a primary mission of tissement"), missions has become increasingly
conventional strikes, but capable of launching vague. Since September 1991, all the aircraft with
nuclear-armed ASMP missiles as wel!; and 15 air- primarily nuclear missions in France's air force
craft to be used as spares, trainers, test vehicles, have been under the command of the Forces Adri-
etc. [44l ennes Strat_iques. The last 18 Mirage IVP bombers,

The first operational new aircraft derived f_'om aircraft originally introduced in the 1960s, have
the Mirage 2000N (the Mirage 2000D) was deliv- been renovated with new radar and other equip-
ered in April 1993, with the first squadron to be ment; and they are expected to remain in service
operational in 1994. The Mirage 2000D is capable as ASMP missile-launchers until around the year
of delivering all types of conventional munitions, 2000. [46]

British Nuclear Forces

Britain's current strategic nuclear force con- force; and the Trident missiles are expected to be
sists of three Resol_ion-class SSBNs, each with more reliable as well. Thus these new ships may
16 Polaris missiles. (H.M.S. Revenge was decom- be at sea more often, with a second SSBN on patrol
missioned in November 1992.) Each missile is be- perhaps over half the year.
lieved to carry three warheads in a maneuvering The British government has made it clear that
"Chevaline" reentry package designed to improve i_.plans to deploy no more than 128 warheads per
prospects for penetrating defenses. One Polaris SSBN, an average of 8 for each of the 16 missiles.
SSBN is always on patrol, and a second is on This expression of self-restraint (because each mis-
patrol less than half the year. sile could reportedly carry up to 14 independently

The Polaris force is to be entirely replaced be- targetable warheads) may be partly explained by
ginning in the mid-1990s by four Vanguard-class cost factors and by a desire to make it clear that
SSBNs, each with 16 Trident II (D-5) missiles. (The Britain has no interest in pursuing disproportion-
British SSBNs will, in other words, be smaller than ate strategic ambitions. At the same time, the
the U.S. Ohio-class Trident SSBNs, which can British have made it clear that Trident's capacity to
carry 24 SLBMs.) The British Trident submarines carry additional warheads is valued as a hedge
will have more modern propulsion systems and against the expansion of Russian ballistic missile
will require less maintenance than the Pc,!a.,4_'s defenses.
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The de facto ceiling of 128 warheads per SSBN replace the obsolescent WE177 bombs with air-
(in currently foreseeable circumstances) originated launched stand-off missiles in the late 1990s. De-
in the 1982 decision to buy Trident II (D-5) missiles spite the judgment in the 1989 Statement on the
instead of Trident I (C-4) missiles. This decision Defence Estimates that "the choice of an air-
reflected the U.S. acceleration of the Trident II launched missile...must be taken before long,"

(D-5) acquisition program at that time. As a 1987 [52] no choice has yet been made public. If the
British government report stated, "the UK will not British do decide to procure such a missile, it ap-
use the full capacity of the Trident D5 missile" and pears that they will choose either (a) to work with
"each Trident submarine will carry no more than the French in constructing a longer-range version
the number of warheads which would have been of the ASMP, to be called the ASLP, or (b) to buy
installed if the Trident C4 missile (8 warheads), a U.S. system, probably a version of the Super-
which was the initial choice of missile for the force, sonic Low-Altitude Target (SLAT), sometimes

had been procured." [47] called the Tactical Integrated Rocket Ramjet
The British have long held that nonstrategic or Missile (TIRRM). The option of buying a version

substrategic nuclear forces must be available to of the U.S. Short-Range Attack Missile (SRAM)
complement strategic forces. According to a 1989 was, of course, eliminated by President Bush's
statement by the British Ministry of Defense, "For cancellation of this program in September 1991.
flexible response, NATO has to maintain an effec- British sources have indicated that the main
tive nuclear armoury at several levels. Strategic criteria include cost, likely operational effective-
weapons alone, for all their awesome power, could ness, timing, and political symbolism. The political
not be morally tolerable, practically feasible or arguments for cooperating with France on some
politically credible for every scenario."[48] version of the ASLP are essentially to promote

Britain's substrategic nuclear forces and roles West European defense cooperation and to diver-
were cut back by U.S. and British decisions in 1991 sify Britain's options. The main political argument
and 1992. The British army's Lance missile and for a U.S. system is keeping Britain's "special rela-
nuclear artillery roles were eliminated by the U.S. tionship" with the United States as strong as pos-
decisions to withdraw and eliminate these systems sible and avoiding a choice that could imply a re-
in September 1991. In mid-1991, the British gov- jection of cooperation with the United States. Un-
ernment announced that the Royal Air Force's fortunately, there may be political disadvantages
nuclear-capable squadrons would be reduced to either choice, in terms of relations with France
from eleven of Tornados and two of Buccaneers to and the United States, even though the official U.S.

four Tornado squadrons in the United Kingdom position is one of benign indifference.
and four Tornado squadrons in Germany. [49] In It remains possible, moreover, that the British
October 1991, in parallel with the Nuclear Plan- will not procure any air-launched system, owing
ning Group decisions that month, Minister of to two factors--cost and internal politics. A future
Defense Tom King said that Britain would make Labour government might choose to keep the
"a substantial reduction in the numbers [of its nu- Trident program on the grounds that it had gone

clear bombs] in coming years, as part of the overall beyond the point of no return, and to cancel the
cut in NATO's air-delivered stockpile." [50] air-launched missile idea as a concession to its

In mid-1992, it was announced that maritime antinuclear supporters. Even with the Conserva-

tactical nuclear capabilities will be eliminated from tives currently in office, it may be significant that
Royal Navy ships and aircraft and Royal Air Force since 1992 there has been some public discussion
maritime patrol aircraft, and that these maritime of arming some Trident SLBMs with single war-
weapons will be destroyed. The total number of heads and of being prepared to engage in "split
British free-fall nuclear bombs has thus been re- launch" operations. The Trident SLBM would then
duced by "more than half." As a result, "The take on a "substrategic" function in addition to its
United Kingdom's substrategic nuclear capability strategic role, and no air-launched system would
will therefore consist solely of RAF Tornado and, be procured. [53] Another possibility might be a
until 1994, Buccaneer dual-capable aircraft and new generation of nuclear gravity bombs, instead
the WE177 free-fall bomb." [51] of a costly air-launched missile, for substrategic

The British have relied since the 1960s on purposes.
WE177 free-fall nuclear bombs for nonstrategic Aside from the many issues associated with
purposes. Since the late 1980s the British govern- arms control, the main strategic planning issues
ment has repeatedly expressed an intention to for the British and French nuclear forces today
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concern residual threats stemming from the nu- possible proliferation of nuclear weapons and
clear forces of the former Soviet Union; potential delivery systems; and the recurrent question of
nuclear threats outside of Europe, owing to the possible West European nuclear cooperation.

Residual Threats in the Former Soviet Union

The political future of all the successor states France's nuclear deterrent, though this arsenal has
of the Soviet Union is uncertain; but Russia is been divided for the present among four successor
clearly the most significant potential nuclear states, of which three (Belarus, Kazakhstan, and
threat, because of its inherent capabilities. Indeed, Ukraine) have made commitments to dispose of
according to the May 1992 Lisbon protocols to the the nuclear weapons on their soil. In September
July 1991 U.S.-Soviet Strategic Arms Reduction 1992, the French Prime Minister, Pierre B6r6govoy,
Treaty (START I), Russia is supposed to be the sole said, "The atomic weapon remains the basis of our
nuclear successor state of the Soviet Union. The security. It must be maintained in a state of suffi-
political awkwardness of referring to Russia as a ciency. That is, it must pose a sufficiently grave
threat justifying nuclear retaliatory capabilities, threat to deter whoever might wish to attack us...
given the changed political circumstances since As long as there continues to exist, despite the
1989 (including the dissolution of the Soviet Union progress in East-West negotiations, an [ex-Soviet]
in December 1991), has been evident in France and arsenal henceforth divided between a greater
Britain as well as in the United States. number of powers, France must assure the credi-

In October 1990, a French Ministry of Defense bility of this ultimate guarantee." [56]
document resurrected part of the traditional Some British statements have also acknowl-
Gaullist approach to nuclear strategy--that is, de- edged that the situation in the former Soviet Union
clining to identify Moscow or any other foreign remains a justification for British nuclear forces. In
power as a "designated enemy" of France. "The September 1992, Malcolm Rifkind, the British Sec-
French nuclear deterrent is not directed against retary of State for Defense, said, "There remains a
anyone in particular. France has no designated en- huge arsenal in the former Soviet Union... Our
emy. Our deterrent is at the service of our inde- strategy makes military recidivism by any future
pendence." [54] This approach is in a sense remi- Russian leadership a pointless option for them. It
niscent of the 1967-1968 tous azimuts (all the points is therefore in the interest both of the Allies and
of the compass) episode, in that France's threat of Russia as well as the other states of the former
nuclear retaliation is described as directed against Soviet Union." [57] At first glance, this formula

whatever powers might attempt coercion or offers the ingenious advantage of describing the
aggression against France. Indeed, Minister of British and NATO nuclear threat to Russia as
Defense Pierre Joxe has even revived the phrase being in Russia's own interests. But it is not clear
tous azimuts as a concept that "today finds its full exactly how Britain and NATO as a whole might
meaning after the fading away of the potential be able to use nuclear weapons to contain possible
Soviet adversary." [55] "military recidivism" by an expansionist Russia.

On the other hand, it is apparent from the con- No Western governments have been prepared, for
text of official statements that the former Soviet ar- example, to offer nuclear guarantees to ensure
senal continues to serve as a justification for Ukraine's security.

Nuclear Threats Outside Europe

The question of the utility of nuclear threats In early February 1991, Mitterrand was asked
against regional powers outside Europe was how the coalition should respond to an Iraqi use of
raised during the 1990-1991 Gulf war. Since that chemical weapons, given that U.S. officials such as
conflict it has been more widely recognized that Vice President Dan Quayle had refused to categor-
future regional contingencies involving nuclear ically exclude a nuclear response. [58] Mitterrand
threats may arise, replied, "We must not use chemical weapons. We
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have conventional means that will permit us to deployment of weapons of mass destruction
defend ourselves and to make law triumph, but "while keeping to a minimum collateral damage."
we must not succumb to this will to reply on the In his view, "The warheads should be conven-
same level...I exclude it. Neither chemical, nor tional whenever it is sufficient, and nuclear with

bacteriological, nor nuclear arms...To use arms of very low yield and used only in retaliation to the
these types would be a retreat towards barbarism actual use of weapons of mass destruction." [62]
that I refuse." Mitterrand made it clear, of course, Although some experts have expressed similar

that he was speaking only for France, but he views, [63] others have deplored suggestions to
added that relations with the United States were use nuclear threats or strikes against regional

"sufficiently close," with "mutual confidence," powers. [64] Critics generally contend that a more
that he believed it would be possible to discuss the "muscular" nuclear approach might be counter-
question and reach an understanding. [59] productive. Their arguments may be summarized

