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'SCOPE NOTE

- This Memorandum offers a perspective on the balance of inceﬁ-

- tives and constraints on Third World nuclear decision makers over the

last two decades to attempt to understand why there has been as little

proliferation as apparently has occurred. The hypothesis of the study is ~ -

that the nuclear proliferation process is highly ‘dynamic. That is,
virtually every event or decision In the process sets off other events and

- decisions, some of which move the process in the same direction as the

initial occurrences, but others of whlch Just as often move it in the

opposite direction.

The study Drovides evidence for the proposition that there have’
been many multiple-impact events and trends over the last decade that -

have affected the decisions and abilities of governments to develop
nuclear explosives and that the future is likely to see many more such
action-reaction chains. It attempts to identify the most important of

- these chains, to ‘ascertain what additional ones may occur, and.to... -
- estimate what ‘cumulative ‘impact ‘they have had and will have on
" nuclear decisions in the Third World over the next five to 10 years. It
-~ also examines briefly what particular challenges the United States may
K fnee as it continues to strive to limit or preclude further proliferation.

.. .~For the purposes of this analysis, prollferatlon is defined as having
S 'occurred when a country comes into the possession of all the compo- -
" "nents of a nuclear explosive devlce, whether that possession is declared
-or undeclared. -
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KEY JUDGMENTS

The most striking characteristic of the present-day nuclear prolifer-
ation scene is that, despite the alarms rung for some decades by past Na- -
tional Intelllgence Estimates, no additional overt proliferation of weap-
ons has actually occurred since China tested its bomb in 1964. Clearly,
India proliferated when it detonated a “peaceful” nuclear device in
1974, and other major proliferation-related occurrences have taken

© - place in the last 20 years. But these events seem not to have had the sys-

temwide impacts that the Intelllgence Communlty earlier andcipated
would occur. .

" The main reason for this situation is that the incentives that Third
' World nuclear decision makers perceive for making choices that lead

- toward proliferation “have not been as strong as once thought. In
" addition, to the extent that the incentive structure has changed in the
- %. last decade, movement: has almost uniformly been in the direction of -

.. - raising the costs of developing a weapon or explosive capabihtv and
'dim!nishing the expected gains. . L

- “Some-of the’ dissuasive inﬂuences have risen from chnnm in the .- .

extemal environment (for example, the reversal in energy.trends) that
~ sharply reduced the attractiveness of developlng nuclear power indus-

tries_and,: consequently, .the . ;prospect.; that . numerous -Third World
- ?'natlons would ‘acquire . their ‘own sources of :fissile. material.' Further- . ‘
' more, the sharp eeonomic eontracﬁons undergone by most Third World -

. countries since 1981, in addition to reducing their energy needs, have

. also’affected their nuclear plans by making it virtually impossible to
" carry through ambitious development efforts as rapidly as they had -

. hoped. In particular, the high debt servicing requirements of countries

 like Brazil have eliminated foreign exchange that might have been used
for importing nuclear technologies and materials. In addition, these
countries have been placed under pressure to avoid actions that make
them appear irresponsible to the developed countries in order not to risk
losing access to international loans and developed-country markets.

Other disincentives for creating nuclear explosives or weapons
" have been created by the strengthening of the international nonprolifer-
‘ation regime that has occurred during the last 10 years or so. The three
most important changes that have taken place in this arena are:

— The demonstration by the United States that it can and will .

exercise leverage to influence the nuclear programs of countri,
that depend on it for military securityi
and Pakistan). :
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— The consensus that has developed among supptler governments
that it is legitimate to restrict the transfer of sensitive nuclear
technologies and materials abroad.

— The power that the international norm against developing
explosives, or at least overtly dlsplaylng them, seems to have
~ acquired. :

These developments have created a number of obstncles to”
. proliferation: . .

~— No new deals to transfer reprocessing or enrichment technology
‘abroad have been concluded in about 10 years. Moreover, all
major supplier governments have created nonproliferation bu-
reaucracies, which, although they vary widely in size and
"influence, facilitate quick communication among these govern-
-"ments to stop potentially dangerous sales. Countries like Paki-
stan and Argentina, which have persisted in developing capabil-
jties to produce fissile material, have been forced to build their

.. _own by buying components of components, vastly lncreasinz the
. technical difficulties involved. .

o —The growing strength-of the- international norm is reﬂected in

- the fact that the newest exporters.of nuclear technology (for -
example, Brazil, Argentina, and China) are voluntarily placing

. their exports under International Atomic Energy Agency safe-
- guards. Moreover, the bulk of the evidence is that serious North-
 * South disputes will not occur at the September 1985 Nonprolif-
eration Treaty Review Conference and that the attendees will
- reaffirm the primacy of the bargain in the treaty that they will
i forswear developlnz nuclear _weapons ‘if their neighbors do

" likewise. - C

.-In glvins up pursuit. at least for now, of a weapons optmn,

" Talwan and South Korea have provided testimony that even
" those countries that face real military threats can obtain more
. national security.from a military alliance than from developing
nuclear weapons. This helps undercut the rationale for pursuit

of weapons by other countries. -

Each of these external disincentives has retarded movement to-
ward proliferation directly. But their mest important impact has been
the less direct one of creating delay—time during which the internal
economic, political, bureaucratic, and psychological forces working
against proliferation in each country of concern could exert influence
on decisionmakers. In the longer run, this outcome of creating delay

probably is the most crucial because it can result in not just slowing up
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the spread of technological capabilities, which ultimately probably.
cannot be prevented, but in changing motivations, perhaps permanent-
. ly, for wanting a nuclear weapon, Among the most significant domestic
considerations in many countries of proliferation concern in this regar
are: : ~

— Many more interest groups than before are competing for -

resources and policy control within the nuclear arena, and, in
_ the broader political context, nuclear matters have become
more subject to the normal pull and tug of domestic politics.
* The costs of making dr~isions now that favor proliferation are
higher and more likely to be criticized by groups with clout

than when the programs first began.

. —The support of military leaders for developing a nuclear
* weapon cannot be taken for granted, because seeking possession

- .of one can actually degrade national security: Experience shows
that beginning a nuclear explosives program can stimulate a

.. neighbor to do likewise or to launch a preemptive armed attack

' "and can threaten to disrupt important alliance relationships. -

o _»_“"—._fl'hc ‘lz'xterrngt.ioxia‘l political rewards'of achieving advaneed nu- . .
* - - clear status are also probably less certain than they once seemed. -
+ It is neither a sure road to international prestige nor to regional .

. dominance. Moreover, a country like Brazil may have more to
" *gain by- demonstrating - leadership “in ' “newer” * technologies

nuclear technology. :

‘arguments of national security, particularly if they involve serious fears

- about potential national annthilation, are likely to carry enough weight -

with decisionmakers to override the negative reactions they ‘might
* anticipate from supplier countries, neighbors, the international commu-
nity, and from domestic critics of decisions to develop nuclear weapons.
Few, if any, countries with developing nuclear capabilities seem likely
to perceive so ominous a threat to their survival during this period.

