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PREFACE



ZREFACE

This study has been undertaken with a view to oxamine
the impact of nuclear weapons and techmology on diplomecy,
The period for study is frém the Alamogordo test to present
day, and the ié!éa is to util ise the generalisations made on
the basls of the pant experience of the weapon powers to
expand on the strategles to be followeﬂ by threshold nations,
The foreign policy objectives of the nations which "went
nuclear®” are outlined, followed by = description of the role
which nuclear weapons play in attaining it, That is to say,
this is a sfud.y of the tactics rather than the strategles
followed by powers in the realm of nuclear weapons,

There were two main reasons why this particular topie
was taken up for atuﬂy.’ First of a};l, it is my belief that
this is a topic which is of extreme importance to the world,
There should be, in my opinion, a greater realisation of,
and concern for, the uses and misuses of nuclear weapons and
technology by the superpowers,

"Ah ! How excellent it is,

To possess a glant's strength; but how tyrnnnous

it becomes, when a gilant uses 1t," |
The third wérld nations are the victims of superpower domi-
né.tion and therefore, it is in thelr own intereat to perceilve
and combat this threat, _ ‘

The second reason is my bellef t.hat there is a lack of
adequate literature on this field, This may appear surprising
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in view of the voluminous bibliography attached to the
disaertation;, but in point of fact, most of the literature
is excessively bizased in {avour of the West, The idea here
1s to present a different kind of bias,

The format of the study is basically chronologileal,
The United States' and the Soviet Union's nuclesr policies
are first examined, to be followed by that of the three
=nations who subscribe to the theory of independent deterremts,
The spread of nuclesr teclmology and the efforts to' check it
are described, And finally, the alternative airategies
followed by the threshold nations, It is hoped that some
sort of integrated analytical framework 1ia provided by the
methodology i‘ollaweﬂ in the dissertation,

Convention regquires that the writer expresses his
attitudes during the course of study somewhere in the preface,
I have both gratitude and complaints %o express, To begin
with I would 1ike to thank Dr, Satish Kumsr, my Supervisor,
Words cannot express my gratitude to him, for I owe him
more than I can repay. The other person I am immensely
grateful to is Mr, K, Subrahmanyam, former Director of the
Institute for Defence Studies and Analyses, who not only acted
as my resident thinketank but also checked 'my dissertation
manuscript, For the 18 months of research, 1 was solely
pupported by him financially, Dr, fushpesh Fant also helged
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me out of meny a tight corncr, My thanks to the libdbrary
staff of the Institute of Defence Studies and Analyses for
their help, | |

It is also conventional to express one's gratitude
to the Institution under the asuspices of which one ,ursucs
one's research, In fulfilment of this ritual, I am afraid
that the best I cam do is to record that I diligemntly
pursued my M, hil researches at the School of International
Studies, I have nothing more to say,

@%—a««' cw —
’__________--
New Delnl : 5. JAISHANKAR

Dateds



INTRODUCTION



INTRODUCTIOR

In 1816, reading Clausewitz, Lenin hed observed that
wer 1s not only a political act but the uitimate instrument of
pelitice, Since in international relations, the method of
conducting internectional politics is kmown aeg diplomacy, it
should be obvious thet sny radical ahmge. in the method of
conducting @ war would have its impset on diplomacy. Lenin's
next commnt on Claugewite is relevent in this context for he
says that the field of weaponry is on integral, sometimes even
an essential, aspeot of diplomacy, |

The simplent case where weapon innovatlon would be a
function of diplomacy is one where the establighed power struca
ture is overthrown bscause of the former, The Eglish estabe
lished their military eand therefore diplommtic prsdominence in
the fifteenth cantwry largely because of their erchery., The
Swiss infantry 414 the same in the Middle Ages because of their
plkes, Gustavus Adolphus, the Lion of tho North, owed his
meteoric victories in the third phase of the Thirty Years war,
largely to the new mbﬂq artiliery, Similarly, the fact that
Jesn Baptiste de Grebeauval standardised field artillery in
1765 (epecifically in the form of 4, 8 and 12 pounders) was
responsible for the siring of French militery successes from
Valmyr to Aué‘berlit 2, A mre complex relation between diplomacy
and the military has existed in the cage of Germany, Germany
with adversaries on two fronts was always faced with the problem
of ensuring rapid militapy viotoriea in order to achleve its
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1ts diplomatic objectives, In 1866, for ingtamce, Bismarck
wag surs that if Austriea was not defoated rapidly, & French
intervention would be incvitableo, Usage of field telegraph
for commmication and railways for mobilization was partly
res.onsible for the iruseian victory. »Mre crucial however
wag weapon technology, for when the supreme test came at
Sadowa, it was the srussian breech londing necedle rifle which -
enablcd bltke to sweep through the Austrien ranks - which
still clung to the muzzle loading rifle .muskets, |

~ With the advancement of science, weapons heve become |
increasingly destructive, There has been a correaéouding chax@gg_f
in the character of war too, There was a time when the combg;»
tonts consisted of fewdnl barons and thelr retainers (as in ;;;;85.\\
Wor of the Foses) amd the impact upon the population, if any, f:»}
was indirsct, But by nineteenth and twentieth centuries, war
was fought between ‘nations in srms?, The increaging casualt 1q_
of the Napoleonic wars, the Firgt and the Second World Wars are
testimony to the eversincreasin  destructive power acquired by
mankind, as well as the intensive and total manner of warfare,
This destructive trail reached a climax (in principle) with
the application of nuclear flssion for militery purposes, 8o
much so that a ridiculous situation has been reached where even
the pogsessor of nuclear weapons fears to use it, This study

propopes to analyze some aspects of diplomacy which is related

to nucl ear weajpons,
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Nuclear diplomacy can be divided, in o very broed
sense, into two parts « one relating to yroliferation end the
other to arme limitation, For no other reason than the need
to liait one'e area of research, only proliferetion diplomacy
is conpidered here, The role of nuclear weapons in the
intediate postawar Amsyicon dipzo,meay is the natural starting
vwoint, Its importance in precipitating the Cold War snd the
division of Rurope 18 exanined, #s 1s the only military usage -
(in Japen) so far of nuclear weapons, The effect of the
Soviet Union achieving nuclesr stotus is elso of mich interedts
especially from the point of view of its sroviding stability
to the international system, The com.ulsions lecding to v
indepmdient deterrents provides the next theme, which ia \

followed hy the examination of the mtleproliferation thesis ,.»\

e

in terms of technology, diplomacy and security prospects,

Egeping in mnind the Weberian theses of awarmess of one's e
values smd prejudices, it should bs stated at the outset, that '

a congcloup ccme is belng mmde heres in favowr of using the

threat of further proliferation as sn instrument to achieve

nuciewr arme control and dlsarmamant, The wnderlying assumption

is that the history of the last thirty years of nuclear diplomacy
clearly shows that nuclear disarzazent 1e not achievadble bty

non nutleay natiena. m:l_latcx'any 8bjring nuclsar options,
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RUCLEAR WEACONS AND THE COLD WAR



Chapter I
BUCLEAR WEALONS AND THE COLD WAR

The moet unique fe2ture of the Cold War was that
for the first time in the history of 'maniina, a battle for
globél supremicy botween two major pnw'era"‘could not be
settled by recourse to arms, In other words, the Cold War
remained ‘'cold', The military stalemate of the late 19408
in Burope was achleved because the USSR possessed a prepondere
ance In convemtional strength while the USA possessed nuclear
weapons, The stalemate continued because ultimately, both
powars acquired effective nuclear deterrents, HNuclear weapons
therefore emergecd as the determinant in the Cold War, As
Pleming hee pointed outy the origins of Cold War lie in the
Bolshevik revalﬁtion;u but in the specific senne of the tersm,
‘the Cold War started only in 1845,
| By the late 19308, the scientlists of the five major
indugtrial powers knew that an atomic bomb was theorstically
feasible, There were however enormous practlical difficulties,
Ironically, the United States, where the first nuclear explosion
took place was a comyaratively late starter, The major reasons
for its sucéosa Gere its enorwous mduatriai and financial
resources and its ability to ettract sclentists from the
continent, Ffbre than any other country which has conducted a
nuclear test the Ihited Sgates owed its success to foreign

scientific talemt, The influence of nuclear weapons on American

(1) D, ¥, Fleming, The Cold W% and_Its Origins (Lomdon,
(Gecrge Allem & Unwin, 186l1),
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dislomacy was felt even before the Alamgerdo test, By 1945,
Americen policy-mekers were almost unanirous in their deterui.
nation to have a sh%gm with the irssa over the structure

of postewar Buaroge, What they were undecided upon was the
medns to be employed in forcing USSR to acquiesce in Americen
plems for Bastern and Central Burope, It was agein a near
unanimus agsessment of U,5, policye-makers at that time that
the war time leaderships of Britain md USh hed sllowed USSR
to exercise a degree of influence 4ispro pori:ioxsah to her powei'.
The new American sresident, Harry Truman, was having second
thoughts not.(mly about the Yalta agreemsnt but also on the
Churchillegtalin agrvae:smt nh.tcvh divided Eastern Rurope into
spheres of influence, _

It was the opinion of Aversil Harrimen, the influential
ambassador to Mscow that an immediate confrontation with USSR
was desirable, aincye in the long rm 1t was mwitahh. ‘Better
now then later’ apyears to have bsen his motto, This view
vas shared by Leahy, 5tett1nn§. Forrestal and Greu.‘a) Barr imam
felt that Us ald to sovisf reconstruction e:;‘forté could sct
an the necessary lever to precsurise Soviet Tnion into with.

{4) : ,
drawing from Eantern Rurope, The contradiction beiween

(2) Farry §. Trumn Years of Decision (Hew York, Doubleday
Inc,, 1958), 7,70,

(3) Car Alperevite, Atomic Divlomsey - Hiroehima to
tedam (Lmﬁoﬁ, Sacker ond Warbdurg, 1966), p,2b
edhy was the Chief of Staif to the fresident
gttetinus the Secretary of State, Grew the &cé;t.ng
Secretary of State and Forrestal Secretary for Ravy,




.6 -

(5)
USA end USSR hed long been recognized by Trumm, But fear

of USSR concluding & separate peace with Germomy end the need

of Soviet help in the Japmese theatre had prevent @ this

contradiction from becoming entagonistic, In July 1946, only

the second constraint atill held and sven that, only partially,
The ¥ew US fregident act hia course on 24th April when

he attacked blotov for non-implementation of the Yalta accord =

as he interpreted them, %e'am day his Secretary of war,

Henry L, Stimpon wrote to himi / The atomic bomb 7 has such a

bn;ai'ing on our present foreign rﬂaﬁnm and such an important

effect on all my thinking in the field that I think you should

know about it without mich further deslay®, () Elabdorating in

& memrandum he coneluded that "within four mnths we s hall

in sl) probadllity haﬁve comyleted the wset ‘Q:errible weapon

known in humm hist-or‘y.'“cm Stimeon wae very confident of success

end felt that no major issue could be reaiiaticany discussed

without the role of the homb being taken into aecomt,"”’rhereforo

he wented 8 postponement of any discussion with the Russims

over the future of the !&‘g:)- Eagt and Europe mtil the atamic

weapon tept took place, nQyer any auch tongled weave of

(s) Truman, n, 2, P, 85,

) Stimson and Bumdy, On_Active Service in Peace and W
(Londdny aHutchinson 1950), pi 635, L35,