Mitterrand's position was attacked by promi- as follows: (1) Making explicit nuclear threats
nent opposition politicians such as former Presi- could encourage and/or legitimize nuclear prolif-
dent Val6ry Giscard d'Estaing and former Prime eration in some cases. The French theory of deter-
Minister Jacques Chirac. The essential criticism rence of the strong by the weak [la dissuasion du
was that, as Le Monde put it in an editorial, "By faible au fort] has already provided an example and
revealing one's intentions to the adversary, one strategic rationale of interest to certain countries.
fails to maintain the famous uncertainty that is at (2) Implementing such strikes would break the
the heart of all deterrence." [60] In other words, it nuclear taboo and might undermine France's
was argued, Mitterrand had simplified Iraqi risk general position that nuclear weapons support a
calculations. It appears that one of Mitterrand's strategy of non-war [non-guerre] and that they
main reasons for excluding any use of weapons of cannot be used operationally. It would be more
mass destruction was concern that even the hint of prudent to maintain the equation that nuclear
such planning could have broken up the United deterrence means non-use [non-emploi]. (3) Making
Nations coalition against Iraqi aggression, such nuclear threats explicitly, to say nothing of

Another part of the French government's logic carrying them out, could erode the legitimacy of
was that its nuclear threats should be reserved for nuclear deterrence in Western societies for the

protection of the national territory, the metropoli- primary function of war-prevention. (4) Pursuing

tan homeland that the French call the "hexagon," political and economic measures should be the
because of its shape. As Foreign Minister Dumas first line of defense in trying to prevent nuclear
said in February 1991, "In contrast with chemical proliferation; if those measures fail, the military
weapons, nuclear weapons cannot be battlefield response should be conventional, even if some
weapons, and cannot be used except as the ulti- ambiguity about nuclear options has been retained
mate recourse when the national territory is to keep potential adversaries in a state of
threatened. We are not in this hypothesis. The Gulf uncertainty.
war is taking place in a theatre distant from the Some French sources suggest that the Febru-
hexagon [that is, France]. The national patrimony ary 1991 statements might not offer a precedent for
is not directly threatened. The risk of world war, French policy in future conflicts and that France
as the President of the Republic has said, does not should develop a larger array of more flexible ca-
exist. Therefore, to use the nuclear weapon now, pabilities. Official policy articulations in this re-
and in this context, would constitute a sort of re- gard have been, it would seem, deliberately vague.
pudiation of ourselves, of our doctrine, and there- In May 1992, for example, Joxe raised the pos-
fore a political and strategic error." [61] sibility of a "resurgence of the former threat,

Mitterrand's position was ultimately accepted against which our deterrent is well organized,"
as authoritative, although some French commenta- and contrasted it with the potential emergence of
tors continue to maintain that nuclear forces could "a new threat for which we would be much less

be used for deterrence and, in some circumstances, prepared." In view of these uncertainties and the
for retaliation against regional threats. Jean-Louis need for adaptability, Joxe added, it will be neces-
Gergorin, a Vice-President of Matra and former sary "to correct programs which were started in
head of the Foreign Ministry's planning staff, re- the context of a single threat from the East... In
cently argued that the Western democracies must addition to having arms capable of massive distant
"equip themselves with the capacity to destroy strikes against predetermined targets, we should
surgically" sites involving the production or perhaps develop more flexible weapons systems
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that promote deterrence more through the preci- There may be a place for it--but only to the extent
sion with which they strike than through the that the threat of use of nuclear weapons appears
threat of a general nuclear exchange." [65] credible. This implies that the use threatened would

The British approach and debate have display- have to be justifiable, first to domestic and also to
ed some similarities to the French experience. The international opinion; and this in turn implies that

comparable official statement on the possible use the use threatened would have to be proportionate
of nuclear weapons in retaliation fo," Iraqi use of to the aggression. That proportionality would, I
chemical weapons was made in January 1991 in suggest, apply only if vital national interests were at
the House of Commons: stake. The most obvious hypothesis being a direct

"Sir Trevor Skeet: May I ask the Prime Minister homeland threat from an aggressor equipped with

a direct question? In the event of poisonous gas or weapons of mass destruction." [67]
bacteria being used in the Middle East in the event On the other hand, in contrast with the official
of war, will he reserve the option to use a nuclear interest in France in developing more flexible op-
device if that is necessary for the protection of our tions, some British officials have rejected proposals
own troops? for more "usable" weapons. In the words of Mal-

"The Prime Minister [John Major]: We have colm Rifkind, "What if he is a tyrant with little
made it very clear to the Iraqis that we would take regard for the safety and welfare of his own coun-
a very serious view indeed of the use of any chem- try and people?...Then there must be worrying
ical or biological weapons, but I must say to my room to doubt how susceptible he will be to the
hon. Friend that we have a wide range of weapons logic of deterrence as wemand our former Soviet
and resources at our hands and I do not envisage antagonists--have traditionally understood it...
needing to use the sanction that he suggests." [66] This uncertainty as to the credibility of a nuclear

Similarly, just as the French Foreign Minister retaliatory threat posed outside the East-West
was cautious about making nuclear threats in con- context has led to speculation about the possibility
tingencies other than a threat to the national home- of more 'usable' weapons--low-yield weapons
land, the British Defense Minister has suggested a which could be used to carry out what are some-
principle of "proportionality" limiting nuclear times rather euphemistically referred to as surgical
threats to the defense of "vital national interests," strikes...I doubt very much whether the develop-
of which the "most obvious" would be to the ment of a new war-fighting role for nuclear weap-
homeland. Malcolm Rifkind has said, "I would be ons will assist us in deterring aggression, and dis-

very cautious about assuming the easy and reli- couraging proliferation. There is a horror asso-
able exportability of nuclear deterrence as a main ciated with nuclear weapons which we should not
component of our defence policy outside Europe. attempt to mitigate." [68]

West European Nuclear Cooperation

European defense cooperation cannot, of acting without calling on U.S. assets in areas such
course, take place without a supportive political as strategic lift (air lift and sea lift), aerial refueling,
basis. It remains to be seen whether and how the and satellite support systems, notably for intelli-
European Community will be able to surmount its gence and command, control, and communi-
current difficulties with ratification of the Maas- cations?

tricht Treaty for political union. To what extent In French security circles, one of the most
will the European Community and Western Euro- central questions in building a West European
pean Union become capable of acting without U.S. defense identity has long been how to provide nu-
political leadership? Given the context of substan- clear protection for Germany. Since nuclear deter-
tially declining defense budgets in all West Euro- rence remains the most reliable means of war-
pean countries, including Britain, France, and the prevention in French eyes, it seems imperative to
Federal Republic of Germany (the three countries preclude any situation that would leave Germany
that spent the most on military capabilities during vulnerable to Russian nuclear coercion or preoc-
the Cold War), to what extent will the European cupied with an apparent lack of nuclear protec-

Community and/or Western European Union tion. Partly to ensure against any future German
countries become more physically capable of interest in an autonomous nuclear weapons
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program, some French officials and commentators seen as unnecessary. Serving French officials (as
have suggested that a mechanism be found (per- opposed to out-of-office politicians) have tradi-
haps a European nuclear consultation arrange- tionally indicated that France's "vital interests"
ment) that would affirm the strategic solidarity of extend beyond the nation's borders. [71] They
Britain, France, and Germany. In July 1990, when have also sometimes referred to dissuasion par

he was still the Defense Minister, Jean-Pierre constat rdciproque !mutually recognized deterrence,
Chev6nement suggested that a West European sometimes translated as existential deterrence).
defense partnership offering nuclear protection to Various proposals over the years for a West
Germany was the only choice, given the alterna- European Nuclear Planning Group for con-
tives: "An American protection that risks seeming sultations about the British and French forces and
more and more uncertain? Or Germany's choice to cost-sharing were never placed on the political
assure her security by herself?" [69] agenda. [72]

The assumption that U.S. nuclear protection is Moreover, aside from Britain's participation in
unreliable (or may become so in the long-term) has NATO's Nuclear Planning Group, neither Britain
been prominent in France since the 1956 Suez cri- nor France has appeared ready to share much
sis; it became an article of faith shared in various information with non-nuclear allies, much less

French political circles in addition to the Gaullists decision-making. Despite Mitterrand's February
during the course of the 1960s. An associated view 1986 declaration of intent regarding consultation
found among many of the French is that France with the Federal Chancellor prior to any French
may be able to contribute to a West European ar- use of nuclear weapons on German soil, it appears
rangement for the nuclear protection of Germany that no Franco-German understanding on basic
as part of the European defense entity France has operational and strategic principles has been
championed over the years. Part of the French ad- reached comparable to the guidelines worked out
vocacy of a European defense identity has includ- for U.S. and British nuclear weapons in NATO's
ed the argument that, sooner or later, U.S. unreli- Nuclear Planning Group. The explanation seems
ability will become obvious, and that France's Eu- to have resided in a preoccupation with autonomy
ropean partners will be grateful to Paris for having and in France's interest in maximizing uncertain-
built an independent nuclear deterrent force. [70] ties in the interest of deterrent credibility. France's

The historical obstacles to a joint West Euro- refusal to engage in consultations on nuclear em-
pean nuclear deterrent have included the reluc- ployment questions with Germany and other allies
tance of Britain and France to extend explicit or lessened the credibility of French professions of
precise guarantees to non-nuclear allies. The interest in building a West European defense
British nuclear presence in Germany with British identity and placing French nuclear forces at the
forces has been a de facto indication of commit- service of this entity.
ment, but public declarations have usually been

New Perspectives for British-French Nuclear Cooperation

In January 1992, Mitterrand raised the possi- substantive consultations on nuclear deterrence
bility of devising a "European doctrine" within the and employment policy with its European allies.
European Community for the French and British "Agreement among Europeans on a single doc-
nuclear forces: "Only two of the twelve [European trine, and the establishment of an appropriate po-
Community countries] have an atomic force. For litical structure, seem to me to be essential pre-
their national policy, they have a clear doctrine. Is conditions for the development of a European nu-
it possible to conceive a European doctrine? This clear deterrent. However, we can already envisage
question will very rapidly become one of the major multilateral consultation on conditions for the im-
questions in the construction of a joint European plementation of nuclear weapons and a broaden-
defense." [73] ing of the nuclear guarantee. There is a need for

In September 1992, French Defense Minister dialogue among Europeans on this subject." [74]
Pierre Joxe, following up on Mitterrand's state- Distinctions have to be made in this regard.
ment in January 1992, suggested that France might One approach is to say that British and French nu-
be willing for the first time to engage in truly clear forces provide a "penumbra" of protection to
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the non-nuclear European allies, even in the ab- forces. This could in theory mean that SSBN
sence of an explicit guarantee, because the security patrols might be undertaken by fewer boats, or
of these countries--linked to Britain and France by that strike plans might be organized for decon-
the North Atlantic Treaty, the European Commu- fliction and the avoidance of duplication in tar-
nity, the Western European Union and other ties-- geting. The idea of cooperation in nuclear testing
might well be construed as a vital interest by has also been raised by some observers. The
London and Paris. In November 1991, in the new British-U.S. agreement of 1958 restricting infor-
NATO strategic concept, the allies paraphrased mation transfers to third parties might, however,
the language of their 1974 Ottawa declaration and prevent Britain from testing a nuclear device at a
said that "the independent nuclear forces of the French test site, to say nothing of the likely objec-
United Kingdom and France, which have a deter- tions from British environmentalists and oppo-
rent role of their own, contribute to the overall sition parties and the Commonwealth countries in
deterrence and security of the Allies." [75] the South Pacific.