: _ The main challenge the United‘Sta&_s will face in this sliorter run -
‘concerning its nonproliferation policies probably will continue to be _

. how to deal with specific situations, such as ambiguous evidence that
. Pakistan is. producing fissile material suitable for weapons. Public
. revelation of such information might cause a cutoff of US military aid,
the one thing that is most likely to stimulate Pakistan to build and

stockpile weapons.

involving " space, computers, ‘or biogenetics than in “older” -

%47 Over the 'i‘_iéxt"five years orso,thereis agoodchanecthat today's
- relatively favorable nonproliferation regime will not be seriously endan-
~"gered.“The principal factor leading to this conclusion is that only
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Predictions up to 10 years are obviously more difficult—although
there is at least a reasonable chance the nonproliferation regime will
survive generally intact—because it is impossible to know what out-

. comes various trends now under way will actually produce. On the one

hand, for example, the norm against developing weapons may become
psychologically harder to breach the longer it persists overtly unbroken.
On the other, the technologies used for making nuclear explosives
almost certainly will continue to spread, leaving a number of countries
in 10 years potentially only a short step away from building a weapon,

should they so choose. This trend may create a special risk, for example,

with respect to eaders there came to believe
that the US security co! r country had weakened A
number of other damaging possible scenarios also-exist:

' — Pakistan might test or build weapons, provoking India to do the _

_same. This would not necessarily cause a scramble for explosives

by other nations, however, since none is motivated by the same ..

considerations as Pakistan. Moreover, the obvious state of
.insecurity it would introduce into regional relations might
.reinforce this dislneentiva for decisionmakers elsewhere.

— Truly xenophobic regimes might take power in South Africa or .

- Argentina. Governments that already felt cut off from the rest

..of the world might gain_some psychologiml satisfaction from_“

brandishing a nuclear capability.

7 Most dangerous, the capabilities the United States and the Soviet.

Union currently have to support their parallel interests in
preventing proliferation might decline. This would be especially
damaging because part of the consensus that supports the
nonproliferation regime is the belief that neither superpower
will permit its allies to develop nuclear weapons and that the is-

- sue of horizontal proliferation will not become enmahed in

East-West politlu. A

Over the longer term, in addition to eoplng with specific pxolifera- A

ﬂon threats, another challenge for the United States will be how to deal
with the probable decline in the effectiveness of the policy of attempt-

- ing to deny to nonweapon states the technological ingredients for

making nuclear explosives. If the industrial capabilities for developing
an advanced nuclear infrastructure continue to spread, as seems

virtually inevitable, the United States and other supplier countries may .

need to focus more on attempting to boost antiweapon motivations in

Third World countries than on tecnnological denial, seeking to take .

advantage of doubts that already exist about the potent{al regional
security and domestic political costs of making proweapon decisions.

" The challenge here is to find ways to enhance those concerns without

causing a nationalistic backlash against perceived foreign interference
in sensitive domestic matters.
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DISCUSSION

Introduction: Past Estimates

1. For almast 30 years the Intelligence Community
has been writing about which nations might next get
the bomb. In addition to Estimates on {individual
countries, major worldwide Estimates on the subject
. were produced in 1966, 1974 (with a Memorandum to
Holders in 1975), and 1982. All of the Estimates share
a number of characteristics, including:

— A stress on the concern that the. principal con-
straint on proliferation—lack of access to fissile
material—will progressively disappear as large
quantities of plutonium, for example, become
available to more and more countries as they
‘acquire nuclear power reactors.

— A tendency to focus on predicting when coun-

""" ‘tries will become technically capable of produc-
ing a nuclear explosion, even though the Esti-
mates acknowledge that many political, security,
and economic factors will be at least as important
as technical considerations in making the nation-
al decision whether or not to build an explosive
device or weapon. o .

— A consensus that a “chain reaction” or “scramble”
of other nations going for nuclear weapons could
easily occur if even one additional state demon-

- strates a nuclear explosive capability.

— A somewhat surprising absence of analysis of
such major events as the Indian “peaceful” nu-
clear test in 1974, the agreement in 1976 of the
major nuclear suppliers to place restrictions on
sensitive nuclear exports, and the Israeli destruc-
tion of the Iraqi nuclear reactor In 1981, particu-
larly in terms of the likely future impact of these
events on the international nonproliferation
regime.

2. The ways in which the Intélligence Community’s
perspective on the dangers of proliferation shifted
between the 1960s and the 1980s with changing events
is even more interesting, however, than the shared
characteristics noted above. In the 1966 Estimate, for
example, considerable attention was devoted to the

chances that other advanced industrial countries might
Join the five existing nuclear weapons states.

suppliers; the proliferation threat was seen as existing
only among developing countries.

3. A second major difference is the apparently
varying, although never clearly stated, views among
the Estimates of what constitutes proliferation. The
focus in the earliest Estimate was almost entirely on
the prospects for spread of a weapon capability. The
1974 Estimate shares this concentration, but a shift
occurred in the 1975 Memorandum to Holders, It was
written explicitly to examine the earliest date when

countries might develop primitive nuclear-explosive- -~ -

capabilities. By 1982 the focus had become even more
diffuse. It analyzed the actual and potential prolifera-
tion of sensitive nuclear materials and facilities that
might contribute to an explosive (or weapon) capabill-
ty but do not individually represent that capability.

4. Third, the views of the actual and, especially,
potential effectiveness of the international nonprolif-
eration regime, primarily with regard to the influence

- of the Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT) and the func-

tioning of the International Atomic Enesgy Agency's
(IAEA) safeguards system, differ quite sharply. The
1966 document concluded that the safeguards system
is likely to detect any significant diversion of sensitive
nuclear materials or equipment, although future com-
petition among suppliers may erode the effectiveness
of safeguards. The 1974/75 Estimate agreed that
significant diversions probably would be detected but
added that this would not stop any state bent on

developing a weapon and that, moreover, some suppli- -

ers—France among them—probably would succumb
to potential economic and political gains avatlable
from ‘exporting technology, materials, and equipment
relevant to nuclear weapons programs. By 1982 the
view was even more pessimistic: the credibility of the
IAEA’s safeguards system was judged to have been
declining, and concern was expressed that a consensus
might develop that the IAEA was incapable of ensur-
ing effective implementation of safeguard agreements.

—StORE—

al countries were not mentioned except as nuclear
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8. A fourth major difference among the Estimates Is

~ achange in tone that occurs in discussions about the
_ Inevitability and magnitude of pessible future prolifer-

ation. The earliest study estimates that “only India is
likely to undertake a nuclear weapons program in the

explosion) is likely to fabricate ‘weapons covertly. It
adds that in the 1980s the production of nuclear
weapons will be within the technological and econom-
fc capabilities of “many” countries, especially Taiwan,
Argentina, and South Africa. In the 1982 Estimate,
proliferation Is discussed in a tone more of when
ratber than {f. The Estimate asserts, “Nuclear prolifer-

ation will become a greater threat to US interests over * '

‘the next five years. .. the spread of nuclear weapons

‘capabilities to addltioml countries will add to the

lou-tamnucleuthmttoUSdﬂummdpmpeny
{emphasis added]” .