(?) "‘ruaan, n, d, p. 88,
(8) Stimeon ‘s plary, 15.5,1945, Quoted In Alperovitz, mn, 3,

p. 67, All furthcr quotations from the Dlary are taken
from Alperovite,
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problems / the atomic boub_/ secret would be dominent @d yet we
would not know wntil aftor thet time grobabl.y, mtil after that
meeting, whether this is & weavon in our hands of not, We think
it will be shortly afterwards, but it seomé a terrible thing

to gamble viith big stakes in diplomacy without having your
mester card in yowr hmﬂs.‘(g)u This was Stimson writing ir the
mitale of May 1945,

Truman wég %o have met Churchill emnd Stalin to discusa
the mliah erisis and the FPar Eastern theatre, but following
Stimson's strategy of daléyed showdown, he postponed the maetis(a;?)
¥hen the atomic teast was delayed, Iruman postponed his meeting
agaln, Meanwhile he conciliated the Ruepsiens by withdrawing -
Americen troops from Austria mmé compromised on the compoaition
of the folish government, The American anbassador to Polend
A,B, lLane, protested vigorously to his government regarding
their weak stznd, Be wonted the Poligh iscue to be integrated
with the Sovist imposed blackeout in South East Europe and both
pursued, Trumdn saild that he agreed and ®left no doubt as to
his intentions to insist on the sventual rempval of the Soviet
blackout in the countriss mentioned."(ll) |

The strategy of delsyed showdown as advocatéd by Stimmson,
also had its impact on the Japsnese theatre, At Yalta, USSR

(9) timson's Diary, 15,5.1945, Alperovitz, n.3, .. 57,

(10) U,s, Departrent of States Foreign HRelations: Conference
of Berlin (rotsdam), 1946 (U,S, Governm.nt rrinting
Office, 1955, Volume I, p.4.

(11) Josesh Grew, Turbulent Era, vol, 1I (Boston, 1952),
p. 1264,
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agreod to enter the war nithiﬁ three mnths of the Gefeat

of Germany, In return she was promised .Sakhalin, Kuriles smd
gontrol of Minchuria - the last, can&:.tiohél on. the agresment

of the KMI' government, When the Manhattan project apiroached
success, the United Statea tried to get a postponement of the
Soviet declaration of war in the hope that the bomb muiﬂ end

the war before the Red. Aruy occupied large sections of China, At
the same time, it 414 not want to aliemate USSR in case the
forthcoming test falled, HEven if the test was successful, the
Soviet Union's participation in the war could de treated os

an insuwrance in ths mlikaly event 'of, continuing Japsnsee resiste
once after the atomic attack, Byrnes woes to say leters "I muet
frankly edmit /that /7 ,,. I would have been satisfled hed the
Russiens determined rot to enter the ‘war.,-. ;I feared what would
ha,pen when the Red Army entered Mmahuria.ﬁtlm A War Department
report voiced the sams reservations about USSRs the war should
be ended "before too many of our allies ars committed there
and have made subatant ial contribdbutions to the defeat of Japmf]ia)
50 in order to daelay Soviet participation in the Chineme theatre
until the bomb was ready, the KMP negotiators in sacow was abked

to start nesotiatione., To quote Byrnes agains "0ur purpose was,,.

(12) Byrnes, Spesking Frenkly (New York, 1947), p. 208,

(13) Quot.d in R,5, Cline, Q%Eingtcn cﬁm%ga ..Po%ta The Operations
Divieion (Of.ice of the ef o 11tary tory, U.S.

Department of the Army, Washington 1981), p.345,
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to encourege the Chinese to continue negotistions,,.. If
Stelin ond Chimng were still negotiating, it might delay the
Soviet entrance end the Japanese might surrender, The iresident
was in accord with that v:l.ew”_.‘u) With this objeotive in view,
Trumen instructed Harrimem to tell T. V. Soong, the KM nego-
tiator, thot he 414 not hslisve that the Yalta agroenent
necegsitated the racognitli.on of the ¥ongolien govornmt.us}
Finally Earriman was acked to relay the mesgage that no Sinoe
Soviet agreement was to be concluied wnmtil the US pgovernment
was fully con,sulted.(m |

This then was the international situation when Truman
went to Fotsdiam, The 1944 Churchill and Stalinm hed reached av
“territorial accord on the future of Eestern Mirope, In his
reyort to his Cabinet, Churchill stressed that the Fest hed to
rucogntze"m& respect this agreement becauss It wéa vital to
the Rugsians, an Trummm ‘e lmmed iate strategy was not to reverse
the settlemmt, He complained that the Hungarian, Bulgarian
and Rum:l.an Governzents were neither resyonsive tonor repre-
sentative of their people's will, While he refused to recoge
nize these govémmmta he 416 not demand that they be changed,
Back howme in the USA, the inhattap project was approaching ite

climx at treaimeck speed, Oppenheimer testified later that

(14) Byrnes, All in One Lifetimo (New York, 1958), p, 291.

{16) Alwrovitz., n, 3; p. 124,

(17) Winston Churchill, ZFriumwh snd Tragedy (Boatcm, 1953),
PP, 227'33;
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*I don*t think there was a time when we worked harder at the
speed-up than after German suryend '"(13)

On 16th July, one day after Trumen 's arrival at
Jotsdam, the successful atomic. teat took place at Alamogordoic.
Truman now cer‘ba,inly felt that *he had a hamner on those bbya'.
He decided to present firmly his demmds, unyleldingly reject
Soviet ones and postpone the golution wntil after the Hiroshima
attack, Io the presentotion of his demonds, Trumen included
the lsmediate reorganization of the Romemian ond Bulgerian
.governments, eanwlfatian with re,resentatives of sll 'democratic

elemmts’ (i,e,, euphemism for pro-western fargies) end three
' ' 19

gower assistence in holding free slections, Stimson saye
of Trumon, "He said it / the atomic test_/ gave him mn entirely

. (20)
‘new feeling of confidence,"™ .

Again reports Stimson, "/Churchill/ told me that he
noticed at the meeting of the thrse yesterday that Trumam wes
svidently much fortified by somsthing that hed happened and
that ho stood up to the Russisns in a8 mst emphatic end decisive
manner telling them of some demandg which they absolutely
could nt have,., Be said: *Sow I can wnderstend what happemed
to Truman» yeaterday, +eoWhen he got to the mceting after
| reading this report, he was 2 chenged mon, He told the Russpians

{(18) U,s5, Atomic Mergy Commission, In the mtter of J., Robert
Oppenheimer, Transcript of Hearing Before rersonnel
secur ity Poard (Washington 1954), p,.3223,

(19) Eofa@ Relationss Conferencs of A;Ber; in, vol,1I, p. 207,
(20) stimeon's plary, 21,7,1945, Refer Alperovitz n,3, 2,150,
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firet whu('glf;hey got on am off amd generally bossed the whole
meeting, " The report referrsd to, of course, was that of
General Leslie Groves, Director of the Manhation project who
stated that the explosion exceeded even the mst optimistic
sxpectations,

It was the Intention of the British Government to
persuade Trumen to recognize the Bulgarien emd Romenien governw
ments, since this reflected Churchill ’é appraisal of the |
balance of power in postewar Burops, But after being told of
| the test, the British fully supported Truman's stence, The sams
Churchill who felt that the 1944 agreement was the best wnder
the circumtmces, now felt that the West could dictate to
Stalin.(zz)l Therefore on the lssue of the Ba2lkans, reperations
and German zonal booty mystem, the Anglos-Aumericamns simply
statea‘_ the’ir position end adopted a ‘take it or leave ‘11;' attle
tude, (23) only on the _reparva:hi.on issue 414 Stalin acne?f the
western offer, The rest were to be 'negotiated? ei‘ter “the
Hiroshima attack, |

On the 6th md 8th of August, two atomic boubs were
drovped or Hiroshima and Nagasaki respectively, The actlosn was

justiried on the grounds that it saved the lives of many American

(21) Stimson's Diary, 22,7.1945 Refer Alperovitz, n.3, p.161.

(22) FBryent, Triumph in the West (Collins, London 1969), P.477,
{23) Alperovitz, n, 3, pPp. 164«70,
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soldiers who were about to invade Japms ‘'Okinawa and Iwo
Jime had cost 70,000 lives; the mainland might cost up to a
million, ! was the ostemsible justification, But no Invasion
of Japen was plenned till Novewmber, In any case, the Japaene
were sending out feelers for a surrender accord, Alperovitz,
therefore, concluiess

sostheir decision to use the A-bomb was made

at a time when the best intelligence and mi]lie

tary advice indicated that there were other

ways of anding the war without an invasion, As

will be shown, the bomb was used not beceuse

there wers no alternatives, but precipely :

because American policye-makers wished to avoid

the political congequences of thege alter.

natives, (24) , '
The btomb may have bgsm dropped in Japan but the reason for
it wap the USSR, Truman, Byrnes, Stimson, Grew, Porrestal,
Deane, King and Leahy all wanted to end the Japanese war
without Soviet help'- czg gtt least ‘befc}re--the Red Arny penee

: &

trated into Manchuria, *...Byrnes sald he was mst mxious
to get the Japanese affair over with before the Russians got
in, with particular reference to Dairem emd rort-Arthur, once
. ‘ . 2
in there, he felt that it would not be easy to get them out,...*
S5timson volced enother conapiderations "It was of great ilmportance
to get the homeland into our hends before the Rugsians could

Jut ‘In sny substentisl claim to occupy end help rule it,%(27)

(2‘) Ibm‘, i’o 1100 ’

(25) Grew, n, 11, p. 1444y Trumen, n, 2, p, 425; Stimmon's
Diary 10.8.46 ond Forrestal, Diaries (New rogrl&“'i!f"‘sai)‘

- 0: Al perovitzn.,3, p.1680; King

521850002 Fieol Addical K ing (Rew York, 1962), ».006;
Deens, The Strategy of Allience (New York, 194‘;). #.263
Byrnes, n.12, »,291; Leahy, 1 Was There (New York, 1950),

' pP.245, )
(26) Foreetal, n.25, p. 78, (27) wf= ...
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Churchill had cabled to his cabinet that *it ia quite clear

that the United Statcs do not at the present time desirs

. (z8)
Rugsimn participation in the war againet Japan,® ir

further evidence is nceded to support this vimﬁQOhowar was
to reveal eighteen years laters *I told him /Stimson/ that

I wes againsgt 1t / the atomic attack 7 on twe cdunts@ Firpt,
sbs.!!ﬁﬁ&sz!.!sza,gaﬂmziﬁiéaszsaﬁzx.sné.éausﬂaﬂxizuaaﬁmm:x

3o hit them with that awful thing, Second I hated to see our

» (29)
country be the first to use such a2 weapon,..."

After Hiroshima, Trumsn sought & confrontation with

USSR on all the major 123161?& of the day, He decifed to exclude
, 3 - '
USSR totally from Japan and refused to‘ailjdw the Re& Army to
: 31
accept even a token surrender ot Hokkaido, He proceeded on

a bid to upset the status gquo In Burope by his &eeiaration that

“thege /Balkan/ na:igx;e were not to be spheres of influence
_ 3 :
of eny one power,® The British immcdiately took up the

refrain, Attlee ;'looked forward with hope to the emergence of

(33)
demcratic governments based on free elections in the Balkans ,®
while Bevin refuged 1(:0 gecogniu the new governments till free

34
clections were held, Pro-wegtern right-wing opposition tec

(27) stimson's Diary, 10,8,45, Refer Alperovitz n,3,, p,191.
(28) J, @hrmen, Grend Strategy {London, 1986), p,292,

(29) Kewswoek, 11 November 1963, », 107,

(31) Ivid,., pp.440-3.