Another approach is to imagine a European The most likely cooperation may be an effort
political union so complete that British and French to reach a deeper convergence of policy principles
national autonomy and sovereignty would be regarding arms control issues such as nuclear test-
submerged into a larger entity. This is in the realm ing and the future of the ABM Treaty and strategic
of remote and abstract conjecture. As Jacques issues such as the requirements of deterrence and
Mellick, State Secretary in the French Ministry of an appropriate employment policy. This may be
Defense, observed in January 1992, "it appears what Joxe had in mind when he recently wrote
very difficult to share the nuclear decision with that France and Britain are initiating "a rapproche-
other states, when no homogeneous political ment on the role and instruments of nuclear
union and common political authority exists, deterrence in Europe." [77] Similarly, despite the
Finally, in the hypothesis of a federal union of ambitious impressions conveyed by some press
Europe, a nuclear power could transfer its deter- accounts, in October 1992 Prime Minister B6r6-
rent capacity to this new sovereign entity, but this govoy seemed anxious to underscore that even the
evolution would imply the political eclipse of the definition of parallel policy perspectives in Lon-
nations in Europe; it is for one thing a rather dis- don and Paris had yet to be achieved. "The estab-
tant prospect, and for another, is it desirable?" [76] lishment of a European corps shows us what a

The real issues lie in between (a) the implicit difficult and lengthy project it is to form the em-
de facto protection conferred on non-nuclear allies bryo of a conventional European defense; the
by Britain and France through physical proximity adoption of a European deterrence doctrine will
and close political and economic ties and (b) full require all the more time and work, because the
political union, with Britain and France surren- question is so complex and sensitive. A prelimi-
dering national sovereignty, including nuclear nary step would no doubt consist of bringing
weapons choices, to a political union of the Euro- closer together the viewpoints of the two nuclear
pean Community countries. The real issues con- powers of the [European] Community: Great
cern, in other words, arrangements in which Britain and France. This would be a useful first

Britain and France would retain ultimate control step." [78]
over the operational employment of their national At this juncture, it appears that the least likely
nuclear deterrents, but would coordinate their forms of cooperation would involve measures
policies more explicitly with each other and with such as setting up a single command center, with

their allies, one country accepting dependence on the other's
British-French policy coordination might take nuclear deterrence capabilities and decision-

several forms. One might imagine, for example, making procedures (by, for example, relying on
the joint development and production of delivery the other's SSBN force part of the time). Moreover,
systems in addition to the ASLP possibility. In the neither country is likely to be interested in estab-
long-term, this might include SLBMs and SSBNs lishing multilateral control mechanisms that
after the service life of Trident, if the option of ob- would constrict British and French sovereignty
raining missile systems and submarine designs through consultation obligations more constrain-
from the United States was no longer available ing than "Athens guidelines"-style "time and cir-
(or attractive) to Britain. Existing forces might be cumstances permitting" commitments. Even the
used with greater efficiency, it has been argued, proposal for "multilateral consultation...among
through the coordination of British and French
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Europeans" advanced by Joxe faces genuine Committee) as dominated by the United States;
obstacles, and numerous French politicians and commenta-

British policy may, for example, hinder the re- tors have, mistakenly, tended to equate Nuclear
alization of the French vision of a "European doc- Planning Group participation--and, indeed,

trine" for a joint West European deterrent based NATO's integrated military structure--with a loss
on the French and British forces. The British ap- of national sovereignty and freedom of decision.

proach has been staunchly Atlanticist and opposed In other words, continuing French political at-
to any conception that would separate the West titudes about NATO may rule out a solution such
European nuclear forces from those of the United as the British have proposed. France has histori-
States. In September 1992 Malcolm Rifkind said, cally insisted on making it clear that its nuclear
"For Europe and America to develop separate se- strategy is not only independent but also concep-
curity strategies would be in the interests of nei- tually distinct from that of NATO and that of the
ther continent...It is not in our interests to encour- United States in particular.

age any tendency towards thinking that there In the 1980s, the French frequently asserted
could be a major conflict in Europe in which the that their nuclear strategy differed from NATO's

question of nuclear use arose which did not in- in that France's strategy was intended for deter-
volve the vital interests of all the allies including rence and foresaw only a limited and prompt
the U.S. Rather, ! see the opportunity and chal- "final warning" employment of "prestraLegic"
lenge for Europe being to contribute more fully to nuclear weapons. This was contrasted with
supporting the collective deterrence." [79] NATO's strategy of flexible response, which they

The British have taken the position that a described, rather misleadingly, as oriented toward
multilateral consultation forum for nuclear deter- large-scale nuclear employment in Europe in order
rence protecting Western Europe already exists-- to achieve victory on the battlefield. In fact, U.S.
NATO's Nuclear Planning Group. British officials and NATO policy has always been oriented
have noted that Britain's nuclear forces have been toward war-prevention, and beginning in the late
committed to NATO as well as to national plans 1960s the key concepts were crisis management
for decades. In Rifkind's words, "We are as corn- and a prompt "r_storation of deterrence" if se-
mitted as is France to the total operational inde- lective and limited nuclear weapons employment
pendence of our deterrent...But we have regarded ever became necessary to stop aggression and end
the commitment of forces as an important way of the war. The truly noteworthy differences includ-
underlining the message that our deterrent is there ed the French insistence on threatening prompt
for our non-nuclear Allies as well--that Britain nuclear employment and the French judgment that
would regard her own vital interests as at stake in (as the terms implied) "prestrategic" or "final ............
any attack upon an Alliance member. The Alliance warning" employment should be clearly linked to
strategy provides for flexibility in the choice of re- the prospect of imminent strategic nuclear strikes.
sponse dependent upon circumstance." [80] In the current situation, some French obser-

Le Monde interpreted Rifkind's statements as a vers have asserted that France was able to approve
reply to Joxe's proposal. Rather than accepting the the new NATO strategic concept in November
French proposal for an extension of British and 1991 because NATO had agreed to come closer to
French nuclear protection to European allies, French conceptions of nuclear deterrence, which
Le Monde concluded, Rifkind was suggesting that they define as employment only for political war-
France should join Britain in upholding the nu- termination purposes (an approach that has in fact
clear strategy of the Atlantic Alliance in coopera- been orthodoxy in NATO since the late 1960s). The
tion with the United States and should become French have nonetheless remained reluctant to

a member of NATO's Nuclear Planning Group, acknowledge publicly that few significant differ-
"a step which would mark a rupture with the ences separate their nuclear deterrence and initial
Gaullist dogmas of 1966." [81] As The Economist operational employment policies from those of
rightly noted in its discussion of these issues, the United States and NATO. [83] In a sense, the
French participation in NATO's Nuclear Planning French seem to have come closer to a long-
Group "is apparently still out of the question," standing NATO position--later and more selec-
owing to the political strength of supporters of tive use.
long-standing Gaullist policies. [82] Historically, It has become difficult to discuss either French
many of the French have seen NATO's Nuclear or NATO nuclear doctrine with any precision, be-
Planning Group (and the Defense Planning cause both have become more vague and abstract,
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but at least one clear difference remains. This dif- doctrine" for the British and French nuclear forces.

ference resides in the conviction, still firmly held On some occasions they have emphasized efforts
by some French observers, that a "final warning" to assure political elites and the French public that
cannot logically be followed by a "second warn- France will be able to maintain its independent
ing." In their view, deterrence requires certainty rank and national security autonomy within
and consistency on this point. From their perspec- political union of the European Community coun-
tive, therefore, NATO concepts of "follow-on use" tries. In a May 1992 National Assembly debate
and "adaptive planning," with uncertainty sus- about amending the national constitution to per-
tained as to the nature of NATO's nuclear re- mit ratification of the Maastricht Treaty, Foreign
sponse, are not considered supportive of deter- Minister Roland Dumas took care to stipulate that
rence but positively harmful. France's nuclear forces are "not involved" in the

Furthermore, French officials have at times process of European political union and "remain
seemed almost to disavow President Mitterrand's under national command, at the disposition of the

apparent aspirations regarding a "European chief of state alone." [84]

Germany and West European Nuclear Cooperation

No effort to build a West European defense nuclear-centered West European defense identity
identity can disregard Germany. Even though seem less and less appealing to Germans.
nuclear issues are far from the forefront of German It is apparent that German objections to
security preoccupation today, the nuclear dimen- France's ground-based prestrategic weapons, artic-
sion is potentially an even more problematic as- ulated by political figures as disparate as Alfred
pect of West European defense cooperation than Dregger and Egon Bahr, influenced the French
the issue of employing German forces outside the decisions to retire the Pluton missiles ahead of
NATO area for Western European Union- or schedule and to refrain from deploying the Had/_s
United Nations-sponsored military operations, missiles. The Germans have manifested little
Significant ambivalence persists in the German interest in French visions of the European Com-
approach to nuclear deterrence. As three percep- munity political union as a cohesive military
tive German experts recently wrote, "the German power equipped with British and French nuclear
attitude toward nuclear deterrence...is as incon- forces. German reactions to the nuclear aspects of
clusive as it is crucial." [85] French proposals for West European defense

On the mass public level, Germany's willing- identity have ranged from indifference in the
hess to accept a foreign nuclear presence--never Christian Democratic Union/Christian Social
that high, even during the Cold War--has contin- Union-Free Democratic Party (CDU/CSU-FDP)
ued to decline. Recent polls suggest that a majority governing coalition to principled opposition in the
of 70% favor the removal of all remaining U.S. Social Democratic Party (SPD) and Green parties.
nuclear weapons from Germany. [86] Some judge The German lack of interest in pursuing a ha-
that Germany's long-standing "nuclear allergy" tional nuclear weapons option remains corre-
may become more acute after the last former spondingly profound. German elites of all parties
Soviet forces are withdrawn in 1994. were dismayed at the reports in early 1992 of a

Prior to the fall of the Berlin wall, in 1988, leaked draft of a U.S. Defense Planning Guidance
Jean-Pierre Chev_nement, who was then Defense document that implied that Germany might
Minister, described France's nuclear forces as "the choose to seek nuclear weapons. Government
most beautiful contribution" [le plus bel apport] that spokesman Dieter Vogel said, "This scenario that
France could make to the construction of a more Germany could one day in the future have its
autonomous European defense. [87] But current own nuclear weapons is not, absolutely not,
political trends and recent events--the unification justified." [88]
of Germany, the breakup of the Warsaw Pact and The consensus in Germany regarding the ha-
the Soviet Union, and the scheduled withdrawal tion's non-nuclear status has included the corol-

of former Soviet forces from Germany and the rest lary that any necessary nuclear guarantees must be
of East-Central Europe--are likely to make a provided by the United States, with Britain and
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France seen as much less reliable and credible the Germans mainly as a supplement to U.S. forces
sources of nuclear protection. As long ago as 1985, (additional centers of nuclear decision-rnaking that
Lothar Ruehl, then the State Secretary in the Min- may complicate the risk calculations of possible
istry of Defense, said that Bonn would welcome it aggressors).
"if the French nuclear forces were to extend their The main nuclear deterrence issues in the Fed-

protection to include the Federal Republic, in addi- eral Republic, in the years immediately preceding
tion to the protection offered by the American nu- and since national unification, have been the ex-
clear forces and NATO's own nuclear weapons in tent to which a U.S. nuclear force presence is
Europe. However, only as an addition, not as an needed (and, incidentally, to what extent modern-
alternative." [891 Manfred W6rner, who was then ization is necessary). The divisions amon G German
the Minister of Defense, said, "France's nuclear elites include the split between (a) those (mainly in
capability is insufficient to protect the Federal the SPD) who oppose any continuing peacetime
Republic. We will have to continue to rely on the U.S. nuclear deployment on German soil, and who