The Present: What Actually Has Happened
‘6. The most striking characteristic of the present-

day nuclear proliferation scene is that, ‘despite the -

alarms rung by past Estimates, no additional overt

proliferation of nuclear weapons has actually occurred

since China tested its bomb In 1964. Clearly, some

" proliferation of nuclear explosive capabilities and oth-

or major proliferation-related developments have tak.
en place in the last two decades. But they seem not to
have had the damaging, systemwide impacts that the

Intelligence Community generally anticipated they - '
would, and reactions to some of them may actually

have diminished, at least for some period, the pros-
pects that new weapons mlifmtion will oceur, For

example:
' — India did proliferate in 1974 when It up!oded 2

“pesceful” nuclear device, but it has not pro- '

coeded with weaponization, as the Estimates (and
other analysis) before and after 1974 consistently
predicted would happen, nor even with addition-
al nuclear tests. There now seems to be general
agreement that India will resume testing only if
Pakistan tests. Moreover, most analysts believe
that India Is not likely to develop weapons unless
it becomes convinced that Pakistan has not only
developed a weapon capability but also has
proceeded actually to build and stockpile
weapons. ) ‘

— Pakistan is developing the capability to separate

plutonium and to produce highly enriched urani-
um, and it probably has a workable design for a

nuclear explosive device. Sufficlent separated
plutonium for explosives probably could not be
avallable, however, unttl several years after a
pllot-scale reprocessing plant commences opera-
tion. In any case, the only source of spent fuel for
_reprocessing Is a reactor that is under interna.

theoretically be capable of producing very small
quantities of highly enriched uranium, they
probably are technically at least a year or two
away from a capacity to produce enouzh HEU
._for an explosive device.

th Africa probably have developed -
nuc losive devices (or the ability to. put
one together on short notice), but they apparently
have not tested * nor taken any other action to
signal overt possession of weapons, probably be-
cause the political costs would outweigh the
benefits if they did. This has lessened the adverse

otherwise would have had on the international
system forcontslnlnzprollfmuon e mmde

Argentina, and Brasil had made decl-
{ons bY the 1970s to develop advanced nuclear
infrastructures (in particular, the capability to
produce fissile material), which would give them
at least the option to build a nuclear explosive
__device at some future date, and
lctually decided to cmto a

_ weapon capal

~ Argentina and Brazil maintain they eventually
intend to master the complete nuclear fuel
cycle, including the ability to produce fissile
-material in facilities that are free from foreign
festrictions. To that degree, both are leaving
" open the option of developing a nuclear explo-

'Thwb&ﬂmddmbhdhwﬁﬁh!hhum
Community as ta whaether oz not the flash in the South Atlantio in
September 1970 was a nuclear test and, if 3o, by South Africa.

.“S?Z;T

.impact their development of a nuclear capability - ‘
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sive capability. Both, however, have recently
uxperienced major economic setbacks and po-
litical changes that are already showing signs of
causing significant delays—up to several years
or even possibly Indefinitely—in the comple-
tion of some sensitive nuclear facilities. More-
over, both of the new civilian governments
seem even less interested In developing nuclear
explosives than were the military governments

— A few other countries (such as Irag, Iran, Libya, .

and possibly Egypt) remain of proliferation con-
cern because they have shown Interest in devel-
oping the kinds of capabilities that, if they

succeed, might eventually bring them to the

technological level where they could create an
ve device. But events and other govern-
ts have conspired in the last several years to
such major obetacles in their paths that
_ {s virtually no chance any of them could
that level in the next 10 years. Since the
0s, only one country—North Korea—has
added to the list of thase countries that are

1EE1

E

- developing nuclear facilities and that, because of -

" regions] ambitions, -pariah status, - or - reglonal
security situstion, might be motivated to seek
nuclear weapons. E

What Causes Pfolifotaﬁon Not To bcar?

'7. There are a number of explanations for wh‘y‘ 50 -

* much less proliferation occurred in the past decade or
o than was genenlly anticipated. For one thing,
earlier projections sbout the probable rate of prolifera-
,uonwmbuodon!oommamewﬂonoﬂhc
" process by which the spread of & nuclear explosive
capability comes about. These earlier analyses, for
example, acknowledged that whether or not a country
proliferates will be determined at least as much by
political and economic factors as by technical consid-
erations. But the analysts found it extremely difficult

_to specify what those nontechnical factors were and -
how they would affect nuclear decisionmaking. Conse- -

quently, their predictions tended to be driven by
straight line projections of such matters as how soon a
country could have the ability to produce sufficient
fissile material for an explosion, given its recent pace
of technological scquisition. These projections gave an
~ alr of technological inevitability to the proliferation
" process, implying that, if a country acquired more and
more of the technical ingredients that go into making a
- nuclear device, the decision to consummate that op-
tion would become increasingly easier to make and, in
fact, eventually would be made. What they generally

T
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failed to take Into account was that, even as technical
accretions were occurring, nuclear decisonmaking was
becoming increasingly. complicated as the number of
actors In national decisionmaking establishments ex-
panded who had a stake in decislons concerning what

kind of nuclear capabilities to develop. Moreover, the

decisions themselves became more difficult as events
and trends from the external environment impinged to

ralse substantially the political and economic costs of |

developing several kinds of nuclesr capabllities, in-
cluding weapons-related ones. .
External Events and Trends

8. Among the nondomestic influences that have had
the greatest impact in the last decade on decision-

makers in those countries with developing nuclear-

industries have been changes in international econom-
ic conditions, particularly In the energy field. From

the vantage point of the mid-1980s, it is difficult to -
imagine fully how buffeted nuclear decision makers.
must have felt by quantum shifts that occurred during -

the 1970s in perceptions of the relative attractiveness
of nuclear-generated power versus fossil-fuel-generat-
ed electric power. At one point in the early. 1970s—
because of unprecedented Increases in the price of ofl
and some concern about secure access to supplies—
predictions abounded that dozens of Third World
countries would have nuclear reactors in the 1990s and
a concomitant ability to produce plutonjum. More-
over, nuclear industry analysts believed that rapid
"expansion of nuclear power generation throughout the

world would create demands for so much enriched

_uranium that world capacity for enriching natural
uranium would soon be exhausted, leading to declsions
by many states to develop their own enrichment
.capabllity in order to have an assured supply of fuel.
By the early 1980s, however, almost a complete
reversal of perceptions had occurred. Ol prices stead-
fed and then declined, the rate of increase in demand
for energy greatly slowed, and other, cheaper, power

sources (such as hew hydroelectric production) were

brought on line. Nuclear power came to appear '
_ relatively uneconomic. The market in developing -

countries for nuclear power reactors virtually col-
lapsed. Only elght developing countries had built or
begun construction of power reactors by 1883, and,
according to one analysis, only another eight to 10
Third World countries at the most seem likely to Join
that group by the year 2000. .

9. The fact that nuclear power has not spread

- rapidly In the developing world has had a number of

]




SE
. NOFORN/NOCO

favorable consequences from a nonproliferation
viewpoint: :

—The reversal in energy trends significantly re- -

duced the number of nuclear reactors bullt
- worldwide and, hence, the amount of plutonium-
containing spent fuel that thoss reactors would
have produced. This, in turn, has greatly dimin-
ished the pressure on supplier countries to sell
reprocessing plants abroad, including to countries
that might have had some interest in keeping
open a nuclear weapons option. In this regard, it
is noteworthy, for example, that no reprocessing
plants have been included in international nucle-
ar sales since the 1976 West German-Brazil deal.