(32) H,g, Trumen Public ,.Pasm'a of the President, vol,I,
{washington _ s P.210,

(33) Great Britains Houge of Commons, carliamentary Debates,
5th Serieg, (Hansard: London 1945) p, 102,

(34) Ibvid,, pp.281-2,
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these satellite governments in Bulgaris and Roman ia were glven
encouragenent by the West, 36) But for reasons which will bde
examined below, the Soviet Union refuged to bow down to Amarican
pressurse, | |

Before the atomic test, las' far as the Western Cowers were
concerned, the spheres of Influence in Eastern Burope had bdeen
more or less demarcated, In 1944 Churchill had sumned up
western hopes when he gald that the “arrangements mde about
the Balkene were, I am spure, the best poseiblo.“(aﬁ) .His reaction
after the test wass *We now have something in our hands which
would redress the baimee with the ansiam,*(a?} In other words,
the Rupsiens could now be contained, But contained in what?
The father of the containment doctrine éeorge Kennan has
repeatedly pointed out that containment 414 not meen holding
the 11:1-,(38) The United States, to quote its Secretary of State,

had every intention of for:ing the Russiems back from the

' Balkans = of roli ing them back, The role played by nuclear

weaspons in formilating thils doétrine was cruclal, According to
Osvenheimer the discussion about the use of atom bomb revolved

around “whother there was smy hope at allofuasing this dev&g:};’-

ment to get less darbarious relations with the Rnesiau:.

-

(36) Alperovite, n,3,, pp. 20610, »2p, 216220,

(36) Churchili, n, 17, p, 288,

(37) Beyant, n,22, p., 477-8,

(38) G, Kenan, Americen Diplomecy (Chicago, 1951), p.:.aa
(39) U,8, Atomic fherpgy Commission Hearings, n,18, p.34.
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Simllarly, Vamevar Bush is on record ag to gay that %it /The
A-toml/ was delivered on time so that there was no necessity |
for any concessions to the Rusgians at the end of the war.*'“o}
It is however Leo Szilard who testifies mst explicity on the
administration's attituse to the problems “M Byrnes 41 not
argue that it was necessary ¢to use the bowmb against the cities
of Japmn in order to win the war,,, M Byrnes's ,,, view
[iag] that our possessing end demonstrating the bomb would
ko Rupsia more manpggeable in Europs.,.,*“n |

Even 2 superficial glence at cold war history would
confirm the view thet the West was not interected in a nego-
~ tiated settlement of the Cold War, The preconditions for
negotiations with USSR were such that there was nothing left to
negotiate, In "Burope Unite" for instance, Churchill stated
the conditionst ®Let them retire to their own country which 1is
onea—sixtﬁ of the land surface of the globe, Let them liberate
by their departure the eleven capltals of Estern Burope which
they now hold in theilr clutahas.*“a) Acheson, to quote another
inastance, insisted on change of Soviet position on the WN end
outatending peace treatiss, withirawal from Fastern Burope,
stopping national coomunist parties from ovex?tbrowing any

regimes, end sto.page of anti-capitalist propaganda, As James

{40) Al perovitg, B.4,4 D 242v.r

(41) U,s, News and World Report, 15 August 1960, p.69,
(42)  Churchill, Burope Unite; (Lomdon, 1950), 0p.412-13;
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Reston obeerved, if USSR accepted these conditions 1t would
cease to be a commmilt naticn.ua) ﬂ'héée exorbitent demandn can
only mean that the west was not interosted in negotiation, That
in turn, can only mean that its leaders expected to achieve
their objectives without negotiation, 1,0.,' through compulsion,
The obvious mesng of compulsion wag the atomic bomb,

It might scem incredibtle today but there cem be 1ittle
doubt that the Western leaders had serious Intentions of
implementing the rollback policy, Hen as late as 1950,
Churchill could gay that %no one in his samases would bel leve
thet we have @ limitless period of time befors us, We ought
to bring matters to a head znd meke a final settiswent, The
woptern nations will be far more likely to reach a lasting settle-
ment, without bloodaﬁ'ed, if they formilate their just demimds
while they have the atomic power and before the Russisn Commue
nists get it too, I am, therefore, of the opinion that our
party is bound to support any firm measures which the Govemne
zent is found capable of takingﬁ.‘:" ) Clearly, what Churchill
envisaged wes that ﬁltimatum for Soviet e#acuation of Balkans
be presented, bucked by a threat of nuclear weapons in case of
a Soviet refusal,” This tendency to treat the atomic doub as
an absolute weapon was & characteristic of mst Qoliticim!

(43) Hew York Times, 19 March 1950,
{(44) Churchili, n.,42, p, 440,
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and strategists of thé AngloeAmerican world at that time,
Bernard Brodle in his bookt: *The absolute wéapon? bel teved
that a major power like the USSR would be so ﬂevéstatea by an
attack of atomic bombs, launched by Ush, that a smill inveslon
force would be all that is required for a subsejuent oecnyatggzﬁ
© William Bullit, formerly azbassador to Mscow was evm' mre )
| expliicit. *‘.thanka. to the possession of the atonmic bomb and an
airforce of overwhelming gtrength, we are t'otzzg)far stronger

~ than the Soviet Union and could destroy it," G.F, Eliots®

"If Russia Strikes® was emother work which fmt forward a similar
view, As P,M,5, Blackett pointed out, those fallaclpus
doctrines were largely the result of WOsternL strategic heritage,
In the 1920s eﬁaﬁ 19308 the controveresy regarding alr power was
about its viabhility as 2 stratesically independent force, The
Russiens and the Germans believed thot its primry role showld

be tactica;i',’ in support of the groumd forces, The R,A.F, and
U.S.A,F, followed the views propounded by General Douhet that
bombing would be decisive in fﬁture wars bdecause it could

dentroy the enemy's waumking potential, To regard the atomic -
bomb as an absolute weapon would be a 1dg:l.cal developmmt of

Douhet thesis,

(45) Bernard Brodies, The Absolute Weason (New York, 1846),
P. 94,

(46) W, Bullits The Great Globe Itself (New York, 1946), p.174,
(47) G.F, Hliot, If Russis Strikes (Indianapolis, 1949),
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The Soviet snswer to this strategy of the Wepst was
two=folds a) to increase its depth of defence and interception
bona; and b) to mve its conventlonal forces as much to the
west o8 possible so as to occupy western Birope in case of a
nuclear war, Both these objectives would be achieved by
controlling Eastern Barope, Sources as diverse as Igsac
Deutscher, Vliadimir Delijer ond rietro Nenni have testified
that in early 1945, S$talin intended to conirol only Bulgaris,
Rumania, md rfoland, But as Blackett pointed outs *The obtvious
and inevitable Soviet answer to the clearly expounded view of
the American righting services on the value of strategic bombhing
is to ensure by sll means possible, that her effective military
frontiers are pushed &8 far away fpom the Russian homeland as
vossible, There ig no need to seek ideological motives, however,
mich these may or may not be gresent to explain recent events
in Epptern Europe@ countries bordering Russie, The possession
of atomic bombs by America and the implicit threat of thelr
use ageinst USSR provide the reasons for the conselidation
‘of roland, Czechoslovakia, Humgary, Romxnia, Bulgaré.zat;ma
Yugoslaviz within the Russlam sphere of influence", Hlackett
goes on to quote Walter Lippmanns *The mre we threaten to demo-

tish Rupsien cities, the more obvious it is that the Russiam

(48) ~.M,5, Blackett, Military ané coliticnl Consequences
of Atomic Fergy \ stile rress, lLondon, 1949},
F.?ai
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defence would be to ensconce themselves in the Furopean cities
which we could not demlish without mespacring hundreds and
thousands of one's own t‘rimﬁs.* 9 __Blackett' finally defines
the Cold War in ’muitary termss ®In emticipation of such a
JAuclesr7 war, toth America end Russia are now taking defence
meapures, On the Russien side, an important part of her
defensive measurcs congists mainly in extending the depth of
her defence system,.,. While on the other hamd, Americen stepe
include the geining of ‘basesv 88 near ag possible to the Russian
homeland, These reciprocal eteps constitute the ;:resent Cola
tw.'(&)

" If United States was serious about implementing the
rollback programme - end there is every indication that she was -
she hoft %o éotmter the Soviet conventional forces in Rurope emd
then muster cnough atomic bombes to swing the balasice in her
favour, But wfortunately for her and fortunately ror.tha world,
she could not 4o that, In early 1945 *for o period ot" months a
position of real American [{Conventional/ stremgth scemed to
exist, couplel with mm American willingness to cash in on this
strength, A Foreign Ministers' Conference for the firet time
was allowed to adjourn in September of 1945 without enough acco-
mrodotion of the USSR to facilitate a dec\iaratism of agreement,

(492) Ibis,., ». 74.
(50} Ibid,, p, 79,
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But this strength was not to be meintained for the United
States remved a large part of ermed forces from Germmy in
late 1945 m& early 1846, so that the Reﬂ I@w soon would seem
capable of gweeping Wegt to the Bay of Biscay, *(51)

The reaéam for the Americen reduction of strength in
Burope were the domestic pressures for dembilization plus
the needs of the Japenese theatre, Zfbﬁ importent the Americen
public opinion in the immediate pystewar years was not in
favour of engaging tha. Russians in a conventional war, satton
for instance, cams in for severe criticism when he spoke of
fighting the Soviet Union with German help, Even Crurchill's
Fulton speech created a pensation (indicating that its contents
were not yet conventional wigdom) and invited attacks for its
‘outrpded balence of power approach, '(52) Even the nuclear
enpect of the rolliback policy could not be ilmplementcd since
Vthe USA had exhaugted its lmmediate supply of nuclear weayons
after the Nagasakl attack.(sa) According %o Lilienthals %From
what cen be pleced togcthsr about the stockpile thereafter,
weapong Jrofuction clearly lagged In 1946 and 198473 some of
the facilities srected in the Worlé War 11 erssh program proved
to be either inefficlent or nct very durable, while large number

of skiilef physicists,,, left government service, Oreat

New York,

(51) George Quester, Nuclear m.g}.omaez (Melm,/w?o),
pl 13'

{52) D, Horowitzs From Yalta to Vietnam (Harmondsworth s
" cenguin 1966) @,

(53) #ihe Balamce of Military rfower®, lantic Mnthl
{Cambridge,Mes,)s VOl. clxxxvii, une 1951, pp.2i-7,
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amarenent amd concern were now several times expressed within
the governzent on the small size of the stockpile, and this
verhaps exypla.ns why only two bormbs were detonated in the test of
1946 (at Bikinl) end none in 1947, At various points between
1946 and 1949, moreover, the urcnium ore required for nuclear weas
pons jroduction seem- lo have fallen into short supply, es
srrongements for delivering of such nateri;i from the Belgian,
Congo and from Cmaﬂ'ﬁ. ren into Git‘ficulty.w.w By the time the
United States scquired a significent nuclear capabllity, the