American nuclear umbrella." 1901 In 1988, Chris- therefore favor the reconstitution approach dis-
toph Bertram, editor of Die Zeit and a former cussed earlier or even an existential concept of
Director of the International Institute for Strategic dependence on U.S. assurances without any re-
Studies, wrote that, from a German perspective, constitution arrangements; and (b) those who hold
the British and French nuclear forces "do not pro- that nuclear risk-sharing, alliance cohesion, and
vide deterrence beyond the narrowest definition of effective deterrence require a minimal U.S. nuclear
British and French national security." 1911 presence. As Ri.idiger Moniac recently wrote, "For

National unification has not increased the in- Germany, the new atomic age will entail much less
terest of German elites in obtaining nuclear guar- of a psychological and political burden, not to
antees from Britain and France, nor their willing- mention the fact that the use of nuclear weapons
ness to make the nation's security more dependent on German soil can already be considered utterly
on French and British political processes. The lack inconceivable. Even so, Germany must shoulder
of German confidence in British and French nu- its share of the nuclear risk within NATO if it is to

clear guarantees probably remains so fundamental continue to be accepted as an equal partner." 1931
that many would agree with Josef Joffe's judgment If antinuclear sentiments grow more intense in the
in 1984: "The ultimate implication of a Western mass public and in influential political factions,
Europe minus the United States...is a nuclear- however, the reconstitution approach to nuclear
armed Federal Republic." [921 As some Germans deterrence capabilities may be the only option
have noted in interviews, by definition, lesser remaining for U.S. nuclear commitments to Ger-

powers cannot guarantee the security of a greater many and other non-nuclear allies, aside from
power; only the United States can offer nuclear depending exclusively ()n off-shore forces, with
protection to Germany vis-h-vis Russia. The British no exercises of redeployments of nuclear-capable
and French forces are likely t() remain of interest to systems to European soil.

German-American Relations and Extended Deterrence Requirements

German security elites have, it might be re- others expressed reservations). After President
called, repeatedly redefined the credibility re- Bush decided in 1991 to remove all the remaining
quirements of extended deterrence. In the late ground-based U.S. nuclear systems, a number of
1970s, Chancellor Helmut Schmidt and other Germans continued to maintain that U.S. nuclear

prominent Germans argued that it was imperative commitments were still credible.
to deploy U.S. nuclear-armed ground-based mis- If the remaining U.S. nuclear systems (weap-
siles in Western Europe, with ranges great enough ons for dual-capable aircraft) were removed,
to hold targets in the former Soviet Union at risk moreover, some Germans might still affirm the
and ihereby ensure deterrence. After these missiles credibility of U.S. nuclear commitments_thanks
(the Pershing ii ballistic missiles and the ground- to reconstitution arrangements or simply to the
launched cruise missiles) were eliminated by the existential force of continuing U.S. political as-
1987 INF Treaty, many Germans argued that U.S. surances. (The existential approach to deterrence
nuclear commitments were still credible (though emphasizes the notion that no potential aggressor
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could rule out the possibility of U.S. nuclear use, Supporters of such a reconfiguration of the
even in the absence of nuclear capabilities deploy- remaining nuclear capabilities of the United States
ed in Europe.) suggest that the current policy of retaining some

German-American relations regarding nuclear U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe may make the
weapons matters may well, in other words, con- most flexible type of nuclear forces for limited
tinue to represent a process of mutual accommo- contingencies (bombs for tactical fighter-bomber
dation to the boundaries of what is politically aircraft) vulnerable to possible political develop-
practical in each country. Both the United States ments in Europe, especially Germany. That is, a
and the Federal Republic of Germany have at- German decision to seek the removal of these nu-
tempted to shape NATO nuclear policy while ac- clear forces could result in a domino effect elim-
cepting what could not be changed, owing to inating U.S. nuclear weapons from several or all of
overriding political constraints. In 1987, Bonn had the non-nuclear host nations in NATO Europe,
to accept the U.S.-Soviet INF Treaty and even pro- and perhaps even from Britain. [98] This might
fessed to be pleased with it, though its implica- result in the complete elimination of these remain-
tions clearly disturbed some of the Federal Repub- ing air-delivered U.S. nuclear weapons, the end of
lic's security experts. [94] In mid-1989, Washington the nuclear-delivery capability of the aircraft
had to accept Bonn's unwiliingness to make a concerned, and U.S. dependence on higher-yield
positive decision on what was then considered to and less discriminate intercontinental strike
be an important nuclear modernization question-- systems.
the follow-on to the Lance missile. [95] To hedge against the risk of losing these more

In the future, German-American interactions limited capabilities, some argue, the United States

might lead to further denuclearization. Some should take the initiative in removing the weapons
Germans, particularly on the left, may more vigor- from Europe and should reconfigure its nuclear
ously champion a "reconstitution" approach or forces for potential flexible applications in unpre-
even an "existential" concept that would eliminate dictable regional contingencies. Only in this fash-
the remaining U.S. nuclear presence as an unnec- ion, it is contended, can the United States ensure
essary remnant of the Cold War. its ability to have more discriminate and selective

Some Americans might also seek the removal nuclear options, with the delivery flexibility of

of these remaining nuclear forces, for a variety of tactical fighter-bomber aircraft.
motives in addition to the-Cold-War-is-over ar- In short, certain strands of current thinking in

gument. Some contend, for example, that such a both Germany and the United States may in the
removal could be a useful step in a global cam- future tend to converge in support for removal of

paign to eliminate all nonstrategic nuclear forces existing U.S. nuclear capabilities from Germany
and all deployments of nuclear forces outside the and perhaps from Europe as a whole.
national territories of their owners. [96] At present, however, even the SPD seems to

Others note that the Warsaw Pact conven- be disposed to refrain from making an issue of the

tional threat of the past has disappeared, and remaining U.S. nuclear forces in Germany and, in
judge that NATO can and should now rely much practice, to favor avoiding a public debate on nu-
more emphatically on conventional forces. A clear deterrence matters. The residual U.S. nuclear
corollary of this outlook is the idea that U.S. nu- capabilities are seen by many German security ex-
clear forces should be radically cut back, with the perts as an element of stability, an important link

only remaining U.S. nuclear forces overseas (those to the United States, and part of a larger NATO
in Europe) returned to North America. U.S. nu- alliance framework that remains indispensable for
clear forces should then, it is argued, be reconfig- the security of Germany, the European Commu-
ured for maximum flexibility, including possible nity, and Europe as a whole at a time of great--

prompt deployment in various types of contingen- and possibly growing--political instability in
cies around the world. It is worth noting in this Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union. As a

regard that the possible role of the new U.S. result, among security experts in both Germany
Strategic Command with regard to remaining U.S. and the United States at present, the predominant
"theater/tactical" nuclear weapons has not yet attitude seems to be one of "don't rock the boat"--
been decided, but the Strategic Command "has that is, de facto support for the existing deployment

most U.S. military expertise in nuclear weapons, of a minimal number of bombs for dual-capable
including overall targeting responsibility." [97] aircraft.
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Moreover, the arguments raised in the United As noted earlier, the French have consolidated all
States in support of withdrawing the remaining the land-based aircraft previously considered
nuclear forces appear ill-founded. For example, "prestrategic" in the strategic air command (Forces
the suggestion that the United States should with- Adriemzes Stratdgiques); and some observers in
draw these weapons for fear of an eventual Ger- Britain, France, and the United States have called
man demand for their removal amounts to creat- for more consideration of possible limited and

ing a self-fulfilling prophecy. It is more prudent to selective employment of SLBMs, systems that used
prepare for such a situation than to initiate a with- to be deemed clearly "strategic."
drawal that would stimulate anxieties and debates The overriding argument against this propos-

about apparent U.S. disengagement, al, which would remove the remaining U.S. nu-
The proposal that all nonstrategic nuclear clear forces from Europe, is the historical expe-

weapons be eliminated fails to acknowledge that rience of NATO. This experience suggests strongly
the distinction between strategic and nonstrategic that shared security interests can be most reliably

(or substrategic or prestrategic or tactical, etc.) defended through nuclear force deployments and
nuclear forces has always been rather artificial and associated arrangements that provide for effective
arbitrary and is increasingly recognized as such. risk- and responsibility-sharing.

Probable German Choices and Preferences

Germany and the other nop-nuclear West and there is no visible constituency in Germany

European states have manifested relatively little for a national nuclear weapons program. The
interest in a joint West European nuclear deterrent Federal Republic's Western European Union and

in recent years, partly because their confidence in Non-Proliferation Treaty commitments have
U.S. nuclear capabilities and commitments is recently been reinforced by the "two-plus-four"
higher than their confidence in British and/or treaty on the final settlement of the German
French nuclear assets and assurances. The hypo- question.
thetical difficulties of devising a strategically Many Germans, at least in elite political cir-
credible and politically satisfactory multilateral cles, would agree with a recent U.S. analysis that
control mechanism among sovereign governments warned that a U.S. military withdrawal from
_multiple keys could lead to multiple vetoes and Europe could result in a "leadership vacuum" that
the loss of deterrent credibility) do not seem likely "would place great pressure on the Federal Repub-
to become practical problems as long as the entire lic of Germany to assume a leadership role in

project of a joint West European deterrent remains European security and create corresponding con-
confined to exploratory dialogues between Britain cerns in other European countries, West and East.
and France. Discussions about multilateral West Such a devek)pment would therefore cause serious

European nuclear deterrent cooperation may re- domestic political divisions as well as uneasiness
main abstract and deferred to an uncertain future among its neighbors. The possible emergence of an
as long as U.S. commitments appear reasonably independent German nuclear force, which could
credible and reliable, lie at the end of this road, would be a profoundly

The North Atlantic Treaty has in a sense been unsettling option." [99]
the West's most successful nonproliferation Such a German force might, however, be less
agreement. Confidence in the reliability of U.S. probable than other outcomes, depending on the
nuclear commitments has, it may be argued, salience of perceived threats to German and West
helped to dissuade some countries from seeking European security after a hypothetical U.S. mili-
nuclear weapons capabilities that might have oth- tary withdrawal from Europe. U.S. nuclear forces
erwise done so. This has been an important factor and commitments have played, it may be argued,
in the Federal Republic, even though many other a positive role in intra-European politics by lower-
significant considerations have contributed to dis- ing the political profile of the British and French
couraging the Germans from pursuing national nuclear forces. Even though Germany has advan-
nuclear weapons capabilities. Indeed, most politi- tages in political clout and influence based on its
cally conscious Germans have seen no advantages economic strength, these forces endow Britain and
in Germany becoming a nuclear weapons state, France with strategic options and a certain type of

20 Center for Security and Technology Studies



political status unavailable to Germany. The Ger- European substitute for U.S. nuclear forces and
mans seem likely to accept this situation as long as commitments is at hand.
the political and security relevance of these nu- Germany's governing elites concur with their
clear weapons appears minimal and as long as counterparts in most of Western Europe about the
Britain and France refrain from asserting that their indispensability of U.S. political-military commit-
nuclear weapons entitle them to a leadership role ments in Europe's troubled security landscape. In
in West European security arrangements. May 1992, German Chancellor Helmut Kohl told