— A large overcapacity in uranium enrichment
developed as nuclear power projects throughout
the world were scaled back or canceled. Because
this overcapacity is expected to last at least
through the end of the century, the economic
incentive for more countries to build capital-

- - intensive, long-leadtime enrichment facilities is

;- greatly reduced. Even those countries (such as
_Brazil and Argentina) that decided to build pilot

. -uranium enrichment plants are finding it in-.
-y -ereasingly difficult.to justify completing those

" combined with rising costs for reprocessing spent
fuel have also reduced the attractiveness, for
" those few countries that did build a nuclear
power industry over the last decade, of reprocess-

ing spent fuel to obtain plutonium for recycle -

-+ through thermal reactors. One recent analysis
- concludes, for example, that the average current
- .price of enriched uranium would have to in-
- crease five times before it would be cheaper to

* ‘fuel thermal resctors with plutonium rather than

' enriched uranium.: .

growth of nuclear power industries would create

30 much spent fuel that the storage capacities of
some countries would be quickly exhausted,
causing them to turn to reprocessing as the best
available alternative—has also not. developod.
- ‘Because of the relatively high costs of reprocess-
ing, in the absence of noneconomic ressons for
developing a reprocessing capability, storage of
the comparatively small quantities of spent fuel
that are being produced will be the most reason-
~ able disposal method for most nuclear power
oountries for many years to come.

CT/ORCON/WNINTEL

10. Another major International economic trend
that has affected the calculations of developing coun-
try national decislonmakers on nuclear matters has
been the general economic distress experienced by
most Third World states in the last four or five years.
The high growth years of the 1970s made decisions to
commit large amounts of capital to nuclear develop-

ment relatively painless. The sharp contractions un-.

dergone by most Third World economies since 1881
have made it virtually impossible to carry through
those ambitious plans as rapidly as they had hoped. In
particular, the very high debt servicing requirements
of countries like Brazil have eliminated a large part of

the foreign exchange that they had counted on for
importing the nuclear-technologies and materials for’

"which they had contracted. _
11. A more subtle consequence of the changing

economic circumstances of these countries is that their -

high indebtedness has placed them under pressure to
avoid actions that make them appear irresponsible to
the developed countries, particularly the United
" States. For at least the time being, they have accepted
_that their economic fortunes depend on retaining
access to the international financial system controlled

. by the developed countries and on expanded access to
. developed-country—especially US—markets. Thisun- ... .
" doubtedly has had an inhibiting effect on affronting .

US nonproliferation policy too blatantly. - - )
12. In addition to these external economic pres-

sures, Third World decisionmakers have also been

restrained by the strengthening of the international

nonproliferation regime that has occurred during the
last 10 years or so. There have been two notable

changes in this regard. The first is the consensus that -

has developed among supplier governments that it is
legitimate to place restrictions on the transfer of

* sensitive nuclear technology and facilities abroad. The -
‘second has been in the power that the international

norm against developing nuclear explosives seems to
have acquired, particularly in the last five years.

18. The consensus among supplier governments

"seems to have developed primarily in response to
India’s “peaceful” nuclear test in 1974, In the immedi-

ate aftermath of that explosion, the judgment of

nonproliferation supporters was that the reaction of

supplier and other governments (with the exception of -

Canada) was unfortunately mild in their failure to
censure strongly India’s action or to impose sanctions.
In actuality, however, the ‘actions supplier govern-

‘ments have taken to prevent other governments from -

duplicating India’s course have been firmer, more
" comprehensive, and more successful than any rational

S = g @ S S o A
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observer might have expected based on previous his-
torical experiences, except in time of war, of intergov-
ernmental attempts to restrict trade. Rather than being
driven into ever-splraling, more dangerous competi-
tion to export sensitive nuclear materials and technol-
ogies, supplier governments drew together—in the
form of the London Suppliers Group—to limit sub-
stantially the dissemination of those items and knowl-
edge that contribute most dlreetly to mldna a nuclear
explosive. .

14. Supplier government effom to mtct nuclear.
trade have.created four obstacles to proliferation:

— No new deals to transfer abroad reprocessing or

enrichment technology have been concluded in -

about 10 years, and almost all governments that

s0. The key turning points in this regard were
- France's cancellation in 1977 of its contract to_
bulldnmoeedngphntlnhhmnmdwa

" Germany's commitment, ‘after the negative US
i reaction’ to“its 1976: deal with Brazil, not to -
Indndoreuocadncounﬂebmonttechnolowm_» :

- any fature sales. .

—Suwllmhvecndedulunotonlyo!phnhto
. produce fissile material, but also, to a significant
extent, of the sensitive eqyipment (such as centri-
fuges) that goos into these plants. This has forced
countries such as Pakistan and - Argentina to
attunptmlmm-tmponenuo{componenbin
adatouvnobulldtheaaxddvcnulpment
" themselves. In’every case, this has vastly in-

" creased the technical difficulty, cost, and time

- required beyond what it otherwise would have

,beenddwelounandomaucabﬂitvtowodm..

! or separate plutonjum or to enrich uranium.
— Two bureaucrstic obstacles to proliferation have
© developed on the supply side. First, nuclear
" " policy has becomeé a matter of “high” politics in
* - - koy governments such as that of France. This has
brought top national political leaders into the:
decisionmaking loop, which almost automatically
" makes nuclear sales decisions subject to a much
wider set of constraints. Top-level leaders usually
are forced to consider a broader array of domes-
tic and foreign policy consequences of their-
decisions than are lower level decisionmakers.

Second, a nonproliferation bureaucracy bas been .

created in each of the major supplier govern-
. muthauhlhuehuuuaadumwidelv

- 1s considerable evidence, especially in the

CT/ORCON/WNINTEL

in size and influence, their existence facilitates
quick communication among these governments,
a routinized way in which the United States or
-other concerned government can request action
to prevent a potentially dangerous sale, and a
body of knowledgeable people who can work on
strengthening the international regime generally.

15, As indicated earlier, the 1982 Estimate said the
effectiveness of the Internationa! safeguards regime
seemed to be declining and that countries might lose
their faith that it could function as a barrier to

- proliferation. Part of that gloominess probably -

stemmed from the failure of the 1980 NPT review
conference to issue a final document reaffirming the

.value of the treaty. In retrospect, it appears that the

_ capable of supplying this kind of techno
ve appear
: orpolmenleomm!tmenumtbdo

" than it did with any serious doubts about the
fact,

North-South struggle that was going on at t:l
the treaty and of the safeguards regime. In
yennorao,t!nttheintumﬂondwmminﬂdevel—

!hnttbeﬂnlblmlnlnthe‘NPTkthattheywlﬂ

" forswear developing nuclear weapons in exchange for

assurances that their neighbors will do likewise. Con-
cern exists—in’the eyes of most nonnuclear coun-

: tries—about the failure of the superpowers to restrict -
" vertical proliferation of nuclear weapons and about
the refusal of countries with advanced nuclesr indus-

tries to share “peaceful” nuclear technology more
widely. Nonetheless, developing-country dissatisfac-

- tion with how these subordinate bargains have been
_respected seems not to have diminished the hold of the

primary bargain. It can even be argued that the

the newest members of the nuclear club—

th Africa—not to brandish overtly their

bilities is partly due to their desires not to

take on the political and practical consequences of

having obviously broken the norm, even though they
are not signatories to the NPT, -

17. Some of the evidence that the safeguards ro-

.dma (although not necessarily actusl inspection capa-
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h(llda) has gained strength since the 1980 review
conference {3 as follows: :

~— There are few signs the nonaligned countries will
attempt to confront the developed countries at
the September 1985 NPT Review Conference as
they did at the 1980 conference. In fact, they
have accepted a three-committee structure for
the 1985 conference that will permit the subject

- of nonproliferation and safeguards to be dis-
cussed separately from disarmament. and the

- peaceful uses of nuclear energy. The two-com-
mittee structure of the 1980 conference did not’

_ permit a separate review of safeguards. This may -

have contributed to uncertainty among observers
- concerning how serious developing states were
about maintaining their agreement not to seek
nuclear weapons, even if developments in the
othettwohralnuwmnotfullynceeptable
" to them.