J Soviet lnion too had conducted its first test,

The optimistic predictions about a Soviet rollibdack in
the early ygara of the Cold War were largely bdased on the caltue
lation that the Soviet thion would not be able to :ac.quiro nuclesr
wea_ons for quite a few years, In the page proofs of his book
Mdern Apms and Free Men (1949), Vannevar Bugh had predicted
that it would take at lsapt spother teneyears for Soviet Union
to acquire nuclear ﬁapabuizy;.(ss} It wag again on the agsumption
of & long American nuclear monopoly that \the Baruch flan)\was
put forward.’ This plen, ;Sresmted to the UN on 14 June 1946
has often been describesd as the firet real d_m.wmmut' plam,
Westarn pyth has it that-the. apme race batném UsA'and USSR
started because the latter spurned this plan, For thls reason,
if for no otber, the Baruch plan amd its Soviet counterpart,

the Gromyko Flen require deeper study,

(54) Lillenthel, David, K, The Atomic

Harper & Row, 1966), Pp. 184=5, 423,0 ' );;;\g?)
;‘5’/\\\./ ’».T/’
(55) Quester, n, 51, p, 35, \\_i’/



The basis of the Baruch plan was the AchesonLillienthal
report which was formlated in egrly 1946, This report pro-
aesaﬂ the creation or an Atomlc Davelopment Authority (ADA) which
would contraz fissile material and nuclear plants throughout
the world, But even in the resort it was mde clear that the
UsA would turn over to the ADA only in stages, Mot importemt,
the resort itself pointed out that "should there be a breskdown
in the plen at any time 4uring the transition / to a none
nuclear stage_/, we shall be in & favourable yosition with rezorad
to atomic weapon,® (56). {n 14 June, Bermard Baruch presented a
stiffened veraion of the Lillienthal report to the U.N, A total
takeover of all nuclsar matallatibhé by the ADA wap envipsged
and ms;mssi.on’ of illegal weapons, fissile mté_rial or obstruce
tion of ADA activities would be severely pemnaliged, The most
controverpial aspect of the plon lay in Baruch's proposal that
the veto systen in the Securilty Council shoulé be scrapped,

This insistence on vaiving the veto contributed to the fallure
of the plan « which was perhaps the objective, The Soviet Union,
8till smarting over the defeat in the Security Councll over the
question of the occupation of Iram, saw in the veto the only
anawer to & U,8, controlled majority. Baruch plen from thelr
point of view was gn attempt to wndermine their defensive systaen,
Critics of the Baruch plan have pointed out that the abolition

(s6) D, F. Fleming, n, 1, », 368,
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of the veto was not really necessary. If the United States was
really alarmed by Soviet actiona, then the latter's veto in the
U.N, would not prevent Ush from taking cmmtermuaaures.‘snmd
thia was jprecisely what happened in the Cuban missile crisis,
The Soviet objection to the Baruah plan stemmed not
only from procedural matters dut perhaps alsc from the fact that
plen would be carried out in stages, The first stage would meem
that the ADA, staffed jrimrily by the West, would locate and
catalogue all fisslle material sources, In ths process they
would acquire a large amunt of mi} itary informetion about the
USSR which would not be compmmsated by Soviet knowledge of the
West. And this at a timo when strict militery secrecy was the
only Soviet angwer to & pogsible Americen nuclear attack!
The lagt stage in the sequence proposed by Baruch was the dese
truetion of existing nuclear stockpiles snd stoppage of further
production, The impleuwentation of this stage was not time boumnd
but depended on the decision of twoethirds majority of the
Atomic Bhergy Commiasion, This in effect meent a proe-western
decision, The UsShA natwall_y had to conpider a scenario where
this stage would be poat;;oned until it was accompanied by along
with a simulteaneous weptcrn demend for Soviet evacuation of
Balkens, Under these circumstances, it wes not surprising that

UsSR vetoed the Baruch #flam,

(57) 1Ibig,
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This, according to the conservative columist David
.Lmrm%gé)was exactly what the US pdministration expected them
to do, Blackett too euhsctihea o this view and in fact
relates a oplsode of a "well known [u S../ Gmeral who, with
ths Baruch had been putting ‘teeth? h’tto the Lilliethal ~lan
Jad/ salds 'Wow we have mde it so st?’f that even the Russians
wont bde fool enough ta fall for it',® | 1t is not surprising
that the proponents of this ‘feke! éisar;h‘gm% Pl were aleo
the authors of even mwre frauvdulent "éiear.fr’qammt' Plane o '
quarter of a century later « in the form ot‘\Stratagic Arms
Limitation sné Nuclear Nonesroliferation Qraa;k ies, The Soviet
" Union anyway rejected the plan put forward ite own version, The
Gromyko plan instead envisaged wnconditional, iumediate md total
diaq.rsﬁnmt. ?ha. ’H.'S.A., o8 expected, rejected.it,

~— The next nuclear mileatone in the Cold \ia;' was the
Soviet atoﬁig tﬁst in late 1942, In retrospect the Soviet nus
clear test is not ap surprising as it seemed in 1949, Contrary
to westearn notiona, the Soviet nuclear programme was falirly
well sdvanced aven in the preewar periocd, But the exigencies of
war led to diametrically opposite effects, The West spurred its
~ nuclear research in order to 4efeat Germamy, But in Russie,

the nuclear programma ground to a halt, Igor Km'chato’v for

(s8) E____‘x_o_g___gm,, 21 Jme 19463 quoted in Fleming, n,1, p.374,
(59)
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instence Aropped his nuclear recearch in favour of a proﬁoct
inyolving the protection of ghipping from mines, Arnold
Kramish states #almpgt all Safiet nucleoy physicists whoms
war-time actlvity cen be traced ..., we&e working on' o jects
directly related to the war md wmrelated to nuclear roaaarch.??f'
This does not meem that Soviet ecientists were unaware of the
weapon potentlal of nuclear {ispion., As early as 18th October,
1941, reter Kapitsa told a scientific gatiar_ingl ®ine of the
basic weapons of mcern warfare is explosive materials, Science
demonstrates in principle thet it is pogsidble o increase their
destructive force by one and a half to two times, But recent
years have gseen the opening of still newer possibiliities - that
is, the utllization of internal atomic energy, Theoreticel
calculation show that whereas a3 modern high explosive bomb cen
destroy n emtire city block, an atom bomb, even one of a small
pize, if it can be mamufactured could easily ae?gigy & major
capital city with eeveral million inhabitentg," Two yeers
after this conference, with the return of Kurch?gg; to ¥acow,
recearch in atomic fission resumed in the USSR,

| There never was, in the real sense of the term, eny
atomic secret, If there was o secret, it wos that of induse

(60) Arnold Kramish, Atomic Fnergy in the Soviet Union
Cstanford, 1989), ». 33,

(62) Ibid,, p. 98,
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trial knowhow ond techmological akili. The Americans believed
that the Soviet Union 414 not possess ‘the requisite scientific.
technical sophiistication, mmd they were gyrovef wrong. But

sven after succeaaful Soviet atonic fsst, the Ug &dminietrapn
tion 412 not believe that the power éitua.tian hod significantly
changed, The ﬁuaa;ma could not heve had & large nucleasr stocke
pile nor the means to deliver bombs on USA,(ba) And after all
the United States had decided to go in for the hydrogen bomb,
which would dwerf the destructive capability of eny atom bomb,
In 1052, the first hydrogen bomb test took place, and as in the
case of the atomié bomd, even the mst optimigtic Americemn
expectations were éxaeeded. But the capability for inflicting
an unacceptable level of'dfémagp on USSR was not yot established,
for the first bomb compact enough to be delivered by the B-52
could not tested until 1.964.(64)

— In the meanwhile, the United SQAtss Administration devoted
its attention to neutralising the mwst importamt aspect of the
Sovist deterrent - its ability to takeover Wegtern Burope,
Qgtmsibly to rebuild its own @md the Western world's defensive
ca;pabnitygé’s) the Unitel States persuasded its NATO allics to

mascively expend their conventional forces, The Lisbon rlan

(63} Blackett, !1. 48’ P?. 49’53;
(64) Krsmish, n. 60, p., 127 end Quester, n, 61, p. 9l.

(65) National Security Council 2aper 68, Quoted in
Horowitz, n. 52, p., 260,
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of Februcry 1952 provided for 50 divisions by the end of 1952,
70 by the end of 1963 mmd 97 by the end of 1954, (€6) It is
equany significant that the United S¢ates expected that the
Bovi.et hyérogen boub test would not take place $ill 1988, (6?)’!1!0
spsentisl character of the NATO therefore changed frow a trip
wqu force to one strong enough to oletruct a march from Bast
Germsny to the Channel, The year of decision was to arrive when
the Ligbon plan was implamtéa enough to mablq‘ the BATO to
repulse a Soviet convantional thrust, In view of this conven-
ftianal stalemate, nuclear forces would be a deciding factor and
'f‘mited States superiority in ‘this fleld would force the Soviet
Union to accept western terms md evacuate the Bali(ma; But the
Lisbon slen was never carriel through to 1ts ultimte conclusion,
The acéxario described above decams mcreashig;ly implausible as
Soviet nuclear stockpila grew 'steaﬂily. It wes finally abandoned
in 1954 when hydrogaen boubs became 1iberally available to both
eides, €8 ?hax’a wap snother reason for the non«fulfilment of
the Lisbon Plan. West Ruropean nations, with their adequate
miiitary intelligence saw no immediate increage In the Soviet
threat to their security and therefore successfully evaded their

(69)
comritments,

New York,
(6b) Rostow, The US in World Arems (Harper,/l%o), p. 332,

(67) Quecter, n, &, p. 90,
London,

(68) Blackett, studies in War (Oliver =:d Boyd,/1962), p. 157,

(69) &xhalling Hammond end Snyder, Strategy, folitics, and
" Defenpe Buagets (Coluubis, 1902), 9. 383, D, 524,
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This was proughly ther "a»itua;eian which the'ﬁaiéu‘bl icen
Eisenhower Administration faced in nearly 1953, In May 1963,
at the 'Solerium Conference! four bro#& courses of action
were presenved to the zaei’iny;mdwra; They wirgs {1) containe
ment in the 'i‘rum styles (2) mesive retaliation ﬁo be in#okea
automatically if a certain I;Lne was cros}aaﬁg (3) sctive
*liberation® operationa to foment insurrection in Eastern Burope;
{(4) negotiatiocna with the Russiens in the estimted two years
 befors they too acquired the I%bamh; bac:keé by a firm deadline
and threat of drastis actizm.?m The fourth alternative was
dropped nlmost imuedistely @nd the other three proposale waré
delegated to a ssg&r&te task force, on whoge reports, the
Nationel Security Cowncil Zlemning Board besed a single policy
9@“. This P&W, K5C-162, settled for a ceﬁtrimtion of cone
tainment but with the primary emphagis on the dcatrinc of massive
retalistion, ‘I?he american caleulation was that once it was
recognized that the hydrogen bouwb as a weapon mode nuclesr war
mbearabl_s; then USA could hope to maintain the world's ?al:.tical
status quo by threa.teniﬁg esccalation to such mbeara‘&la Iavel.
This was precisely what Dulles mainioined in his famus sddress
to the Cowncll of Foreign Relations in Januery 1954, .