If U.S. nuclear forces and commitments were an American audience, "For a long time to come,

withdrawn, however, Germans might see advan- there will be enormous stocks of nuclear, biologi-
tages in pursuing arrangements that would dimin- cal, and chemical weapons in the successor states
ish the sigrdficance of the differences in status and of the former Soviet Union. They remain a source

options between Germany and its two nuclear- of danger against a background of political insta-
armed West European allies. If the security envi- bility, and hence conflict. Not least for this reason,
ronment appeared benign and conducive to suc- the substantial presence of North American forces
cessful arms control and disarmament negotia- in Western Europe and Germany remains indis-
tions, the Germans might become champions of pensable for the security of both our nations, now
sharp reductions in the British and French nuclear and in the future." [100]
forces. If the security environment seemed more It appears that the long-standing and prevail-
hazardous, with West European nuclear capa- ing German aversion to pursuing a national nu-

bilities judged likely to be of some utility in con- clear deterrent could only change in extreme cir-
taining and countering threats, the Germans might cumstances--for instance, a U.S. withdrawal of
well be more inclined to seek the establishment of nuclear forces and commitments (or perceived
substantive multilateral control mechanisms in the signs of an impending U.S. disengagement from
Western European Union or the European Corn- these commitments), and the emergence of appar-

munity political union that would genuinely ent nuclear threats to the east and/or south of
narrow the differences between Germany and its Germany (such as those that might be posed by a
two nuclear partners, dictatorial and expansionist regime in Moscow,

While either of these outcomes might be more civil war in Russia, or a Russian-Ukrainian war).
likely than a German national nuclear deterrent, The Germans will no doubt be heavily influenced
none of these three possibilities--disarmament, by their assessment of America's willingness to
multilateral control, or a German force--would remain responsibly committed to helping Ger-
be particularly welcome to Britain or France. For many and Western Europe as a whole cope with
these reasons, the British and French governments the full array of political, economic, and security
are likely to be cautious about (a) raising expecta- problems posed by the collapse of the Soviet em-
tions among non-nuclear allies about the possible pire. The clear German preference has been for the
extent of multilateral consultation obligations retention of a reliable U.S. nuclear guarantee, with
and (b) pursuing arrangements oriented toward little or no confidence in the political feasibility
a joint West European deterrent that might en- or strategic credibility of a joint West European
courage influential U.S. observers to believe that a deterrent based on the British and French forces.

Conclusion

Given that the United States has withdrawn its possibility of withdrawing and later eliminating
nuclear-armed sea-launched cruise missiles and remaining air-delivered tactical nuclear weapons
the nuclear weapons on its aircraft carriers, with in Europe." [1011 Withdrawing these weapons
these weapons either destroyed or placed in stor- would, however, probably not promote the non-
age, the only non-intercontinental nuclear systems proliferation goals championed by Aspin, but
left in service are those retained for ground-based cot:ld well have a number of effects damaging to
aircraft in Europe. In February 1992, Les Aspin, Western and international security.
then the Chairman of House Armed Services U.S. withdrawal of the final remaining nuclear

Committee, wrote that, "ln close consultation with systems in Europe would send a signal of disen-
our NATO allies, we now need to consider the gagement. The fact of withdrawal would
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undermine the credibility of assurances that the necessary for sound collective decision-making.
United States intends to remain committed to The divisions between the nuclear-weapon state

European security. It could have destabilizing and non-nuclear-weapon state members of the
effects, with potentially serious long-term reper- Western European Union and the European Com-
cussions. It would eventually, if not immediately, munity would become more distinct, a fact that

provoke debates and raise anxieties that are not could be damaging to West European (and
now present. Western) political and strategic unity.

The perception of a withdrawal of U.S. protec- As Jean-Marie Gu6henno of the French
tion could raise incentives for some European Foreign Ministry has asked, if nuclear weapons
states to seek nuclear weapons or to form coali- were only on the territory of nuclear-weapon
tions to substitute for the alliance with the United states, would this be "compatible with the political

States. The impression that the United States was and strategic solidarity we are seeking, which is
disengaging from leadership responsibilities could the guarantee of our security?" [103] Some French
stimulate a competition for primacy among the observers have even raised the possibility of
larger European states, immediately replacing withdrawn U.S. nuclear

Given the improbability of any true political capabilities with French and British nuclear sys-
union in the European Community in the fore- tems to avoid a politically and strategically dam-
seeable future, many allied observers would agree aging denuclearization. But it would clearly be
with Walter Slocombe's judgment: "A unified preferable to maintain existing programs of coop-
Germany would not readily rely indefinitely on a eration with the United States in conjunction with
British or French deterrent. The practical issue, potential future European deployments more
therefore, is whether there will be U.S. nuclear extensive than the British nuclear capabilities in

weapons in Europe--or German ones. So long as Germany.
there is a reluctance to see German nuclear weap- The implications for U.S. as well as general
ons, there will be a strong case for an American Western policy seem self-evident. No joint West
nuclear guarantee made manifest by the presence European deterrent capable of substituting for U.S.
of nuclear weapons nearby." [102] forces and commitments is on the horizon. The

The participation and reassurance functions of main risk factors include continuing uncertainties
U.S. nuclear forces in Europe would end if these about the future of Russia (including its relations
weapons were withdrawn. NATO's Nuclear Plan- with other successor states to the Soviet Union),
ning Group would become an "academic" body in potential threats beyond but near Europe
that its responsibilities would be cut back to the (including possible nuclear proliferation), the
vanishing point. The non-nuclear European coun- persisting dependence of Germany and other non-
tries that accept nuclear basing and delivery roles nuclear allies on U.S. nuclear protection, and the
and responsibilities would lose these tasks, be- dangers of fundamental destabilization in the
cause the nuclear programs of cooperation with event of a U.S. withdrawal. These factors argue
the United States would end. Fewer European that it remains in the interests of the United States
political-military elites would be well-informed to stay engaged in Europe, with the credibility of
about nuclear weapons issues, with the awareness its nuclear commitments ensured by a continuing
of the critical concrete details and problems that is nuclear force presence.
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World Security Beyond the Cold War

Ambassador Ronald F. Lehman

u.s. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency

We are coming to the end of a century, indeed The breakup of the Soviet Union, the demise
we are about to enter a new millennium. The of the Warsaw Pact, the end of the Cold War, the

world has gone through tremendous changes in development of a more dynamic United Nations

recent years. We all had dreams, hopes, visions, (U.N.), the way that the international community
and policies aimed at a better world, but what we has rallied on the question of Iraq--all of this has
did not have was the expectation that these given us great hopes and expectations as to what
changes we sought would happen so quickly, can be achieved. But clearly the euphoria that we

In 1989, I was asked to give several speeches sensed every now and then a year or two ago has
in Berlin. The Eastern European desk at the State been dampened by the realities that we see around
Department asked me if I would also visit some of the world, which include ethnic violence, the
the Eastern European capitals. I said, "Fine, but I threat of nuclear proliferation, the fears and con-
do not want to go to East Berlin. I have had those cerns of backtracking within the states of the for-
stale discussions too many times, I don't need to mer Soviet Union, our own problems, the status of
hear them again. Nothing new ever happens the global economy, and the question of what
there." America's proper role is in a "new world order."

By fall of 1989, | found myself in Berlin three At a time when we are approaching the new
days after the wall came down. I did go to East millennium, I am reminded of a comparable pe-
Berlin for meetings with some of the new political riod in which, if I may borrow from Charles Dick-
activists who had emerged on the scene. After one ens, "it was the best times and it was the worst of
of those meetings, I was walking out with one of times." This quote about the end of the eighteenth
my British and one of my Soviet colleagues. My century would apply also to the end of the nine-
British friend remarked, "Those people have no teenth century. Europeans and Americans were in
idea where they are going." And my Soviet col- an era of good feeling, embracing the notion that
league leaned over and said, "Ron, it was the same wars were behind them. Yet there were many
in the Baltics at first, but I tell you within a year nasty little wars around the world, and there were

those people will be the government." Well, he developments underway that ultimately led to
was wrong. It was less than a year, and it was not what was, in terms of the application of technol-
those people. It was not even the successors to ogy to death, the most violent century ever--ours.
those people. It was the successors to the succes- As we come to the end of this, the twentieth cen-
sors of those people. The pace of change was phe- tury, we see a transition with important positive
nomenal and, in many cases, we lagged behind developments and new challenges, which I would
others in seeing what was happening, like discuss here. I will use arms control as a way

to focus on the larger issues.

Developing International Commitments

Last month, President George Bush gave an it was an important statement. The President
address before the U.N. General Assembly. The talked about developing international commit-
speech was lost in reporting largely because this is ments to norms of behavior, which need to be
an election year, and because of the many historic strengthened and enforced. In that speech, George
events happening around the world. Nevertheless, Bush spoke about security guarantees and the
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importance of the U.N. Security Council being parties to that treaty. In this case, even traditional
prepared to take action if a non-nuclear weapons arms control reflected the new agenda.
state that is party to the Non-Proliferation Treaty We only need to look at what happened dur-
(NPT) is threatened with weapons of mass de- ing the Moscow coup last year to get a feeling for
struction. He talked about the experiences that we this transition. The coup signaled the end of our
have had working together with other nations on preoccupation with the East-West military balance

issues such as Iraq, but he also highlighted the per se and the beginning of our focus on what we
dangers if we fail in places like Yugoslavia and now call the nonproliferation question. Immedi-
elsewhere in the world. He discussed continuing ately we were concerned with the traditional
the traditional arms control agenda in which the agenda of how to deal with the questions of export
focus has been on the many treaties since the controls and centralized control of nuclear
Intermediate-Range Nuclear Weapons Treaty: the weapons to ensure that the weapons themselves,
Conventional Forces in Europe Treaty (CFE), the or the materials, do not get into the hands of
two Vienna confidence-building agreements, and unauthorized entities or potential proliferant
the Chemical Weapons Convention. The President countries. We also found ourselves dealing with a
emphasized completing this traditional agenda, new issue, brain-drain. There is a tendency to
but he also talked about key elements of a new think that the brain-drain problem is about Nobel
agendamthe importance of finishing the job of Prize-winning physicists going to work for Libya.
nonproliferation, the importance of the dealing However, I do not think that the real problem is
with a new era of weapons destruction and the great scientist; it is rather the tens of thousands
monitoring, and the importance of dealing with of people who worked in the Soviet nuclear
defense conversion, weapons program and have valuable skills. Many

I am one of those who will argue that the of them are first-rate scientists, many of them are
peace dividend issue is in many ways turning into first-rate engineers, and many of them are first-
the defense conversion issue, which we need to rate technicians. But, in some cases, it is the third-

understand. This is going to be very difficult. As rate engineers or the third-rate technicians who
President Bush's speech indicated, our policy may have the skill that a potential proliferator
focus already includes the recognition that the needs.
world is changing and that we need a new focus. We are dealing with a new phenomenon:
This can be seen in many little ways, such as my What is to be done when a nuclear weapons state
travel schedule. I used to go to Moscow five or six breaks up? President Bush saw an immediate
times a year. Now I travel to places like Seoul, need to develop a strategy to deal with theater
New Delhi, and Cairo. nuclear weapons. His first decision was a uni-