—Nomwhnﬁied‘mbimioué evldeneoof
pomsible breaches in safeguards—which might

* have permitted illegal diversion of safeguarded -
. materials to occur in Argentina and Pakistan—as -
*;. ammunition either to attack publicly the safe- -

“ guard system or the country in-question. Analysis
of all available evidence later indicated diver-

sions probably did not occur, but India or the -
" Soviet Union, for example, could have used these -

: -.'_mdanu'ln propaganda . attacks on Pakistan.

- India undoubtedly held back partly out of con- -

mdutmdiummﬁncproeedumfor

possibility thet the apparent conspiracy of silence
that existed among JAEA members on thess
moblomnwduelnmﬂtoeomnoﬂoull
lnmqwmnfeeuudsmllv

= Posibly the ‘most ‘significant evidence of the
- current psychological strength of the safeguards

system is that a number of countries that are just .

entering the nuclear export market and that are

not signers of the NPT have recently indicated '

. they will require acceptance of IAEA safeguards
‘as a condition for their exports of nuclear materi-
als and equipment.* In 1684, for ‘eumple. South

-mwmuumuhummm'

-Africa announced that it would henceforth trans-
fer nuclear exports only in accordance’ with the
Zanger Committee “trigger” list. Moreover, dur-
ing 1084-85, Brazil, China, and Argentina also
began to include references to the necessity of

. TAEA safeguards in nuclear agreements among
themselves and, In some cases, with third pasties.
Argentina, for example, will require safeguards
on a nuclear reactor it has just sold to Algeria.

The Internal Declsionmaking Dynamic

18. At the same time that esternal developments

have increased the complexity of the tradeoffs in-.
volved in deciding what nuclear course to follow, the
laternal decisionmaking process in most' countries of
proliferation concern has also become more complex.
This is best {llustrated by examining what the nuclear
decisionmaking establishments looked like in several
ofthuocounttlulnthelrwliudawcomwed with
- those same establishments today.- )

- 18, T!momanumbetoflnm_utlncdmllnﬂualn
the way these programs began and subsequently

ly to an explosives capabllity or are of greatest prolif-
eration concern now were shaped by a few key
figures, motivated in part by great personal ambition,
who generally had unusually direct
. access to the top political ‘figure in the country.®

closed affair in those early dayx. Decisions were secret,
involved very few people, funds were appropriated
and spent with virtually no outside controls, and the
possible negative ramifications of the decisions seem
hardly-to have been considered, In virtually every
case, the decision to build an explosive device or to

scquire the capability to produce fissile materlal

appears to. have been gut-level reaction by the top
political leader at the time. They were responding to
some mixture of the need to cope with recent security
developments that were perceived as possibly threat-

ening the country’s existence (especially South

Africa, South Korea, Pakistan, and Taiwan) and to a
‘needhosequh'einxemauondpmua(apeddlvm-
) nenﬂna.anﬂ.andlndh).

. 20. The nuclesr decision mkinam in mnyof
these countries has evolved considerably over the last
decade. The most, important changes are that in

* The individuals who stand out in this regard are Munir Ahmed
Khan and, later, A. Q. Khan in Pakistan; Dr. Homi Bhabha and Raja
mumvmmmmmumm
na; Dr. Rex Nazare In Brazil; Chien Chi-peng in Taiwan; A, J. Roux
mmumuwmhm

evolved. One is that in virtually all of these countries -
the nuclear development efforts that either led direct- -

and influential
Anothuhthntnucleardedslonmkln:mavery :

i — . et e
N - -
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" several of these countries many more interest groups
are competing for tesources and policy control within
the nuclear arena, and, in the broader political arena,
nuclear matters have become much more subject to
the normal pull and tug of domestic politics. This has
considerably changed the context within which top
political leaders make nuclear decisions because, un-
like when current development programs were set into
‘motion, the costs of making decisions that favor
proliferation are higher now and more likely to be
criticized by groups with politica) clout, :

21. There are several issue areas where the
tradeoffs are particularly consequential between

" spending resources for explosives or weapons develop-
ment (or in some cases even to keep that option open)
as opposed to other purposes. One concerns qQuestions
of nuclear power versus nuclear weapons. At one time,

acquiring the infrastructure for a nuclear power indus. o

try appeared to be a direct route to acquiring impor-
tant capabilities for developing nuclear weapons. In
. Fetrospect, however, it seems that the desire to develop
' nuclwp_owerlndunryhncmted at least as many
problems as it did benefits for most of those countries
that also directly sought nuclear explosives or that built
unsafeguarded facilities partly in order to keep open
" the' explosive/weapon cption. For one thing, building
& nuclear power industry absorbs massive amounts of

lhﬂedmnel,money.mdothermhedalre-"~

mdm«uﬁmaqmndwutowhetheﬂhm
-scarce resources should be spent on developing safe-

mrdedorunafezmrdedfndlldnlndh,formm- o

ple,huha‘dldlfﬂaﬂtﬁmededdhzwhetbertobuﬂd

safeguarded nuclear power reactors that cannot legally

be ‘used for weapons-related purposes ot to take the
slower, more expensive route of constructing unsafe-

suarded ficilities that allow for the option of produc- -

tion of f!nﬂa material that s free of restraints,

22. Ancther problem for countries that have chosen
: todcvelopmnhrnmleumetlndu_:muhthattbe

existence of the power program creates points of
vulnerability that can be exploited by foreign suppliers
of nuclear goods to attempt to influence other aspects
of a country’s nuclear development. One factor, for
example, that works against a decision by either South
Korea ‘or Taiwan to attempt once again to acquire
- reprocessing technology is the prospect that such a
decision would result in a cutoff by the United States
and other suppliers of crucial imports for expanding
their nuclear power industries. . .

23. A host of other considerations—involving per-
ceptions of national security, attitudes of the military,

bureaucratic and political consequences, and

potential impact bn regional and International political
relations—have also-developed strength over the fast
decade that complicate the nuclear decision makers’
task: ' . -

— It is probably not nearly as clear as it once
seemed, for example, how much additional na-
tional security possession -of a nuclear weapon
actually brings. Among other negative consider-
atlons, decisionmakers probably have become

increasingly aware that a nuclear weapons pro-

gram could a) stimulate a neighbor to develop its
own weapon, b) provoke an armed attack by a
neighboring state (for example, Israel on the Iragl

reactor), and c) cause military allfance problems, -

including the cutoff of crucia} conventional mili-
tary aid. ' :

— The support of military leaders for developing a
nuclear weapon cannot be taken for granted. In
this regard we know that military leaders in
India have been among those who are reluctant

* to see India weaponize. They are concerned that
this course might. reduce their ability to acquire
more immediately useful conventional arms by
diverting money from their acquisition program
and by complicating relations with the sources of
the new arms they seek. Similar concerns have
been expressed by some military commanders in
Brazil and Argentina. - :