{70) Sehi.lling ﬁa.mmnd and Snyaer, n, 69, PP 333.524.
aumariaeé in Quepter, n, 51, m _



' ~ "... before military planning could be changed
the fresident and his advisers, represented by the
Hational Security Council had to take spme basic -
policy decisions, This has been done Z in the H5C-162_/,
Zhe basic decision was to retaliste instantly by means
and at places of our choosing, Now the Department

"of Defense and Joint Chiofs of Staff con shape our
military establishment to fit our policy, instead of
having to try to be ready to meet the chemy's meny
choices,,,, Llet us see how this concept has been
applied to foreign policy, taking first the Far East,"

In Koree, this administration effected a

ma jor transformation, The fishting has beem stopped

‘on honourable terms, That was possible because the

aggressor,,, was faced with the possibility that

the fighting might, to his own great peril, soon spread

beyond the 1imits and methods ha had selected,® (71)

There are two significant features ahout this doctrine,
Firet and foremost, it is basically a defensive doctrine, The
days of rollbick were over for USSR too had acquired nuclear
weapons, The task was now to maintain the global status guo,
which was highly favourable to USA, and to prevent ‘communist
nibbling actions®', The second aspect was that the doctrine
would be effective only as long as Amarican threat of escalation
of conventional war to & nuclear one would be credible, This
in turn would depend upon the fact that US homeland would be
untouched by a nuclear war, For if it was affected, Americans
would find a nuclear war as unbearable 8s any one else and were

therefore, unlikely to resort to it,

(71) Keesing's Contemporary Apchives, Jen, 16-23, 1954,
P, 13361,
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In 1964, the fate of the fishermm of the Japmess
vessel ‘Fortimate m?agcn ' revealed to the world the lethality
of redioactive fall-out, This inddcated thet in case of a
nuclear war, it was unlikely that UhA would remain totally une
affected, But in October 1957 an even more dramatic develope
went took plecs which deslt & mertal h;éw to the masive retaliae
tion theory, This was the lamching of the ICBM and Sputnik
by the Soviet Union, halled by Mo as the ‘east wind prevalling
over the weat?!, As o matter of fact, the eagt wind did not
prevall, it only stalemted the west and ushered in & balance of
terror, Since missiles were l1iquid fuelled snd placed in soft
emplacements, the incentive for a first strike was very high,
To stabilize this delicate balance of terror, as Wohlsteiter
chargoterised 1t, both the superpow.rs worked furlously %o
develop the g01id booster missile md a gecond strike capablility
in the form of submarine launched ballistic missile (SLBH), Once
the inevitability of second strike ond the consequent mutually
assurel destruction was concefled by both pides, they perceived a
common interest in avoiﬁhig confrontation which' could escalate to

the nuclear level., The first seeds of detente were sown,
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~ unapver IX
THE RISR OF IKDE/INDSNT DETERRENTSs BRITAIN
- FRANCE ARD CHINA

Infepmdent deterrencs, it should be obvious, stems
from & ,osition of & nuclear threat and mliﬁgai depmdaence,
It imjlies a relationghi) viseoevis two powers - one sgainst
whom the nuclecr deterrence i» dirested; and the other from
shom independence is sought, Out of three coses which we heve
for our consideration, in two the independence ila sought in

two ceses from Ushy, and in thes third from USSR,
| -'wo.lt Mendl, conzenting on Prance has noted that *the
eaw nuslear weapons were thought of not ao much es a ‘Corce de
dianaéion' ag a 'force de persuzpion’, French nuclear arsament
had little to do with military posture against potential eneny,
in spite of a good deal of theoreticel argument on that subject,
Eowever, it had a good desl to 6o with the French sosition
vis«a-vis her principal allles,” It is our contention that
the Beitish aaﬁo md to a lesser sxtent that of China are basi.
cally eimilar to that of France,

Britain, it is well known, wes the eariiest nation
to start research on nuclear science for wmilitary purjoses,
~ While tiae interpretation by Lise ﬁuﬁnerr of the HalneStragsemnan
exgsrimta had ca.uﬁeﬁ a semsation in Britain too, it was not
until a year later « in 1940 « that 2Jlerls eand Eritach of

(1) olf Mendl, (London, Fader

end Paber, 1970), P. 18,
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Birmingham University confid em:‘ly predicted the viability
of a nuclear homb, Here again one may note what Hrﬁieh
Scisnce owa to foreign scientific end techmologicel inuts
in the doﬂlgpmé of thelr nuclear weapons, (thder tian
cheirmmship of George Thomson, the Maud Committes was set up
in April 1940, the report of which was to heavily influence
Americen nuclear efforts, 22:9 report indicated that “it
will be possible to make an effective ;manium toub ,,, equi.
valent as regardé destuctive effort to 1800 tons of TNT, which
would release large quantitles of radioactive substances, and,,,
meke places near to where the bomb exploded dengerous to human
life for a long period,,,.® y "More lmportant for our purpoaes",»
the report afdeds "Hven if the war sh‘éuld end befors the bombs
are realy, the effort would not be wasted, except in the unlii.
koely event of complete disarmament, since no nation could risk
belng caught .without a w'aapgn of such decisive péaeibintieé.'('a
The ' .domipant: environment wnder which the British
nuclear policy developed wes that of the Second World War, The
enormous achicvements of CGerman physicists end the tremendous
:mdnstriél__ inrrastructuré of Germeny mede an atonlc bomb not
mlikely.“) Therefore on hearing of the cierlseFfrisch memorendum,

the Hritish Government acted fast, the mein conslideration being
; : .

(2) Margaret Gowing, Br
{London, Macmuf an,

{3) Ivia,

(4) One reason for the Germen inability to make an A«bomd
was thot they concentrated on graphite mderators
instead of heavy water,
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the nacaasity“ to beat the Germang to it, But because of the
magnituce of resources mvaivea and &*ﬂa‘mv's vulnerability
to Luftwaffe bombing, the focus of nuclesr research shifted to
Ush, There was, however, @n implicit agreement that the two
would ghare egually the results.(ﬁ) aow}ever. es USA overtook
UK in nuclear research, Britain herself reduced her own efforts,
British contribution to research became incressingly less
significant and by 1945, the project wes totally dominated by
Americens snd Puropem scientists who were hecuming naturalised
A‘mericaﬁ citizens, | |

' The first overture maie by the Americons for 2 joint
fnglo-American nuclear project was made in 1941, AL this time
the British were ahead di‘ the American research programme and
therefore they rejected the proposal, By 1942, however,
America had pulled so for shesd thet Britain reluctamtly
decided to pool resources. Two mestings in 1942 end 1943, at
Hyde rark end Quebec respectively, marked the beginning of
their coepperation, ;:hurchnl noteds “¥We could not run the
mortal risk of beizig outatripped in this awful sphere, I strongly
urged that we should at once pool all our information, work
together on equal terms, and ghare the repsults, if emy, equally
between ﬁa.“(ﬁ)f , A

¥hat Churchill 414 not aclmowledga was that Britain

4

mrged her offort with that of USA becauss if she had not, USA

(5) R.G, Hewlett end O,B, bnderson, The New Horld
‘ (fannsylvzmia 1962) p. 261,

(6) A.J.R, Croom, guwfx Thinkin§ about Nuclear Weapons
’ (London, Frances sinter, 1974J, P. S.
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- ) - (7)
could have continued on its owmn, It was not long before the

Americans tob realized this, The Us Military Follcy Committes
had decided in September 1942 that "premium on speed made the
complications of an international venture imattractiva, especially
as the lUnited States was doing ten times ns much work eas
Britam.ﬁw} Slowly the Americens started restricting inforazae
~tion (with the apjroval of Roosevelt); so that by late 1943,
 there was an almot total black-out in commmication, This was
partially 1ifted by the Quebec agree‘neit of tha succeeding year,
. T,b'@ British; however, were not mch surirised by these
developments =amd reacted by utting up an independent progracme
of their own, The chief moving force behind it was frof, Linde-
,~ wsnn who hed earlier pointed out: "However much I trust ay
neighbour, Ienm avm'se to yutting oyself completely at their
mcrcy.( ’ The British looked at the problem from two perspece
i:ives. The first was the strategic one, "Britaih was vitally
concerned with being able to maintain her future independence in
the face of internatidnal blnckmail which the Rugssions might
eventually be able to smploy"® =aid churchnl.nm The influene
tial lord sresident of the Cowmcil, John Anderson, told the
Canadian frime Minister: *,,.%While the war might bas over before

ra

(7) Gowing, ri. 2, p. 43,

(8) Leslie R, Groves, Now It Cen Be Told ww York, Harper,
1962}’ ?o %3‘ ’

{9) Lindenmn asdmitted to Vannevar Bush that postewar milis
tary considerations were his primary concern, See A.Jd.
fisrre, Nuclesr solitics (Oxiord, 1972), p. 42, Also
for the guotation above see Gowing, n, 2, p, 97,

{10) Groves, n, 8,, p. 132,
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the develepment came, it would be & terrific fector in the poste
war world as giving abmsolute control to whetever cowntry
possesoed the secrat.*(n) British ascientists wares therefore
sent to the Chicego Léboratary' to acquire famillerity with the
Henford pile, na they in turn, set up an experimental 120 pile
at Chalk River which was based on Americmn data.{m) Important
theoretical work es also done on plutoaium se@aration.ua} The
second perspective wasg a coﬁ‘ﬁareial one, A nation of shopkeepers
was acutely awere of the enormous potemtinl induatriel value
of nuclsar reautor'a.u“ After all, the Imperial Chemical Infjuse
tries Ald look after its interests, Sunming up the British
thinking at that stage, Gowing holde that as early as 1943, as)
“the idea of an independent deterrent wgs slready well entrenched,®
_ In early 1.945i the design for large scale rU«239 production
had been submit.ted,{ QJV By October the same year, Britah; had
all the requisite theoretical knowledge, But fouwr major operas

tional stops remaineds (i) the réfinement o_f uranium ore

(13) Groom, n, 6, P, 2.

(12) ©Hewlett and Anderson, n,5, p, 284, Also see R.N,

Roseerance, Ihs Diagargign of Huclesr Wea ons (Colunbia,
1964), p. 52.

(13) Hinton, "British Developzents in Atomic ergy¥,
Nucleonics, no, 12, January 1964, p. 8,

(14’ GO?!ing, Ne 2;, Ps 1%;
(156) Gowing, n, 24 P, 168,
(16) Jay, Britein's Atomic Pactories (London, 1954), Pe 21.