The traditional arms control agreements that lateral quick initiative, from which we hoped for
we have negotiated are already being transformed, a response and got a response; and we followed
We negotiated the Strategic Arms Reduction up with the deMIRVing I Treaty. All the while,
Treaty (START) to deal with the strategic nuclear we sought to keep the process moving on the
balance during the Cold War. By the time of the Lisbon Agreements.
Lisbon agreements, we had turned it into a non- Our problem is not just the former Soviet
proliferation tool. The CFE Treaty was negotiated Union, it is global. Take the countries of the world
at a time in which we had North Atlantic Treaty and place them on a continuum. On the right of
Organization and Warsaw Pact armies massed on that continuum would be the things we value:
the inner German border. I used to spend a lot of democracy, free markets, rule of law, human
my time looking at computer runs on the force- rights, nonproliferation, peaceful resolution of
density equation and reinforcement. Now, we look disputes, and the opposites of these would be on
at the CFE more as a tool of regional stability. It the left. Wherever countries are on this continuum,
would be difficult to imagine the states of the for- the vast majority are moving or k ave moved sig-
mer Soviet Union reallocating their conventional nificantly in the right direction.
forces peacefully without the international struc- Consider the proliferation area. We have had
ture (even though it had not gone into effect) and considerable success in Latin America, where
international spotlight that this treaty placed on Argentina and Brazil first agreed bilaterally to a
their decisions. Because of the CFE Treaty, the

West had the kibitzing rights that we all used .................................................
during the withdrawal process because we were 1MIRVis a multiple, independently targetable re-entry vehicle.
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safeguards program; then they expanded that to from Argentina (who was chairman because it was
include the International Atomic Energy Agency the turn of the neutrals and nonaligned to chair)
(IAEA); and now they are working to bring into suddenly learned that his government had just
effect the Treaty of Tlatelolco, which is a regional withdrawn from the nonaligned movement. This
equivalent to the NPT. This success was brought change in attitude about the order of the world is
about through policy decisions and restraints widespread. Recently, France, China, and South
enforced by the United States and others and Africa have joined the NPT, in fact just about
through political developments within those two every nation has joined. Only a few nations that
countries. One of our best allies on the nonprolif- are known to have fairly advanced nuclear infra-
eration issue in recent years has been the world structures (e.g., India, Pakistan, and Israel) have
debt crisis, because it has made it more and more not become parties to the NI_, but several parties
difficult for some developing countries to invest (e.g., Iran, Iraq, and North Korea) have been put-
in white elephants such as nuclear weapons suing nuclear weapons programs. Important
programs, progress has been made on nonproliferation, but

I think that we have some real opportunities to time is running out in several troubled regions of
change attitudes. When Carlos Menem, the Presi- the world.
dent of Argentina, says that he would rather see Let me highlight three areas (Korea, South
his nation be the last country in the First World Asia, and the Middle East) that cause great con-
than the first country in the Third World, one can cern, putting aside for a moment the overarching
see the great progress that is possible, question of the former Soviet Union, and in par-

Last year in the middle of the Biological Weap- ticular issues such as Ukraine.
ons Convention Review Conference, the Chairman

North and South Korea

For a number of years, the North Koreans propose it, and the North did accept it, and the
have had underway an effort to develop nuclear two Koreas now have a bilateral agreement
weapons. Their program is advanced, and their ef- banning plutonium reprocessing and uranium
fort to build a plutonium reprocessing facility at enrichment facilities on the Korean peninsula. In
Yongbyon symbolized how advanced it was. To addition, through a number of efforts by the
counter Pyongyang's quest for the bomb, we be- international community, North Korea finally
gan by working with the international community signed, ratified, and implemented its IAEA
and with the South Korean government. The safeguards agreement.
South Koreans became very dynamic in their con- Have we solved the North Korean problem?
cept of how to pursue arms control. No we have not, and I want to emphasize that.

When we first talked to them about a repro- What we have done is block a large-scale repro-
cessing ban, most people said that Seoul would cessing effort. 2 What they can do on a small scale
never agree to ban reprocessing facilities. Later, remains uncertain, however, and a very real risk
when South Korea announced support for a ban, remains. I have to ask the question: Can we tol-
these skeptics said, "They will propose it but the erate even one nuclear weapon in the hands of
North will never accept it." Well, the South did North Korea?

South Asia

South Asia contains two large, very troubled not going to solve the problem. The time has come
democracies with a long history of warfare and for South Asia, if I may use American slang, "to
with many disputes between them that could re- get real" about this problem. It is not so much that
suit in war. In that environment, the introduction there is an impending crisis; it is that there is a se-
of nuclear weapons would be terribly dangerous, rious latent danger in the region.
What bothers me most about South Asia is that not

much is being done about it. Yes, there have been
a few confidence-building measures (CBMs), and 2Sincethetimeof thisConference,NorthKoreahasannounced
they are welcome. Limited CBMs, however, are its intentionto withdrawfromtheNPT.
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Middle East

I have just returned from a trip to the Middle The U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament

East taken immediately before the recent meeting Agency has a large number of sociologists, psy-
in Moscow of the Multilateral Arms Control and chologists, political scientists, lawyers, and then
Regional Security Working Group. That meeting the physicists, chemists, and engineers. It has the
went quite well. Work on ideas for some confi- hard sciences and the soft sciences. The soft
dence-building measures and some other ap- sciences are calculations such as ballistic-missile
proaches has begun, but it is quite clear that the throw weight. The hard sciences are issues such as
multilateral process will never get much beyond the Middle East. We have hopes for the Middle
the bilateral process. The bilateral process by East, but because "that's the Middle East," we
Middle East standards is making revolutionary worry.
headway, but by the standards of other regions
this is a very small step.

Can We or Can We Not Live with Proliferation?

The international community has been moving to address it. In the end, however, we must bring
toward a position that the proliferation of nuclear about political change.
weapons is intolerable. It has not quite codified There are a score of countries around the
that view, but it has come very close. Why? It world that have the knowledge and could get ac-
is not just because the proliferation of nuclear cess to everything they need to make atomic
weapons poses a regional threat, and it is not just bombs. They do not do it, and we do not worry
that in theory some proliferator might pose a about it because of the nature of their societies and
global threat of a strike against Europe or the their political regimes. If we are going to deal with
United States. It is rather that the international the proliferation problem, we will have to bring
community is moving or hopes that it is moving about political change, which means establishing
toward certain international norms, including broader international norms and calling into

nonproliferation. If even a single additional coun- question some of our attitudes about the issue of
try acquires nuclear weapons, we run the risk of sovereignty.
the whole regime coming unraveled. The architecture that has been established in

What if North Korea becomes a nuclear Europe by the Conference on Security and Coop-
weapons state? Legally, it cannot under the NPT eration in Europe (CSCE) is an interesting regime
but that does not mean they cannot have nuclear because it goes beyond security and economic
weapons. If that were to happen, what about discussions. It has a strong international focus
Japan? Can this be isolated just to Japan or South on what used to be considered strictly domestic
Korea? What would be the reaction of their neigh- issues: the rule of law, human rights, and proper
bors in South Asia to a Korean nuclear weapons national behavior. CSCE reaches beyond the
program? What would it say to the Middle East? traditional view of sovereignty, and, whatever the
What would it say to Europe? What would it say risks, this process is continuing in other inter-
to Ukraine and to other countries that are under- national forums. If we look at arms control as an

taking commitments not to go down the nuclear example, this has been a part of the American

path? Are we going to reopen all of those ques- strategy all along. When we insisted on tight
tions? We do not want to do that. verification, what we were really talking about

Many of these proliferation problems cannot was opening up societies. When we talked about
be solved without solutions to regional security strict compliance with agreements, what we were
problems. We can use export controls. We can use emphasizing was the rule of lawwnot only in the
all the treaties and agreements, but we must also international sphere, but also in the domestic
address the regional concerns. South Asia is a sphere.
good example of an area where there will always At the Biological Weapons Convention, for
be the regional security consideration, so we have example, we made a proposal that nations codify
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criminal sanctions against anyone who partici- international norms. It involves an action by an
pates knowingly in a biological weapons program, individual state doing what others are doing be-
Interestingly enough, in March 1992, President cause it has become an international norm. This is
Boris Yeltsin of Russia said that the Soviet Union increasingly the kind of world in which we will be
had been in violation of the Biological Weapons living. If trends continue, it will involve greater in-
Convention, but that this was ending, and there ternational interest in issues such as monitoring
would be legislation to deal with this problem, the destruction of weapons and dealing with the
This is something that will help strengthen the question of defense conversion.

Conclusions

In this talk, I have stressed the new agenda, is next. We hear proposals to get rid of land-based
but the technical agenda is not yet complete. The missiles, to get rid of sea-based missiles, to get rid
central structure for START was agreed to in 1987. of all missiles, to get down to low numbers, to go

Negotiation of many of the important details and to zero. Before we make another leap, we must
counting rules followed over the next three and a understand how we can safely get there from here.
half years, and here we are at the end of 1992, and I am concerned that in this period of rapid
we are still waiting for ratification. We have change the foundations that were so firmly estab-

reached agreements signed by Presidents Bush lished in arms control strategy thus far will be
and Yeltsin for further reductions in our strategic weakened or lost. We are drifting. We must think
nuclear forces and a ban on all MIRVed ICBMs. 3 about this again and establish a sound foundation

Implementing these agreements once they are for what we ought to do next. We ought not to do
completed and ratified will take many years, arms control just for the sake of arms control. To

Combined with the implementation of START will the degree that we had developed a consensus in
be the implementation of the Chemical Weapons recent years, it was because we seemed to know
Convention, the CFE Treaty in Europe, and a what we were doing in arms control to further the

whole range of confidence-building measures, interests of the United States, and we seemed to
At the same time, we are nearing the end of succeed. It was not a zero sum game. I think Rus-

one century and the beginning of a new millen- sia and many other states benefited from this as
nium, and already the debate has begun on what well. I worry now, however, that we are starting

to lose our roots, and that, as a nation, we may
.................................................................... not be sure of where we are going and what we
3ICBMis an intercontinentalballisticmissile, are doing.
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Nuclear Weapons Issues in South Asia

Neil Joeck

Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory

Managing Nuclear Weapons

In looking at the framework for this volume, from Teller's in the 1940s, but his solution differs

one should first evaluate the objective of substantially from the regime Teller proposed.
"managing" nuclear weapons. The question is one With the emergence of what Krauthammer calls
of emphasis. For example, should one focus on "the weapons state," he argued that,
achieving an international objective? One might "there is no alternative to confronting,
argue that since nuclear weapons are dangerous, deterring, and, if necessary, disarming
they should be taken out of the hands of all ha- states that brandish and use weapons of
tional leaders. The logical result of this approach mass destruction, and there is no one to do
would be nuclear disarmament, with international that but the United States backed by as
supervision. In contrast, the focus could be de- many allies as will join the endeavor. ''2

fined more narrowly in terms of power politics. It is important to understand this contrast be-
One might argue that since only certain national tween international authority and power politics
leaders threaten U.S. interests, they (and only before setting a course in managing nuclear
they) should be prevented from acquiring nuclear weapons. Whether one takes an internationalist or

weapons, unilateralist approach, the U.S. will bear the bur-
In the late 1940s, Edward Teller argued in fa- den of leadership. Others cannot be expected to

vor of establishing an international authority. He follow unless the United States is clear both on the
expanded on the Acheson Report, which called for direction it wants to go, and the implications of
international control of the atom. Teller linked each of the two paths.
such control to open borders, open access, and full It is also important to remember that nuclear

freedom of information. He also argued that the proliferation did not start with the Iraq war; the
effect of the Acheson measures, United States' concern about research by German