— The government bureaucracles that handle nu.
clear matters in many of the countries of concern

have evolved to the point where factions now-

exist that support various programs -and ap-

proaches that often are in competition with each’

other for resources and policymaker attention. As
indicated above, one of the commonest splits s
between those officials who are responsible for
developing the power program and those in-
volved in building unsafeguarded fuel-cycle fa-
cilities. Even within the effort to produce unsafe-
guarded fissile material, some resource
competition has occurred, for example, between
programs to bulld reprocessing and - enriched
uranlum production capabilities in Argentina
. and among separate Navy, Air Force, and Army
nuclear development efforts in Brazil,

— The isolation that once characterized nuclear
* decistonmaking has also broken down in several
countries 5o that nuclear programs are becoming
falr game for criticism and manipulation in
domestic politics. As, for example, authoritarian
political tendencies in Argentina and Brazil are
slving way to more democratic, competitive

szé;é' ’
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politics, factions within the nuclear arena feel
freer to debate their differences publicly and to
sock allies from other political sectors. This has
"the effect of politicizing nuclear lssues and creat-
ing a larger set of tradeoffs that must be consid-
ered by a political decision maker as he, for
example, has to deal with the environmental,

. employment, economic development, and possi-
bly the election consequences of choosing to
hwestinapuue\dnnudwfadlitvutlmtlun
in something else. - :

— The International political rewards of achieving
" advanced nuclear capabilities also probably are
considerably less certain than they once seemed.

The examples of Creat Britain and France, on

A the one hand, and West Germany and Japan, on
. the other, demonstrate that possession of a nucle-
ar weapon s not necessarily the best avenus to

acquiring usable international power and pres- -

ﬂa.Not_dvenmddommbmxmdl!

. 'hdg:thmh"dhﬂuzsduch?olomlm
90 that a country like Brazil, for example, may . * o0 g vhe other, econamic, political, bureau-

“have more to gain by demonstrating Third

World leadership in space technology, comput- -

_efs, or biogenetics than in “older” nuclear
24 The primary conclusion of this examination of
: thahanﬁva-ndeomdnuthntinﬂmm‘l‘hhd

World nuclear decisionmakers is that the incentives

" they perceive for making decisions that lead toward

proliferation have not been as strong as often believed. .

~ Moreover, to the extent that the incentive structure

has changed in the last decade, movement has almost .

' unlfwmlvbmlnthedlmuonofnldnsthemd

_developing a weapon or explosive capability: and .

" diminishing the expected gains. -

g8 'lfehdthttﬁobnnluﬂomllfeﬁdonhve,

vmuthenhn:hmnkhnotpdmuﬂythe-rendtof
luek.Smd:hoeeomhfm(forexmple.tha
chwh!hamthlookmdthelntermﬂond
recession) and political forces (for example, movement
toward more open, competitive systems) that have
counteracted tendencies toward proliferation are not
attributable to deliberate government efforts to pre-

vmhm&ddnmhrmmwdtbed&r -
countervailing forces, bowever, are. Some of the most
prominent nonproliferation . such as the decl-
slons of South end those efforts
that could have led tion of a weapon

capability, and the decision of the Freiich Govern-
ment to renege on its contract to build a reprocessing
plant in Pakistan, were the direct result of significant
US Covernment initiatives. Those decisions were cru-
clally Important in reversing the momentum toward
proliferation that seemed to be developing in the mid-

" 1970s.

26. The -s,ubuquent actions of the nuclear 'mppller

" countrles, led by Canada and the United States, to

establish the supplier restraint philosophy and to
strengthen the normative presumption against using

- nuclear technology for potentially nonpeaceful pur- )

Mwhﬂekudnmﬂc;haveahobeenmml.
Their most important effect has been to create delay.
They have done this directly by drawing out the
constrisction time of unsafeguarded facilities and indi-
rectly by causing Third World decisionmakers: to
postpone actions—such as South Africa’s decision in

, »lmnotbu‘lulmchudcvlco—whlchm!xhthve
" . the main consequence of developing a nuclear ..
. we He_lubllltyhmsﬂmuhb,andshbortoj___"
o .do the same. Moreover, there seems to be a " Weration plishments o -
'bowm.mybethefaatbatmymmmtddehv

seriously damaged the nonproliferation regime.
. g1, Even more important than the specific antipro-

cratic, and peychological forces: that work against

" proliferation to develop; gatber force, and exertinflu-

ence on decisionmakers, For the long run, this out-
come of creating delay probably ls the most important,
beum,l!unmultlnnoﬂuddwhuuptbemud
of technological capabilities, which ultimately proba-
bly cannot be prevented, but in changing motivations,
perhaps permanently, for wanting a weapon. -~

. 28 lnlooldncahadittﬁcpmbforpronfm-

tion in the next five to 10 years, the one relatively sure
judgment is that nuclear decisionmaking is unlikely to

become any less complex. The number and welght of

conflicting pressures from external and domestic
sources on decisionmakers are likely to grow in the
nuclear arens because the relevance and viability of
“nuclear” solutions are so uncertain for addressing the
major developing-country needs of economic growth,

. national security, political stability, and acquisition of
" {nternational or regional prestige. . .

m.mwmmumnﬂaouttbepmpedthat

“events of proliferation concern will occur in the next
- five to 10 years, including the possibility that another
eounu'yortwowﬂldcvelopnnuclalrexplodveor,

/
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weapon ugbﬂltyﬂln that tme frame. Tt does luuaut;
N , that: : ’ .

— Only arguments of national security, particularly -

if they {nvolve serious fears about potential na-
tional annihilation, are likely to carry enough
weight with decisionmakers in the next several

years to override the adverss reactions they -

" might anticipate from supplier countries, neigh-

" bors, the International community generally,
and, possibly, from domestic critics of decisions
-to develop nuclear weapons.

| -Mkl‘..iood'chanee thtlh&efewmmthat
. proceed for reasons of naticnal security with an

explosives program will be persusded to stop .
short of overtly demonsirating that capability,

. larnel is & powerful example of how an overtly
-, ambiguous nuclesr status can bring whatever
.. political benefits are available from possession of

& weapon ‘capability while taking on very few. °

| The! interiational ‘ponprolferaton resime can -
S {:mmmeuﬁelmﬂlﬂmf
. :. explosion or with' nuclear, developments that it
" -can officially ignore, such as the probable posses- ;.
sion* of . nuclear “devices by Isrsel and ‘South'
- Africs. In the one case, it bas time to adjust to the - ¢ ianuce-
: ' 2'.-‘¢twupoh;tbobahneaof‘!ncenumund§omtrdnbk R
- likely to remain against pursuing that course to the
;point of producing and sookpiling weapons, Fear of -

svent by’ designing procedures to attempt to
ensure that the event will rematn an exoeption,:

to the norm and the regime's procedural rules.

. "has happened and avoid the extremely diffi-
.. . cult——and possibly divisive-—esercise of attempt-
... ing to repair the norm and establish new rules.

: 80, I thess conclusions are accurate, there is a good

" chance that the nuclear status quo will not be seriously
endangered in the next five years or 0. Predictions for

10 years are obviously more difficult, but even within ' .
" that extended time frame there is a reasonable possi- -

bility that the current norm that favors nonprolifera-’

ﬂonwiﬂnotbawu‘tnmed.'l‘lnmdnunderplnnina

~—The great majority of influences on nuclear
decislonmakers today work in the direction of

" causing delays in their ability or willingness to
. soquire the technological ability to make
explosives, -

In the other, thére has been no official challenge°

Consequently, in the absence of & desire by any
. " fnto question, the members can pretend nothing.