36 -

(11) the construction of projuction reactors (i1ii) the erec-
tion of gaseous diffusion plents end (iv) the building up of
chemical separation plents, In August 1947, the first experi-
mentel r.e_actai' went eritipal and 1t took five wore years before
the first successful test took glace., rart of the delay could
be explained by the extreme finemcial difficultiss in which
Britain fownd herself immediately after the war. So mich 8o
that in 1948, the defence expenditure was a miserable 92,6
million,

In ’the pogtewar period, Britain is supposed to have
‘arifted? into going nuclear m terms of weaponry., Strictly
speaking this is not true, Firet of all, it should de pointed
out that the decision to go nuclear hed already been taken during
the war, M‘ter' the war there was no gquestion of taking a for;zal
declsion adout exercising its nuclesr choice, The nuclsar pro.
gramme went forward on its own wmomcntum, If there was a declision
to be takem, it 'coum only be to stop the continuation of an
interrupted project, Such a decision hdﬁevar was not taken 1n
view of the prevailing intern-tional yol»itica‘; environwent,

Britain wap a great power, very conscious of her pres-
tige 'amz power considerations, Nuclear weapons, it was held, werd
an csemtiél component oi" a great power's armoury, This feeling
was accentuated by the knowluige that the Rupsians were ushing

| (17)
ahead full speed with their . rogravme, Until the Truman

(17) Hewlett end Anderson, n. 6, p. 273.
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doctrine with British acquescence shattered the myth, Britain
still projected hergelf as the imperia.l power which hed resyonsi.
bllity for Burope, India, Suez, Mddle East and ifrica, As
Beaton znd Maddox put 3:!:.: “The national wéapcu base was,.,, that
of & great power; and in the context, a decision not to proceed
with nuclear weapons would have heen surprising maeed.“(IS)‘l’ho
British also proceceded under ths mistaken impression that nuclear
weapons would lesd to 2 chnapar dafmee;(lg)

- The defeat of Gerumny left, to use a favourite western
term, a power vecuum in central Europe, The Soviet Union snxious
for its protection extended 1ts bowndaries as mich towards the
west as possible, The Labour government concerned about the fate
of political parties which subscribed to am emalogous sort of
soclolism adopted an extremsly antagonistic position vis-a.vis
the Russims, In a sense it was & cont:lnuation of the confrontea=
tion betwsen the Socialists end the Commmiats in the inter war
years, The situation, from its viéw point, was extremely serious,
with snl activé insurgency in Greece and prospects of a similar
outbresk in Italy and France, The British were also militarily
involved in Turkey, Palestine, Syria, Lebanon, Egypt, India,
Burma, falaya, Iran, Indonesia and8 Indo~Chinae, In view of her
meagre resources and her over~extended roicea, Britain had two

(18) Beaton and Maddox, The Spread of Nuclear Weaponsg (London,
Chatto and Windus, 196ZJ), 2. 0B,
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choicess (i) ask the Upited States to toke over control of the
western blocy (i1) acquire nuclerr wemgons, The promulzation
of the Trumsn Doctrine in view of the leftist threat to the
ruling governzamts in Creece, Turkey md Irsn marked formlly
the handing over of the western leadership by UK, to U.5.A, ‘

varafoxlcally, the dscision to exercise one of the twe
'foraign pciicy o.étiona led %o the exareiaing of the weapon
ostion aleo, By simply scquiring nuclenyr ﬁeamm Britain could
not cope with the -pstm defence problem becauss of her lack
of convantional strength and Her exceesive co nitwents because
of her far flung emyire, JHut once USA shouldered the durdem,
it becanme imperativaéz both inrluence the direction of Americen
solicy and to retain & ccrtain degres of eutonomy yis-a-vis
the izericens,  Thece {ein objectives.could be achieved by
Britain only by going muclesr, Its nuclesr status geve Britain
a yosition of ilmportance so that she thought she would now
share the inner counseals of USAs get she aleo would remein a
“fgreat power' snd thus Britain came to chart a edmarut_ively
intesemdent political course till 1986, It is not very aifficuls
to find evitence of the &-ﬂish desire to "hold up their
Josition y_is-g vis the &micana.“do}

Clement Attlce, the srims Minister st that time is
quoted as sayings "It hed becoms es-emtial,,, we could not allow
osuraelves to be wholly in their hade, and %hg.h' position was'nt

(20) Clement Atlee in Froncis Willlsms, & Srime Minister
Remexbers (London, 1961}, . 88,
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swfully cleor always,..,, We had to look to our own defence - and
to our indugtriel future, We could not agree thet only America
‘should bave atomic mergy,.‘":n) And s “We hed to bear in mind thet
.~ thers wag always the pos.;sibiuty of their withdrawing or becoming
isolatlonist once again, The manufactﬁre of the British bomd
was thersfore essentlal for our defence,,,., Although we were
trying our best to make the Americams understand the realitiocs
of the Buwopemn situation - the world situstion - we could it
be sure we would succesd, In the end we did, But we could nt
teke risks with British security in the pecntioe, ® 20 Herold
‘HMacuillen, the mfemce. Minister in the Ganéervatiéo Cabinet
agreed ixith Labour Prime Minister Atlee’s views, He felt thet
the doctrine of leaving nuclear weapons %o the‘ggi;ricma *surr{m.
dered our power to iInfluence Americen policy,® Atlee was
even more explicit in his later years, He told the House of
Cormons in 19523 | | |
I do nﬁt belicve it is right that this country
ghould bs abdsolutely dependent on the UsA, That
is ocne very good reason for going shead with our
owr work on the A=bomb, (2&§ -
In 1955 he notols

I think we have influence in the world,_ That
influence does not depend :colely upon fuclesr/

B -/~
(21)  Ibia,, pp. 118-19, |
(22) 1Ibia, ' |
{23) Beaton and Maddox, n, 18, p, 73,
(24) |BHengard, 5 Morch 1952, col, &37,
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weapons although I have found, in practical

Sare:Tosiuna’ases e oo sriest on Sho'soiers

of other countries, It is quite an i1llusion

to think that it does not have en effect, (25)
sneurin Beven, the trede wnion Soclalist en@ left winger given to
a better turn of rhrase, remrkeds *lnilatersl remmmciation
£ of nuclear weapons_/ gau,n send & E‘riti;sh j‘orelgn(gg:;retary,
whoever he my be, neked into the conference table,®

It 48 usually assumed that Britain wemt In for nuclear
weapons purely for reasons of westige, aAndrew Plerre writes
that “having achleved full membership of the ciub, Britain was
in the next yearé to devélop a rationale for her mmbwship.'(aw
This ia" only partially true, decause a’craﬁge thought it might scenm
today, there were certain strategic constrainte operating on the
British policy mkers. Bosecrance, in his stuly hos btriefly
suximarised these ractors.(&a} Pirst of all, in 1945, the Americans
were not in a position to extend their nuclear umtrella to UK
because of the inadequacy of stockpiles, British bombs were
therefore not redundant, On the contrary, they were a net
increment to weetex?n etrength., Secondly, thero was no dslivery
sroblem bec guse she Jossessed alrcraft which could droo 10 4000 1b

bombs, There was also no consclsusness of nuclear retallation,

(26) Ibid,, 2 March 1955, col, 2179,
(%) fiﬁrre’ N, 9’ P 1030
(27) <ierre, n, 9, p. 85,

(28) Rosecronce, n, 12, p,
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no wmderstanding of Britain's Tecuced strength and mo belief in
the irrevocabllity of the Americsm atrategia lead.‘dg) In short,
there was no cognizance of l'iébilities, only of agsets, But to
say that only defence considerations were responeible for, or
even predominated in the decision to go nuclear would de an
ovarstatement, The 1956 Suez invasion was a clear indication
of impotence of the British nuclear force, of the fact that
Britain had been sheltering a white slephant for so long,,(am

One qual ificatian should however ba. made, The West
possesges an irrational conception of a defence force, If a
nation could call an agreement authorising the existonce of
2800 d-elivery systems ag gn arms limitation agreement, then a
nation bullt on simllar societal lines end having aimuar'values_
could also feel the neaﬂl to possess anuclear arismal for its
defence, The entire irrelevance of such a force, in the‘faca.of
magsive Saviét nuclear weapdnry, in spite of the extemoion of
Americon nuclesr umbrella can only bde explained in terms of
prestige or atupiﬂity.i Ehat is to pay, there were defence
cmwiﬁeraﬁcna but they werse on.ly of o secondory cheracter, and
are totally irrelem'it today, |

tore than any other nation, it is/France[which has .ut ite
nuclear weapons to the greatest political use, In the cass of

France, nucleir weajons syubolise the Windependence® aspect of

(29) Hewlett end Anderson, n. 6, p. 260,

(30) See Hans Speler, "Soviet Atomic Blackmail snd the Korth
stlentic Alliande®, World solitics, vol,IX, April 1957,
P, 328, :
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the phenomena of independent deterrent, Because the Jolitical
ofge of the French nuclear sword hgs been used againet the UsA,-
it is popularly held that De Ganlle was rgsponaiblo for Frence's
nuclear policy. This 1s not wholy true, 4s aarly as 1954

(the year of Dien Bien shu) the Hendes Frence/governmemt authoe
rized a2 secret study project for puclear weapons and aubmriéi:f
Subseguent French governments kept up and incresased the approe
¢riations, In 1955, Gaston ralewski was grented funds for an
explicit military programme and the Comite des Explosifs Nucloares
(C.EN.) was set up, One noteworthy point is that the Defence
Minister at this juncturs was General Eoenig, a staunch GCaullist,
According to one fairly reliable source, the final decislon to
exarclse the nuclesr option was takm in 1986, just bdefore the
Suez mvasinn,(az) Another source however puts it as miﬂ-légasi
The test deciasion was announced on 11 Mirch 1958 - shortly before
de Gaulle's return to power, §So while the responsidlliity for
the decision cmﬁot be attributed formlly to'htfm, he certainly
influmced the decision through supporters in the governmet and
the army, A word of caution here will be in orders the French
Batablishment elways had a strong current of mti-Americenism
and wag therefore ra#eptivg to Qaullist idess, It wos not de

Gaulle who converted them, it was they who alojted him,

(31) Hizabeth Yowmg, ewell to Arme Control (ﬁammrdnortm
. Zelicen, 1972), p, 48, |

(32) f Gallois, Prench National Strate

G, Ken *The Soliticel Back una of the Fremch. A-bomb®,
(33) 0:- gl v, &no.a Fall 0 303, Quotes Couve
de: ;mrvaine's apeoch to thc Ba nnal Ascembly in 19859,

¢ (Cantridge, Mass.,
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The French displayed & mre so. histicated approach to
nuclesr weapon politics than did4 the Eritish, for they svolved a
strategic theory beforshend, which would justify the exercise
of the weupnn ostion, Best stated by ~ierre Gallois, the theory
doubtod the Americen will to protect West Burgpe from Soviet
aggression in viem of the Soviet ability to devastais the
&mwaxz m:nel'em% with nuclear wcapanaf:%) In & more elaborate
fort of the theory goes on the Pollowing liness The suthority
of :nation; depends largely upon the nature of arme? forces it
poasesses, In the mdern éay' world, the ideal wesponry would
be nuslsar ones, ih_zeh would discourage an aggressor by threaten-
ing himwith cestruction out of all proportion to what ho stands
to gain dy his aggroaaicn. The dafmce of mrope from Russlens
- would thtrarare require the use of nuclear weapons, But now
comes the punch lines with American citles exposed to a possidle
goviet nuclear attack, the deterrent power of the Amaricon atomic
argenal can no longer ba rellied upor becouse the Americans aight
fecel that western Burope is no worth the destruction of their
own nation. Therefore, the major dafenc. orgenizetion, NATO,
should put its nuclear fo'roe under an integrated comnsnd, The 4
tia Anglo=~Saxon powers wﬁrc opposed to t»hia'md by creating a
Stra‘hegic Alr Comnamd retained exclusive control over their
aroenal, In view of such dwelopélnéga, Prance hed litth cholce

but to go In for nuclear weapong,

(34) ~rierre Gallois, n, 32,

{35) Wwilfred Kohls French Nucleer Diplomecy (Frinceton 1971),
' p. 131,



But this was camouflege, Ths real French political

__.-objective in making nuclesr weapons was to reassert its indee
Jmdence md position in the world, Frence wanted to return to
the concert of great éowara from which ohe bad deen mixﬂod at
Yalta and sotaGam, “France cannét be France without greatneas ™,
said de Gaullse, S\_mii an objective involved core independence
from USA as wall es demends for mre efx;acz‘ivo voice in RATO
strategy, In the period from 1968 to 1060, d# Gaulle tried to
do srecisely this by urging military coordination of global
policies by the various western pou:;s. But he was sharply
rebuffed by I’fs&,(% To a4d ineult to Iinjury the Americans
sugg?steﬁ the cmplgeemmt'ai"agt;eloar miseiles in French sgu -
but wnder a two key syatem,