"would be to place a considerable group scientists before and during World War II drove
of men directly under an international the Manhattan Project, and the basic insecurity
body and to protect freedom of informa- that was represented by our development of nu-

tion by supreme international law. There- clear weapons continues to drive the nuclear pro-
by, we would have taken a first step liferation behavior of states around the world to-
toward placing authority in the hands of day. The origins of our concern about nuclear
an organization whose essential function proliferation, and the efforts made before the lraq
is to keep the peace. Only such a central crisis, will affect which path makes better sense.
authority can bar the road to power poll- The development of nuclear weapons almost
tics and help us find the way to world simultaneously created a concern for their control.
unity."l The first step toward controlling the atom was the
More recently, in an article in Foreign Affairs Baruch Plan, which grew out of the Acheson re-

entitled "The Unipolar Moment," Charles port. This effort was stillborn, though, because
Krauthammer argued that with the Cold War now even in the 1940s, it was impossible to reconcile
over, the most crucial global security threat is the the international and unilateral approaches. The
emergence of a new strategic environment marked U.S. argued that an international mechanism
by the proliferation of weapons of mass destruc- should be set up to control atomic energy. The
tion. Krauthammer's concerns today differ little Soviet Union, however, feared that this would
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ensure a U.S. monopoly on atomic energy, would oriented approach, in which it was accepted that
be a front for U.S. espionage against the Soviets, the transfer of nuclear technology could not be
and would be dominated by the Untied States. prevented. At a minimum, however, nuclear
Moscow countered by proposing that the use and technology transfer could be monitored and

production of fissile material be outlawed; only safeguarded. Any state that wanted nuclear tech-
then could an international control body be nology could have it (under Atoms for Peace), but
formed. The U.S. was not prepared to give up its the price for access was agreeing to allow mon-

own capability unilaterally, while the Soviets re- itoring (by the IAEA) to ensure that no nuclear
jected international control until such unilateral weapons were developed.
action took place. The result was a diplomatic The second approach taken by the U.S. was
impasse, demand oriented: if states felt insecure and threat-

After this initial failure to reach an interna- ened (as the U.S. and Soviet Union had), they

tional accord on the control of nuclear energy, the might want to acquire nuclear weapons for legiti-
U.S. focused on two other approaches to managing mate defensive needs. The American response was
nuclear proliferation. The first was to try to control to rely on the post-World War II alliance system
and monitor the transfer of technology through to alleviate that insecurity, providing a nuclear
the Atoms for Peace program and the International umbrella for certain states that otherwise might
Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA). This was a supply develop weapons on their own.

Origins of Nuclear Proliferation in South Asia

For different reasons, India and Pakistan fell 1962. China soundly defeated India, and two years

between the cracks of this nuclear nonproliferation later conducted its first nuclear test. Debate imme-
approach, and they were left to address their secu- diately raged within India as to whether it should
rity concerns on their own. The nature of security follow suit. As is often the case in India, though,
in India and Pakistan was somewhat different, domestic politics moved to the foreground, and

however. Many scholars by now agree that secu- the issues of foreign policy and nuclear weapons
rity and insecurity in South Asia are in substantial were pushed to the background. The result was
measure a consequence of internal problems, indecision on the nuclear issue within India until
rather than foreign threats. Both states are linguis- the early 1970s.
ticaUy, ethnically, culturally, and religiously Pakistan had been formed as an Islamic state
diverse. They face some of the same problems the under the principle that the Muslim majority states
Soviet Union did, in that central authority, as of British India should be united as a single coun-
much as a common sense of national loyalty, try. However, two problems confronted Pakistan.

keeps each of these states together. Although lead- The first was that Kashmir, a Muslim majority
ers in India and Pakistan accept the argument that state, ended up being a part of India. ]'he second
internal diversity and internal problems create was that Pakistan itself was divided in two, sepa-
insecurities for both states, they maintain that their rated by a thousand miles of Indian territory. The
regional security environment is more critical. To difficulties for Pakistan in combining these two
understand proliferation in general, and to under- sectors solely on the basis of Islam proved to be
stand the Indian and the Pakistani points of view too great.

in particular, we need first to understand why In 1971, the eastern sector declared indepen-
they feel insecure about their neighbors, dence from the west. A bloody civil war ensued

India and Pakistan were formed in 1947 out of that resulted in the formation of the new state of

what had been British colonial India. Under the Bangladesh. A further consequence of the civil war
first Prime Minister, Jawaharlal Nehru, India at- was the outbreak of war between India and Pak-

tempted to develop a foreign policy that navigated istan. Many in Pakistan are convinced that the
between the two major power blocs of the post- creation of Bangladesh was not the consequence of
World War II era. Nehru was a key participant in Pakistan's internal failures, but rather of Indian in-
founding the Nonaligned Movement (NAM), and tervention in the civil war. In this view, the forma-
he stressed the importance of Third World solidar- tion of Bangladesh was only the first step in the
ity. This concept was challenged, however, with recreation of Akhand Bharat, or undivided India,
the outbreak of war between India and China in
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running from Pakistan's Western edge at the Khy- out. In India's view, China was checked by this
ber Pass to the jungles of Burma (Myanmar). move, and as a consequence was unwilling to help

Pakistan had counted on its security relation- Pakistan once war broke out at the end of 1971.

ship with the United States, and its enduring The lesson India apparently drew from this was
friendship with China, to keep India at bay. Pak- that its own conventional strength was sufficient
istan had joined the Central Treaty Organization for it to remain the dominant power in South Asia
(CENTO) as well as the Southeast Asian Treaty vis-a-vis Pakistan, while the treaty with the Soviet

Organization (SEATO) to achieve that objective. Union deterred Chinese meddling in the subconti-
Pakistan's leaders assumed that these formal ties nent. The 1974 Indian nuclear test put China on
would ensure American support in time of crisis notice that India could develop nuclear weapons
with India. Quite in contrast, the U.S. position was if need be, but was not followed up with weapon-
that these ties were intended to confront the ization or deployment.
Communists in the Soviet Union, and to prevent By the end of the 1980s, Pakistan had made
the spread of Moscow's influence into what the enough progress in its nuclear program that then
U.S. considered vulnerable regions. With the President Zia ul-Haq could claim to have devel-
catastrophic conclusion of the 1971 war, Pakistan oped a nuclear weapons capability. India contin-
felt that the U.S. had abandoned it. Feeling iso- ued to maintain that it had nothing more than a
lated and vulnerable to Indian designs, Pakistan peaceful nuclear program. New Delhi had tested a
set off on a slow but steady course of developing single nuclear device in 1974 and had stockpiled
nuclear weapons, which were seen as the only plutonium, but argued that it had no nuclear
guarantee that, in the future, India would be de- weapons capability or interest. With the dawning
terred from finishing the job begun in 1971 with of the 1990s. though, India's concern with China
the division of Pakistan and the creation of had been supplanted by a concern that Pakistan
Bangladesh. had achieved a nuclear capability. Whereas at the

India appeared to reach a very different con- end of the 1971 war, India had rendered Pakistan
clusion as a result of the 1971 war. Feaiful that the virtually defenseless, two decades later India

budding U.S.-China relationship (marked by found itself confronted with a conventionally still-
Henry Kissinger's secret trip to Beijing in July inferior Pakistan now possibly armed with nuclear
1971) might enable China to enter the impending weapons. It is a sad commentary on Indian plan-
war on Pakistan's side, India had signed a Treaty ning that its position of strategic superiority had
of Peace, Friendship and Cooperation with the been so thoroughly compromised in such a short
Soviet Union in August 1971, before the war broke time span.

From Nonproliferation to Arms Control

Assuming that India and Pakistan have Regional Differences
crossed the nuclear threshold, it is appropriate to One important difference between the two
think in terms of nuclear arms control, not just of cases is the issue of alliances. Unlike the U.S. and
nuclear nonproliferation, in South Asia. To this the Soviet Union, India and Pakistan are not nego-
end, it might be useful to consider a number of is- tiating arms control agreements with any allies in
sues that were part of the United States-Soviet mind. Both the United States and the Soviet Union
Union arms control relationship, and ask whether had to be concerned about the effect of any agree-
they pertain to the India-Pakistan relationship, ment on their allied partners. The most likely the-
Some mitigating factors that allowed the U.S. and ater for conflict was on the territory of those very
the Soviet Union to reach certain agreements may allies; this provided a kind of buffer at times, in
not be present for India and Pakistan. On the other the sense that, if war could be limited, it would be
hand, some obstacles that prevented agreements fought away from the heartland of either super-
may also not be present, perhaps allowing arms power. No one ever felt confident that war could
control a better chance for success in South Asia. be so contained, but for India and Pakistan, there

International regime issues that were in part is no such buffer. For both sides, the consequences
linked to U.S.-Soviet arms control agreements of failure to resolve differences through arms con-
may also affect Indo-Pakistani negotiations, trol may be direct and catastrophic if war breaks

out.
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An issue that has been less analyzed in South same time, India has argued that the discrimina-
Asia, but that may strongly affect arms control tory nature of the NPT is repugnant. On both
possibilities, is domestic public opinion. Polling those counts, India's position is beginning to look
data support a conclusion that nuclear weapons questionable. India's refusal to engage in arms
enjoy popular support in both India and Pakistan. control with Pakistan may have allowed Islam-
That conclusion may be premature, however, as abad time to acquire a nuclear capability that can
the process of arms control can itself prompt now neutralize India's conventional superiority.

changes in attitudes within the attentive public. This refusal has made New Delhi strategically
Many argue that neither side can give in on the vulnerable in a way that it was not at the end of
nuclear issue for fear of being overthrown politi- the 1971 war. India may hold the moral high
cally. Such arguments assume that Indians and ground on this issue, but the cost to India if war
Pakistanis alike believe that nuclear deterrence is breaks out could make that moral argument

the optimal means to achieve security. Yet the in- meaningless.
terplay between deterrence and arms control, the The argument that the NPT is discriminatory
assumptions about both, and the relative advan- is also under challenge. The French and Chinese
tage of one or the other have not been fully vetted decisions to sign the NPT take support away from
within either India or Pakistan. In a rapidly India on this score. Furthermore, recent sugges-
changing world, both may conclude that nuclear tions that India might sign the NPT as an Article 1
weapons cause more problems than they do solu- state (i.e., as a nuclear weapons state), suggest that
tions, they have sensed the wind is shifting. Ironically,

Bureaucratic politics within both countries however, this proposal smacks of hypocrisy in

may also influence arms control negotiations and suggesting that India rejects unequal treatment
agreements. Just as special interests and compet- only so long as it is on the wrong end of the mis-
ing bureaucracies within the U.S. wanted to bring treatment. One problem with this proposal, how-
about or prevent arms control, so too will con- ever, is that Article 9 of the treaty stipulates that
stituencies form in India and Pakistan favoring only those states that detonated a nuclear weapon
one approach or another. Interservice rivalries or a nuclear explosive device before January 1,
may already be affecting how the two sides pro- 1967 can be considered nuclear weapons states.
ceed. The cost of the nuclear program in terms of The time therefore seems opportune for India to
military aid and technology transfer is fairly high: reconsider the value of rejecting what has proven
are there now constituencies forming that would to be a remarkably durable treaty. The security
benefit from the elimination of those costs? benefits that many states received when their

neighbors signed the NPT is not entirely lost for
Arms Control Issues India vis-a-vis Pakistan. India's insistence that it be