=~ There are no looming now security situations that
would boost motivations to acquire weapons or
for lsrael and. South Africa to declare their
probable weapons. :

- The self-interest of supplier and other states in
suarding against proliferation will continue
strong. .

— These patterns are stable and resilient enough to
persist for several years, such that one “bad”

. ovent will not reverse them.

. ==The system will remain dynamicin the sense that

counteractions would be set into motion by a

- proliferation event to isolate and contain its

. effectg. ) ) ,
Tkuetrendjeomblnedwlthhhlylndlvidudcounby
developments suggest the following scenarios for the
peﬁodto__llmfor countries of proliferation concern.

8L Pakistan's nuclear decisions over the next five

. years probably wil contitue to be shaped primarily by
its need to protect its security relationship with the -
" United States, and particularly to retain-access to US -

military aid. Although the Pakistan! Government will

- almost certainly. continue its clandestine program to
scquire technology to support development of a nucle-

losing US military aid will also probably continue to

‘act as’a ‘powerful disincentive for testing a nuclear
device, for diverting safeguarded spent fuel to obtain .
. sufficient plutonium for « weapan, or possibly even for
~' producing’ enough bighly- enriched. uranium for a
- device. These disincentives would be severely weak-

ened by loss of the US security shield, and they would

.«.be tested by a sharp deterloration of relations with

'82. From the Indian perspective, it is difficult to
see what positive benefits have accrued to India from
its decision to test in 1974, That perception probably

'underlies and will continue to influence its extremely -

conservative behavior so far on pushing further in the
nuclear, explosive or weapon field. To this point,

. indications are .that India prefers not to test or to
. weaponize and that it will not unless forced to by

Pakiitani actions. Given the constraints on Pakistan
and the other forces working on both governments to

improve relations, there is no current reason to believe _.

that India’s relations with Pakistan are likely to be-
come 30 negative as to reverse this situation. Nor does




it appear that India’s relationship with China is likely
to deteriorate in the next several years to the point that
New Delhi will be persuaded it needs nuclear weapons
to hold off Chinese aggression. In the meantime,
India’s need to increase safeguarded nuclear imports
to improve nuclear power production may prove

 strong enough to expand its dependence on forelgn
suppliers, creating additional disincentives to again
risk ties to those suppliers.

33. The economic problems that have caused the

" Argentine Government to reduce its outlays In the
nuclear field bave no end in sight, Cionsequently, the
chances are good that the government will not soon
reestablish completion of a reprocessing capability
(safeguarded or unsafeguarded) as a high priority.
Plans exist to begin construction of an unsafeguarded
nuclear reactor before the end of 1985, but it will take

" & minimum of five to seven years to complete and will
not be of immediate proliferation concern unless a

reprocessing capability is also developed. The efforts |

to complete the unsafeguarded uranium enrichment
facility may continue as a matter of nationa pride.
However, the Alfonsin government shows no inclina-
tion that it wants even a “peaceful” explosive capabili-

ty and, in fact, is taking several {nitiatives—including .
" 7 “proposing & mutual inspection arrangement with Bra-

=, placing its nuclear exports under safeguards, and
seeking new domestic legislation that prohibits weapon
development—that move it in the other direction. The

retrenchment that s occurring in the power field,

howevcr.bfreeingupresources!bateouldbemedln
an expksives program, and a covert military faction
-could conceivably attempt to develop weapons clan-
destinely. But ft is difficult to belleve that such a
program could be sustained long enough to develop all
the components of an explosive device without the
sovernment discovering it or that the government

would not move against such a central challenge to its

. authority.

84. Brastl is also many years away from having a
reactor that can produce unsafeguarded plutonjum or
"from acquiring a significant reprocessing capability,
and fts uranium enrichment efforts still have many
difficult hurdles to surpass before success. There is
some chance that its commercial enrichment process,
even if all the technical difficulties are solved, will
never be used to produce significant quantities of

enriched uranium because it Is so uneconomic com-
pared with the cost of purchasing the same product in.

the international market. The unsafeguarded nuclear
development programs of all three military services
will probably continue, but the Army’s graphite reac-
tor project, which has just begun, is expected to take
eight years to complete, and the Navy's uranfum

%

NOFORN/NOCONTRACT/ORC ON/WNINTEL

enrichment program is nat likely to produce HEU
before the early 1990s. There- is no significant repro-
cessing capability under active development.

36. Iraq, Iran, Libya, and North Korea are the only

-other countries in the world at present with nuclear

brograms or Interests that might pose a.proliferation
threat in the medium.term. Their prospects are as
follows: : T

~—1Iraq and Iran remain interested in developing
facilities that, although they would be under
safeguards, could eventually produce fissile ma-
terfal that could be used in a weapon. However,
neither will be in a position to devote significant
resources to such a project until their war ends,
and, even then, It would take at Jeast a decade
for either country to develop the nuclear facili-
ties that could sipport a nuclear-weapon devel-
opment effort.. Within that extended time peri-
od, any number of political or economic
developments could call into question the wis-
- dom of creating weapons, S

— Libya continues to require attention, not because
.Its nuclear program has any prospects for achiev-
ing a weapon capability within the next 10 years,
but because Qadhafi may once again attempt to
buy or steal a weapon or its components. There is
very little chance he will obtain the assistance he
would need, either from the Soviets or some
West European source, to manufacture his own
weapons-grade fissile material,
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— North Korea has recently become a proliferation
concern because of evidence that it is building a
reactor that will be capable of producing signifi-
cant quantities of plutonium by 1900. There Is no
evidence they, are building a reprocessing facill-
ty, however, nor that they are working on the
development of a nuclear explosive device. One
major disincentive for North Korea to build g
nuclear weapon capability is that South Korea
probably would be provoked to do likewise, a
development that might be perceived in North

Korea as endangering its security more than does -

the current conventional status quo. Although
South Korea probably is militarily more vulnera-
ble to nuclear attack than is North Korea, it is

difficult to believe North Korea would prefer to )

face a nuclear-armed enemy rather than one that
has only conventional weapons. Moreover, al-
though the degree of influence of the Soviet
Union and China on North Korea is limited, the
possibility that these powers would react nega-
tively to the prospect of having one, and quite
likely two, additional nuclear weapon countries
on!he!rbordmandnnewsourceoflnmbﬂlty
on the Korean peninsuls may also act as a
- disincentive on North Korea. .

The Longer Term

87. There are at least as many reasons to believe
that the nonproliferation regime will g@row -stronger
over the next 10 years as that it will weaken. Judg-
ments about how strong the internationa! barriers to
proliferation will continue to be—especially five to 10
years out--must remain very uncertain, however,
because it is impossible to know what outcomes vari-

au'mndsnowmidermywlllactuallypwduee.On-

the one hand, for example, the norm against develop-
ing.weapons may become psychologically harder to

 breach the longer it persists overtly unbroken. It could

eveneodupmorepowe:fu“nmcﬁontoanumet-
tﬂnamnt,muchuoecunedinmcﬁontothelw4
Indian explosion, if there were developed for the first
time agreed-on sanctions against countries that at-

tempt to build weapons. On the other hand, the -
- technologies that are essential for making nuclear

weapons almost certainly will continue to spread. Ten

© years from now, several additional countries, such as

South K having shertened lead times
by developing -use technology, may only be a
small step away from being able to put together a
nuclear device, should they so choose. This situatlon, if
ltdovcloped.wotddmllbelesdmgemkhanoneln
which those nations had a device in hand. But uncer-

ACT/ORCON/WNINTEL

tainty about the survivability of the nonproliferation
regime might be considerably higher because, if an
untoward event occurred thut created the right moti-
vatlon, some countrles could “go nuclear” much more *
quickly than at present, and with little warning.