Whils d4isplaying pretensions of bheing o gru_ai: power at
every possible opportunity, Frence was fsﬁ.rly aware of her
1imited capabllitics, Her ambition was therefore restricted to
a preseminent position in western Mopo. She wantoed Germany

P— i -

to revain militarily less powerfulj to keep Britain out of the
EMQ alté;ether; and while America had its uses es a guarentor,
it too would not be allowed to dominate, It was because of such
a 'weltan schaung' that France wag apméeﬁ to the Geruen rear e
ment schems, It was not & coincidence that with the excoption

of de Laiminat snd Crepin§ the nilitory personsges in France who

(36) Yowmg, m, 31, p, 81,
(37) Kohl, n. 35, p. 131,
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0J08ed the Germemn revival end who were in favour of the boud
were the same, Strong support was algo e#graased for the
nuclear grogramms by right wing jlitical circles, The Nationel
Deputy Plerre Anédre wes expreszsing the niahaavof‘ the majority
when he saids "I recover our remk in the world, to preserve
- psace, ﬁ./la ministre de lo D;»;t‘azsc Ka;tioixaia, su?ply nnfaggiméry
with cwdern / nuclear_/ weapons that aro Indispensable,®  Such
_people expressed their approval of on antie-Amepican 'nuclaa:r
' wograme because they had felt bhetrayed by UsA at guez and Algeria,
The army, whose rorale wag at &n all«time low, hoped for a
raevival of glory to comgsensate or at least eradicate the hunmilife
tions of IndoChina, Suee and Algeria, The mood of the forces
wés suzzed up by the remark of its ?mcmblc chief, Marshal
- Jains ®Xf Frence had the atom bombd, her rights would not be
tiouted,n -

The greatest incentive for the French decision was
?revzﬁ;;& by the example of Britain, Varigua prosbomb writers,
malnly military figuréa, pointed out thet only nuclear weapons can
glve Iadsmdmcek{rfom UsAa) to mlddle powersy that Britain's
'special relationship with USA was dues to this reason; thet
becsuse Britain hoi the will and intelligence to make the
necessary effort, she establiahea heraself ag & nuclear pover;

which disproved the thesis that only the greatest powers can be

(38) = Le Mmde (<aris), 17 March 1954,

(39)  Kelly, n. 33, pp. 287-88,
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nuclear powers; and finally, that Erencé,'whz.ch had-reaourees
similer to &'ifzéz; cquld also beer the economic burden of e
nuclear force, - Ironically, the repeated British comments on
the gains of nuclesp weagons politics éwrred Fremce on its path
towards acquiring a aimﬂar capability. Typical was éueh a

comnent by Mmmilim:

The independent contention gives us a better
s08itlon in the world, it gilves us a bvetter maiti.on
with respect to the !Initad States, It puts us

where we ought to be; in ths position of a great
power, The fact that we have 1t makes the United
States pay & greater regord to our point of view,
end that is of great 1mport amce, (41)

If Britain, why not France? the was the question
»op:8 by Callois, ﬁllerat end other ,roponente of the bomb,
Mendl has further noted thet every major até}:}. in' Britein in
the field of nuclear development wes met by & eotresppnaing
develo pment in France,“a} Frence too hafl among her nationals,
selentists who hed participated in the wartime Anglo-Awmericen

(40) Captaln », J. G, Maurins "rPerspectives Atouwiques I amd
IIv in Revue de Defenpce Nationale, June-July 1054,
7060, 70 e gams journal also s.e Mlleret
%gplicatians zacif:u;uea st Militaires 4e 1 'Inergie
Atomique® in the November 1954 igsus #nd E,J, Dedbabs
"Les Lrmes Atomiques et la Defense Beticnalé® in the

July 1265 issua,

{4l1) woted in R,E, Osgood, BATO: The mtangling Alliance
Chicago, 19&%), Pe 2&

(42) Hemdl, n, 1, op, 42=43,
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effort, HNow m' the cold war atmephere, some of them were
regarded as a positive aecurity risk, espe@i;ally the Chali-mm
of the Atomic ﬁnorgy Coumission, Joliot-Curie, a member of the
french Conmmist rarty, The sacking of Joliot Curie by Georges
Bidault was en 'mgication of the serinu@esa of ?hé French
nuclesr effort, It was also & mistaken hope that Us aid ana
data would be avauabz.e Just as they were to U,K. in the
finishing stages of its programme, “a)

The dceiaiaiwt Britain to launch a ptogram of its owmm
é.fter the Second World War naturally pﬁeaanrea the Prench to
start their ﬁm mvdgrémm@. The guccess of the British atomic
test started the debate in Fremch militery circles, Finally,
1t was the search for a milltary justificstion for the Eritish
/ deterrent, culminating in the Sandy's White fapai' that spurred
the Gallois-Allleret-iaurineDeban group into evolving a
systematic strategic theory in the pages of the Revue de Defenre
Nationale, |

The French independence from USA is now & well established
fact.' Pe Gaulle clearly perceived the disadventages of bsing
allied to a poweér bloc, He felt that if the Super Jowers clash,
i:hey would izzvolve theﬁ' allisnce partners, perhaps ‘even
against their wil‘l. | Or else the two super powers would unit.

: (44)
to check the gjowers of other middleerange nations, Ther efore

(43) I'biﬁ-'-
{(44) Kohl, n. 35, p. 125,
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he atood for a wmited powerful Europe fres of super power
henmy. To quote his mempirs 9to establish this oi'gmziza-
tion as one of the three world powers snd if should one 8 sy
be necesoary, the erbitrator behind the Soviet md mngloe

S eom ‘;W“»“s)

As France's nuclear éapabuity éﬂvamced, the diatmée
between her ond USA increased, In the period 1958 to 1961,
she demanded the extensionof NATO's rol . and her own elevation
in the alliance structure, French participation was reduced
after the American refusal to acceds to her dsmmnd, Fronm léﬁl
onwards, the Prench suppoit for a wion of Europeen nations -
start.d increased, Thess wera the years of the Fouchet rlan,
By 1965, Frunce felt independent wmough to carry out a rapproe
chnent with U,S5,5.R, Without en independent nuclear sosition
this robably would have been impossihla.(%) A year later,

' Prance Aramatically vithdrew from KATO, %o quote De Gaulle again
France “is equipping heraself with atomic armament the vary“?)
nature of which precludes her integration / into NATO_/7%,

The important role which nuclear weayons played in
ensuring France's sutonomy from the Western alllence bloc can be
gauged from the repented demmds of France in 106162 foag)

veto over the use of muclear weapons by apy NATO nation,

(45) Quoted in Kohl p, 126,
(40) 1ivid,, 2, 131,

(47) 1bid,,p.253.

(48) Ibid,, p. 209,
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Again, during the negotiatione for U.K,'s entry into the Common
o in

Merket in 1963, FPrance broughtthe matter to the AngloeAmerican

talke at Nassav on nuclear collaboration, A united Europe

'Ggf

was to dullt up of only those nations which op.osed super power
h‘ogemny'. Britaln if she was so anxious to join E.C,.M was asked
- by France to cancel the impending solaris agrecment mnd inste24
revive the Blue' atteak SChems, under Mgln-mmch Collaboration,
Macmillen refused to do &0 & Franco then iroceedsd to veto the
British entry, (@9 | |

There was howwe: a close aamterpaz-‘t of France in the
socialist bloe -‘china.[ No doubt the successful diplematic use
to which nucleor weapons hed been put by Fronce was an example to
China, but this should not be exaggerated, Chinese nuclear pro-
gramms hed started in the fiftles « at a time when the deciaion
on the French nuclear test had not been plidlicly annownced,
There is a striking similarity between China gn4 France in their
political experiences leading to a nuclear stetus, The 1958
Talwan Straits crisis taught China not to depend upon the Soviet
deterrent just as the 1956 Susg crisis taught France a similar
legson vregarding the US, The similarity goes further, »Both
Frence and China rifused to allow tholr dominent allisnce partner
to place nucleaw:. migsiles on their soll under a two-key systagx.so,)
Both of them sought nuclear weayons to ensure greeter autonony

within their bloes, dut China, for domestic reasons hed to

{a9) Ibvid., p. 3.

(60) ‘Morton Helperin, China end the Bomb (London, Pall Moll,
1966 ), p. 51,
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break eway {rom the bloc system altogether,

Here the similarity mds, Ereace's.exereiae of ite
nuclear option was dominsted by its desire to join the raks of
e grsneeé. ' But Chma,' mre than any other nation with the ——
possible exception of U3SR, nesded nuclesr weapons to defend it.
pelf ogainet a nucleay 2dversery. ?hree times in eight years tha
.was at the raceiving end of nuclexwr threats from USAeKorea in
1950(&}&16 1853 end Taiwen Straite 1888, (s2) On the latter
two occaslions, she had no choice dut to give in to these
threats, Acquisition of nuslear weaons therefore Became
essentlal to the Chinese objective 'of standing np to the mk"fg )'

drior to 1955 at a time when che could nt spare ree
sources for that Jurpese, China hed always belittled the impore
tence of nuclear wea,.ons, "Can atom bombs decide wara? No they
can*t, Aftonm bonbe could not make Japan surrender,... Soms of
our comrales too believe that atomic boumb is all powerful ., ..
but they are wrong,* (s8) Thus sjoke Mo Taswtung, Statemants
, uke “fatom boad is a pa;saz' 'biger. s %atom bouwdb cannot be a |
decisive factor in a wa‘r," can be found in abwmdamce in Chinese

20l1itical writings, 1‘!&.61 in April that yeaﬁ a Sino-Soviet

(51) Seo Cabell Philips, The Trumm presidency (London,
t&cm&llm, 1960 ’i P. 329,

(82) Alice Langley Haieh, COmmmist C-‘hina'- Strategy in the
ﬁuc};ear Fa {srentices s PP. 1214,

(53) Ses Stuert Sehram, Mo s:aq.emg {’elicen, 1973).