The most significant international regime issue treated on an equal footing with China, and with
is the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear the other large powers, has been partially met
Weapons (NPT). Pakistan long ago offered to sign because China itself signed the NPT and continues
the NPT if India would agree to do so simultane- to maintain its no-first-use pledge. India can call
ously. Many in India consider this to be little more Pakistan's bluff (if indeed it is a bluff), and at the
than a bluff by Pakistan. The offer provides India same time compromise relatively little in terms of
an opportunity to consolidate its position of stra- security against either of its neighbors and
tegic superiority over Pakistan, however, which erstwhile enemies.
may be overlooked in New Delhi. India's some- In bilateral terms, India and Pakistan are al-
what ambivalent approach to nuclear weapons ready involved in an arms control relationship,
development may derive in part from its position with a number of achievements and proposals of
of conventional superiority, which it could consol- note. The most important is the agreement not to

idate by freezing South Asian nuclear develop- attack one another's nuclear facilities; India has
ments. By ignoring Pakistan's peace overtures on stated that its nuclear facilities are those listed in
this and other issues, India has allowed Pakistan, the annual Atomic Energy Commission report,

in effect, to gain a nuclear veto over India. while Pakistan has not disclosed the list that it has
Fixated as it is on China, India has continued identified in the agreement with India. Ongoing

to insist that only an agreement that includes dialogue is possible through bilateral foreign
China would have any strategic meaning. At the secretaries' talks, which cover a range of issues

4 Center for Security and Technology Studies



beyond the nuclear question, and through the proposals are considered a bluff, India has
multilateral South Asian Association for Regional dismissed these proposals as empty gestures. As
Cooperation (SAARC). thinking changes within India in response to the

In addition to these formal ties, Pakistan has transformation of global politics, however, these

made a number of proposals to India, including measures may become more attractive. India may
freezing production of fissile material, mutual in- continue to reject them as formal arms control
spection of nuclear facilities, simultaneous accep- agreements, but more attention is being paid to the
tance of IAEA safeguards, a South Asia nuclear idea of informal confidence-building measures.
weapons-free zone, a joint declaration renouncing Packaged the right way, and matched with some
nuclear weapons, a bilateral nuclear test ban, and parallel global initiatives, they may yet become
five-party negotiations. Much as Pakistan's NPT part of the South Asian nuclear dialogue.

The U.S. Role in South Asian Arms Control

Given the nature of the arms control discus- happy to encourage democracy, but only as long
sions between the two sides, the U.S. can play a as it produced a politically acceptable outcome.
positive role in Indo-Pakistani negotiations and A further concern was the U.S. decision to stop
agreements. At the outset, however, the U.S. must assistance to Islamabad in 1990. Many in Pakistan
see the issue in South Asia in regional diplomatic argued that nothing had changed in its nuclear
terms, rather than as an aspect of U.S. defense and program, yet once the war in Afghanistan was

security policy. The contrast between a unilateral over, the U.S. refused to certify that Pakistan did
and an internationalist approach is again at issue, not possess a nuclear explosive device and cut Is-

The U.S. can help in South Asia not by trying, as lamabad off economically. Having served its pur-
Krauthammer argued, to disarm states that may pose in confronting the Russians, it was argued,
have nuclear weapons, but rather by encouraging Pakistan was then cast aside.
diplomatic relations between them. There are legitimate responses to these points,

An emerging problem that could undercut but the impression is nonetheless left that, for
American efforts to support arms control in South Pakistan and for some other Islamic countries, the
Asia is Pakistan's impression that the U.S. concern United States is in danger of compromising its
for nonproliferation has become a kind of anti- position as a potential honest broker. There are
Islamic crusade. A number of examples support complexities within the Islamic World that might
this fear. The issue of defending Kuwait against allow the U.S. to play a productive role as inter°
Iraq, and ejecting Iraq's forces, gained particular mediary, just as it is doing in the Middle East
favor in the U.S. when the prospect that Iraq might peace process. A subtle and even hand regarding
acquire nuclear weapons was added to the equa- Islamic fears and aspirations will allow the U.S. to
tion. Polls in the United States at the end of 1990 foster dialogue and amns control in South Asia,
indicated that support for U.S. intervention was rather than push Pakistan into a radical corner.
higher if the goal was to eliminate Iraqi nuclear The U.S. may also be able to exploit and en-
capability as well as to eject Saddam's troops. In courage opposition to nuclear weapons within
Pakistan's view, the U.S. was more interested in Pakistan and India. Other states have thought

ensuring that no Muslim state acquired nuclear about developing nuclear weapons, only to decide
weapons than it was in restoring peace, that they would be a bad investment. From those

Pakistanis also ask why the U.S. failed to re- examples, the U.S. may be able to develop useful
spond in a meaningful way to the Algerian elec- arguments that will help its efforts to mediate rela-
tions in 1991. After the first round of voting, it was tions between India and Pakistan. The agreement
apparent that the Islamic front was going to win between Argentina and Brazil, for example, may
the election; at that point, the Algerian military have some similarities that would work in India
stepped in and prevented the completion of the and Pakistan. In South Africa, the fear of a succes-
electoral process, with nary a dissent from the sor regime taking over a weapons capability ap-
U.S.. The message received in Pakistan and else- pears to have induced nuclear rollback; similar
where in the Islamic world was that the U.S. was fears in Pakistan or India might be exploited to

produce a similar outcome.
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Strategy and Deterrence in South Asia

How will deterrence work, if arms control Kashmir, mistakenly assuming that India's Prime
does not prove sufficient, or is found impractical, Minister, Lal Bahadur Shastri, because he stood
for solving South Asian nuclear security prob- just over five feet tall, lacked the conviction to
lems? India and Pakistan may find themselves in a widen the war. The taller Pakistanis thought that a
similar position to the U.S. and the Soviet Union in physically smaller Hindu would lack resolve. In a
the early days of their rivalry. A number of issues nuclear confrontation, this sort of misunderstand-
can be raised that illustrate the problem, and that ing could again produce disastrous results.
suggest important areas for further research and The belief that one's own motives are clear to
analysis, the enemy is another important element in crisis

India and Pakistan have experienced a variety behavior, and it is again a potentially problematic
of crises and conflicts; it is important therefore to issue in a nuclear South Asia. What message, for
consider how nuclear deterrence would work in example, is India sending to Pakistan by not test-
this environment. How might past crises have ing any weapons since 1974? It is unlikely that In-

been handled, and what might the results have dia would stockpile bombs based on that design,
been, if both sides had deployed nuclear weapons? just as the U.S. could not have stockpiled weapons
Information gathering and information analysis based on the Trinity design. Is New Delhi sending
are central parts of crisis management; in a nuclear the message that the peaceful nuclear explosive
environment, this calls into question the informa- (PNE) was symbolic only, and that there is no in-
tion gathering capabilities on both sides. How is tent to develop more sophisticated weapons? An
information disseminated internally, and to what Indian defense official said that Pakistan should
extent do internal dynamics and rivalries come not assume that they have not weaponized, but
into play? For example, does the military in Pak- leaving strategy and communication to guesswork
istan trust nonmilitary sources for information, and assumptions creates dangerous uncertainties
analysis, or decisions? This was a problem in Paki- when crises occur. India's motives may not be at
stan when Benazir Bhutto was in office. Bhutto all clear to Pakistan; without them being clarified,
repeatedly claimed that she was left out of nuclear a critical aspect of deterrence is lost.
decision-making in Pakistan. During a crisis in An important variable in the U.S.-Soviet con-
which both sides had nuclear weapons, both sides text, and one that has been carefully studied in the
need to know who is in charge on the other side in context of the Cuban missile crisis, is the rela-
order to communicate their threat adequately, tionship between the executive and the various

Is there a systematic bias not only in the way bureaucracies that must carry out executive or-
information and intelligence are gathered, but in ders. Benazir Bhutto claimed that she was kept out
how that intelligence is evaluated? Certain biases of the decision-making on the nuclear issue, and
are already evident in South Asia, and are espe- another aspect to this is whether her orders would
cially troublesome in the context of nuclear deter- have been followed, even if she were included.

rence. For example, Hindu nationalism and chau- This is an issue that pertains regardless of which
vinism toward Muslims within India, and by ex- political party is in power, or which individual is
tension toward Pakistan, may inspire potentially in power. Command authority in a fragmented
dangerous risk-taking in a nuclear confrontation, state cannot be assumed; how would such possible
On the other side of the border, one still finds in command fissures affect the thinking on the other
Pakistan vestiges of the martial races theory (not side of the nuclear dialogue, especially during a
unlike the French view of the role of dlan during crisis?
World War I, a view that cost France almost an The issue of command authority also affects
entire generation of young men). An example of physical control of the weapon. How are weapons
this bias can be found in the 1965 war between In- to be stored, who would have access to the

dia and Pakistan. Pakistan's leaders were sur- weapons, and how would they be fired? In the
prised when India responded to the conflict in U.S. in the early days of the nuclear era, a member
Kashmir by crossing the international border be- of the Atomic Energy Commission was included
tween India and Pakistan, and launching an offen- on the nuclear-designated airplanes and was re-
sive against Lahore in the Punjab. Pakistan had sponsible for final assembly of the weapon prior to
expected to be able to contain the war within delivery. From a technical point of view, would
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the same sort of control be a good idea in India or Kahn, was apparently taking more solace from a
Pakistan, and if it were instituted, how would it af- bottle of liquor than he was advice from his mili-
fect crisis stability between the two sides? tary aides. Reaching decisions about nuclear

Leadership transition and survival during :. weapons--and conveying one's own commit-
crisis is still another important aspect of nuclear ments and desires to the enemy--during a crisis
deterrence. When Pakistan's President Zia died in calls for a more careful approach than Yahya
1988, for example, the transfer of power to Presi- demonstrated.
dent Ghulum Ishaq Khan and General Beg was The point in this section is not to question In-
fairly smooth. When Indira Gandhi was assassi- dian and Pakistani decision-making capabilities:
nated, the transfer of power to her son Rajiv was there are similar examples one could cite from
fairly smooth as well. When Rajiv Gandhi was as- U.S.-Soviet interactions. The issue is more that nu-

sassinated, however, it was painful to see how his clear weapons put different burdens on leaders,
Congress Party associates virtually begged his and communication, threat assessment, demon-
grieving wife to take his place as leader of the stration of resolve, etc. all take on a far greater
party. Sonia Gandhi turned the offer down, but importance. Failure on any of these counts in a
had the assassination taken place in a nuclear conventional war is costly, but may not be catas-
South Asia at a time of crisis, how would it have trophic. Nuclear weapons and modern means of
been resolved? Furthermore, what lesson are the delivery are less forgiving, however. Much of
Pakistani authorities drawing from this abject fail- what has been learned in the West about nuclear
ure to transfer power in a sovereign state? deterrence may be appropriate in South Asia; but

How leaders handle stress during a crisis has until South Asians think these issues through in
been an issue throughout history, but is all the the regional context that they understand better
more critical in a nuclear confrontation where it is than anyone, neither side should draw comfort
assumed that each side is behaving according to from the expectation that nuclear deterrence will
consistent values. At the end of the 1971 war, for automatically result from nuclear deployment.
example, the leader of Pakistan, General Yahya

Conclusion

The U.S. can play a productive mediating role approach, encouragement and facilitation of
in South Asia by engaging India and Pakistan in regional and bilateral interactions will also be
an international forum to manage nuclear weap- important. Formal arms control agreements have
ons, as Edward Teller advocated. India and Paki- been reached, but less formal confidence-building
stan have developed their nuclear capabilities be- measures, and unilateral security pledges may
cause they fear their neighbors, not because they well be combined to form a more secure strategic
want to threaten the U.S. The appropriate response environment in South Asia than a nuclear armed

for the U.S., therefore, is diplomatic engagement confrontation across the porous South Asian
and negotiations. In addition to the international border.
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