38. Another central question about the future that
will affect nonproliferation trends s how much
strength US security relations with potential prolifera-
tors will have in 10 years. The credibility of the US

security commitment will regain the cqucial element
for persuading South Korea Hot to build
nuclear weapons and for iting - Pakistani
program. These security relations probably will not
unravel quickly or easily because there are powerfu} |

‘motivations on both sides to maintain them, Nonethe- !

less, even the perception by any of these three that the
commitment was weakening could precipitate a deci-
slon to develop weapons overtly.

39. There are a number of ways the trend toward
the spread of nuclear technology and the possible loss
of force of security relations might work separately or

- in tandem to damage the nonproliferation regime.

One negative scenario, for example, would be if
Pakistan, despite the illogic of such a decision, tested a
nuclear device and/or began to build and stockpile

weapons. As indicated earlier, this would be the

trigger for India to do likewise, and the world would
end up with, for the first time, two nefghboring
nuclear-armed cnemies possessing primitive and high-
ly destabilizing weapons, An additional complication is
that such an action on Pakistan's part probably would
forco a cutoff of US military amsistance, leaving Paki.
stan even more isolated and vulnerable. Despite earlier
concerns that this kind of situstion would boost the
interest of other nations in acquiring weapons or a
weapons option, it is quite possible that it would not
have an adverse effect on the prospect for prolifera-
tion more generally. There is no particular reason to
believe that Pakistan’s gaining a weapon would
change, for example, Argentina’s calculations as to
whether following a similar course would serve its
interests. And the obvious state of insecurity it would
introduce into regional relations might reinforce this
disincentive in minds of decisionmakers elsewhere.

A40. Another, more dangerous, turn in the nonprolif-
eration scene could occur if truly xenophobic.regimes
took power in states with advanced levels of nuclear
dovelopment or which already possessed a weapon
capability. A further turn inward in South Africa, for
example, might lead to & regime that, becauso it
already felt cut off from the rest of the world,
perceived no drawbacks—and in fact gained some
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psychological satisfaction—from brandishing its nucle-
ar capability. This kind of reaction is also at least
conceivable from a mllitary-controlled regime in Ar-
gentina, which became completely alienated from the
industrialized world because of a cutoff of financial
and trade relations.

4). A third, longer term threat to the nonprolifera-
‘tion regime comes from the probably unstoppable
tendency of nuclear technology to spread to nations
that have less capability and, possibly, less will to
protect it than do the present advanced nuclear
‘powers. It seems highly unlikely that Pakistan, for
example, would consciously share its sensitive nuclear
~ secrets with other Muslim nations because most re-

sponsible Pakistani leaders are very aware that, in the
Muslim world particularly, today's friends can become
tomorrow's enemies. Nevertheless, technological leak-
age could occur through theft or penetration, consider-
ably aiding the nuclear program of Iraq or Egypt,
should the latter ever decide that it wanted a weapons
option. Pakistan may also have less ability than more
developed nuclear powers to protect sensitive nuclear
technology and materials fmm theft by terrorist
groups. '

42 Afourth pouibillty that could reverse the trend

toward containment of proliferation would be a de-
cline in the capabilities the United States and the
Soviet Union currently have to support their ‘parallel
interests In preventing ‘the spread of nuclear explo-
sives. Although the possibility is not high because the
security Interests of both superpowers are so well
served by denying nuclear capabilities to additional
countries, this scenario probably could cause the most
damage to the nonproliferation regime. Part of the

consensus that supports the nonproliferation norm is

" the belief that neither superpower will permit its allies
to develop nuclear weapons and that the issue of
horizontal nuclear proliferation will not become en-
meshed in East-West politics. If that bellef crumbles,
the resulting insecurities could spark efforts in many
quarters to look to nuclear weapons for self-protection.

Implications fér US Interests

43. For the United States, the last fow years have
beeis ones of considerable activity in terms of carrying
out established nonproliferation policy. There have
been relatively few instances, however, when policy-
makers were faced with new, really difficult foreign
policy tradeoffs of the kind that occur when execution
of US nuclear foreign policy collides sharply with
accomplishment of other, usually bllatenl. foreign
Dollcv obbctlva.

44. It Is impossible to know how much longer this
situation can lust. Most likely, we have been treated to
an unusually long stretch of relative calm and, within
the next two years or so, new hard cholces will have to
be made. That is almost certain to be the case within
the next five years. The kinds of situations that will
require coping with making difficult tradeoffs proba-
bly will range from having to react to specific prolifer-
ation events in some countries to questions of how best

to adapt existing US antiproliferation policies to an

ever-evolving nuclear developmental process.

45. One of the first extremely difficult choices we
may face could involve the Pakistani nuclear program.

The coming dilemma here could be how to deal with

what will probably be ambiguous evidence that Paki-

_stan is producing flssile material that is usable for

weapons. Even if Pakistan had not decided to assem-
ble an explosive device (let alone weapons), evidence
of this kind might force the United States to cut off all
military aid. This, in turn, could cause such a loss in
confidence in the US-Pakistani security relationship
that Pakistan might then be stimulated to proceed
with testing or weapons development, which would
provoke India to follow suit. -

46. Somewhat farther down the road may come -
new challenges to the long-term effectiveness of blan-

ket US opposition to the export of sensitive nuclear
technology and materials to countries of proliferation’
concern. US leadership in this area has without ques-
tion been the key factor in creating many of the
technological delays that have retarded acquisition of
an explosive capability in such countries as Argentina
and Pakistan. Export denial, however, has also un-
avoidably had the less beneficial effect of causing
countries to seek to develop domestic capabilities to
produce those items that were denied them. Argentina
claims, for example, that it decided to develop a
uranlum enrichment capability in 1978 in direct
response to the cutoff of supplies of enriched uranium
from the United States caused by pu.sage of the
Nuclear Nonproliferation Act. There is at least some
possibility that this short-term versus long-term
tradeoff will arise again. This might happen, for
{nstance, if at some point improved economic condi-
tions permit Argentina or Brazil to renew construction
of reprocessing or heavy water production facilities. It
is conceivable that being able to negotiate on possibly
selling sensitive materials to those countries might
enable the United States to influence internal Brazilian
or Argentine decisionmaking on the desirability of
completing those domestic facilities. More flexibility

_ in this area might also be important for preventing
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major policy conflict with other supplier nations,
many of which are almost certain to continue their
resistance to the US preference for comprehensive
safeguards as a prior condition for sensitive exports.
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eration arena for the United States diring the next
dwudewlllboboavoldbooomlmnﬂedtotechnolod—
cal denial that opportunities are missed to boost the
powerful motivations that already exist in Third
World countries not to develop nuclear weapons, even
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sioris where countries are inclined to fight each

other and where they have the potential to
develop nuclear weapons.

— Military leaders remain an extremely lmpomm
target for influence on puclear subjects because
they probably are susceptible to arguments that

primitive nuclear weapons have very limited

warfighting utility and that, in fact, seeking them
€an expose & country to such hostile counterac-

== More broadly, the number of potential domestio
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