(54) Quoted in Halperin, n. 44, P, 32,
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agreeuant took place by which the latter undertook to srovide
the former with research reactors, fissile ursnium and other
sccesgories, Chiness scientists were trainel at the Institute
for Fuclear Ressarch, Dutma, USSR, And mst significently,
Ir Telen Hpueeshen, the rocket specialist, rsturned from USA
in 1965 and was put in chargs of the chmnéﬂ micrsil e rogracme,
Conpiderable mystery shrouds the Soviet mtives In proe
viding nuclear aid to Chinaeson a scale wnjprecedented in history,
(ne explenation arsumes that it was a voluntsry gesture aimed at
cemnting Sino-Joviet friadshiy which had dsteriorated after
the Korean srmiotice, China going nuclear would augment the
strength of the Socliplist bdbloc as a whole and provide a comtere
weight to a muclear Eritain in the westorn alliomce, The other
explanation hinges upon the struggle for sower in the Krenmiin
in the posteStalin period md the Chinese mking very clev:r
use of it ond deriving afvantage from it, In that struggle,
the influence of the international commnists and especislly
China, was considerable, But whatever the.rcasms, the 1956 |
ogrecnent was followed by another one two years later, According
to the Chinere, the Soviet inion at this time promised to eupply
a sample of en atomic hots'hvmd the requisite data for its monu.
facture but later reneged on this agreemmt.{ss)
The year 1968 was a turning peint in §ine-Soviet relae
tions, Apart from cruclsl domestic happeminge l1ike Grest La&p

(55) t%ing Revicw, 15 August 1963, P, 14, quoted In MH,
tal perin, ed,, Sino-Soviet %ﬂiatione and Arms Control
{(Cantridge, b&t Presc, 1807}, P.269,




- 52 =

Forward, this period slso witnessed the Chinese disillusionment
with USSR following the Talwan Straits crisis, »Mre then anye-
thing else, it was this incident which drove home to the Chinese
the need for an independent deterrent, por reasons which need
not be gone into here, the Chinese¢ Commmipgt regime wanted to
establish their control over the‘ﬂatiunaiist;held ofoshore
islmnds of Quemy snd Mtsu, which commnded the entrace to
Foochow sm@ Amoy, Shortly before the shelling started, xhrﬁshchev
vieited ~seking, The fact that Feng Tehehd 1 and ¥alinovekidl
porticipated in the talks and that Chu Teh, Chen Yi and Lin

lap were present during the signing of the joint commmigue
strongly indicated that militery affairs were diacuwedfﬁm Yet
the fact that communique did not mention faiwan at all indicates
that there was a difference of opinion between the Russiens

and Chinese on the nature of the Americen response,

On 23 August 1958, the Commmist forces started their
heavy shelling of'fhsaaislan&e.(&7) The Thited States imzmediaw
tely mafie it clear that it would ald the KMI forces in breaking
the dlockade of these ilslmmde and would intervene in case of
a Commmist invasion of these islands, As Americen naval
strength In that erea start:4 to build up, the Tass noted the

(57) For the chronology of the Taiwan Stralta Crisls,
ses Hﬂiﬂh, N, 47, Ps 123; and HBIPSI'M., ed., N, 50@
PP, 275+7,
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arrival of U,5,8, Fasex and four destroyer escorts, Two days
later, on 3lst August, Fravda emphasiged that he who attacks -
China also, in effect, attacks USSR, There were however two
signiricent omissions, USSR did not comsit itgelf to emy
militery responsce, nor was any mention made of the 1950 treaty,
On 4 September, Dulles stoted categorically that UsA will

defend Quemoy and Matsu with all i-baéihla meens 1€ the KMP
'provad unequal to the task, The nuclear duildeup in the Straits
Area continucd as smphasired by the New Xork Timss of 6 September,
In face n,i“ this American responce, the chaines'a drew back and

the next day, Chou Belai called for the ruﬁfaapt\ien of the
Sino<American ambassadorial talks in Warsaw, He also reaffirmed
the £3C government's mmtion to ‘liberate’ gw’
That he wes holding out an olive bremnch was ciear to all
concerned, It was only them that Khrushchev msde his threat of

f detsrrmca;

As I hod notef Iin my previous messags, some
Americin militory leaders are even trying to
threaten China with atomic weapons,.,, I must
tall you outright, ¥ iJresident, that atomic
‘nlackmail with regord to the leoplef's Repudllc

_ of China will intinidate neither ue nor the

- zeapls’s Republic of China, Those who harbour
slaus for an atomic atteck on the FRC should

no$ forget that the other side too has atomic
and hydrogen weapons, and the apjyropricte meane
20 deliver them, .. z59}. ‘ ' '

(68) Halperin, n., 50, 0. 27%.
(59) [New York Times, 20 September 1958,
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- Years later, this subject was to becoms very controvere
sial during the Sino-Soviet split, Sovietmsources claimed that
it was they who prevented the Taiwan Straits crisis rrom. 88Caw
lating into a full scale nuclear war, Rebutting thése claime,
the spokesmm for the Chincse government saldt “Whet are the |
facte? In August and September of 1968, the a_ituation in Taiwzn
Streits was very tense as o result of the aggressions md provoe
cations by the U,5, imperialists, The Soviet leaders expressed
their support for Chins on September 7 emd 18 respectively,
Although at tﬁat time the situation In Tgiwan Straits was still
very "tensa, there was no possibility that a nuclear war would
treak out and no need for the Soviet Union to support Ching with

nuclear weapons. It was only when they were clear that this

was the situatlion that t!a§ Soviet leaders expressed their supgort

for China.“wm | o ' | | '_
Relationship between the two naﬁvipns borsmed'zapiﬁuy

in the following year, The Soviet Union had offered to station

nuclaarv migsiles on Chinese soil urovided the warheads were wnder

Soviet control mmd if China restricted her m&umdimt miiitary |

initiatives especially agamat{gﬁwm,« China, 1ike de Gaulle

indignantly rcfused the offer, Then in June 1959, the Sinoe

Soviet sylit tiecams open "when the Soviet government umilaterally

(60) Quotoed in Halperin, n, 44, P, 58,
(61) [People's Dailvy, 6 Septexmber 1863,
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tore up the agreerent on new techmology for national defence,..
[ md_7 refused to provide China with the sample of en atomic
bomb and technical date concerning its mamufacture,® ;4682
By the time the rartiel Test Ban Treaty was boing

dlscussed, the Sino-Soviet split had becom: wide, but perhaps,
not yet irreversibtle, Iieacting strongly sagainst the politico-
military use to which nuclear weapons had been yut to by the
Ugh, (ond especially A-mce China wag thelr favowrite target),
China refused to sign the treaty unless it provided for the
total abolition of 2ll nuclear wea,ons, It warned the Soviet
Union that Ush would utilize the treaty to mobilize pubiic opinion
i:o prevent other soeiéliet etates going nuclear., The Soviet
retort was that .’chsir strength wan enough to protect the entire
soclalist camp, Obviously the Chinese 414 not agree, Thelr
attack on the sertial Test Ban Treaty was made at two lovels,
With immediate political considerations in view, they astated,
"The real alm of the Soviet leaders ias to compromise with Thited
Statcs In order to seek mmentary sase and to mzintain a gggpoly
of nucleor weayons and to lord it over the socisllst camp,®
At the level of "It muot not be gaid indigeriminately that the
principlens ,

danger of nuclear war increases alongwith the
increase in the number of nuclear powers, Ruclear weapong wers

first the monopoly of the United States, Later the Soviet Union

(62) 1Ibla, |
(63) reking Review, 1§ August 1963, p. 13.
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also came to sossess them, Did the danger of nuclear power become

greatcr or lces when the number of nuclear powers increased from

{64

one to two? We pay it became less, not greater,®

The rest of the story is soon told, ©On oétobar 16,
1964, the first Chinese atomic test took place, The statsment
released by the New China News Hgency read as followss

(PP #This is a major achievement of the Chinese people in
their struggle to increase their national defence
capability =nd oppose the U,5, imperialist policy
of nuclesr bdlackmall amd nuclenr threats,...

Chine cannot remain 1dle and do nothing in the
face of ever increasing nuclear threats posed by United
States, China is forced to conduct nuclear tests and
dev :lop nuclex weapons,,.,, The development of nuclesar

weapons by China is for defence and for protecting
the Chinese people from the dangers of the U3 launche

ing a nucleer war,* (65)

Such statements, while uzsdoﬁbte;ily monotonous, by sheer
force of repctition, hammer their points home, USA is the enery,

.~ But what of UsSR? Since the Chinese claim to be fighting Jor the

cause of the rest of the world against revipionism, and not indule
ging in pla_in-m&-aimpla power politics, the omission is under-
standsble, - | |

From the proliferation history of thege three nations,
1t would be eppropricte hers to mke o few generalisations,
These could naturally deal with the questidm‘ vhen does & nation

go nuclear? 7The anpwer is as followss

(64) W, Grifritn, The Sino-Sovish Rift (SambridgesMeld,fress, 1964)
Document Ho. 7y P. 340,

(65) Quoted in Helperin, n, 44, P, 44.
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(1) = When it has the necessory economic end technological
fowmdations; -

(11)  when it meeke, if not superpower status, ot least
that of en upper middle class power with the view of establishing
autonomy in decision making; | |

(111) The decision may be takem either %o regain or
retain her position of influence |

(iv) When a power has ﬂo-‘allly or whm it secks to
incroase its influence on its dowminent ally;

- {v) ¥hen it m:)ays no nuclear umitrella or when 1t
doubdts the effoctiv:!.ty ‘of such an uubeellag '

| {vi) ‘When it 18 thraatened by, oF becrs an antagonis-
- tic relation ui‘ch 2 nuelecr weapon yowery ond |
(vii) VWhen it does not belleve that its nuclear status

will increase its vu}'nerahnity.

When some, if not all thece mtivations ané conditions
are present the incentives to develop nuclesr weapons may be
overwhelning, 1In the next three chapters, it ie our objective
to analyze the x.ibucies of nuclear threshold nations in the
1ight of these conclusions,
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THE NOF«YROLIFERATION TREATY



_Chapt er 111

THE NONe #ROLIFSRATION TREATY

: ' (1)
The Nuclear Non-iroliferation Treaty which came into

effect from 6 March 1970, was the logical development of a
series of treaties relating to nuclear weapons, sponsored by
the two super powers, As the Cold War situwation gtabilized,

~~ these two nations increasingly realiged that their areas of
common interest was considerable, To use the terminology of the
Chiness, the two superpowers were contending and colluding at the
sane time, The ma:!pr ares of collusion lay in the field of
nuczlear weapons, The extension of this collusion to wider economic
and political fields came to be known as.detmto.

| The firat step takem in this direction was the Zorin

McCloy Joint Statement of hgreed srinciples, on the basis of which
disarmament may be negotiated, the text of which was issued in
September 191, I}: wap the precursor to the Strategic Arms
Limitation Talks, “) & series of collateral agreements were then
concluded, none of which had any effect on the control of the arms
race between USA end USSR, These included the followings

1, = The Antartic Treaty 1961, which led to the demili.
tarization of the Antartica continent,

2, The *Hot Line" agreement 193, following the Cuban
crisis, which wes to ensure the yrevention of an accidental or

miscalculatcd nuclear attack,

(1) Hereafter known as N.T,
(2) Hercafter referred to as SALT,
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3. The rartial Nuclear Test Ban Treoty 19634 which
grohibited nuclear tests above ground, underwater and in
outer space,

4, The Outer Space Treoty 1967 which banncd the
slacing of nucl ear weapons in outer spaos and in other heavanly
bod les,

All these were ‘nonearmament' agreements which led to
oyatial restriction in the deployment of nuclexr weapons and
better commmication facilities between the two super powers,
The third treaty was the Partial Test Ban Treaty, which in many
ways, wes the first formal international step to check nuclear
groliferation, 7The basic assumption on which the treaty restcd
was that weapon research could not be carried on satisfactorily
und erground hy' 8 technologically backwerd nati.cnfa) More speci-
fically, it was mesnt as @& hindrance to the Chinense entry into
the nuclesr club, a fact iwhich ‘the Chinese wers well aware,

| uWith regard to yrevemting nuclear proliferation, the
Chinese Government hes aslways maintained that the arguments
of U,5. imperialists must not be echoed,,. Whether or not
nuclear weagjons help peace depehds on who possesses. them, It
is detrimental to peace if they are in the hands of imperialist
comtries; it helps peace if they are in the hands of soclalist

countrises, It must not be sald j.ndiscriminatiﬁgly that the

(3) Elizabeth Young, & Farewell %o Arme Control (Harmondsworth,
relican, 1972), p. b,
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danger of nuclear war increages along with the increase in the
number of nucl ear mwéré.*(&) |
The most signiricar;t agpect of the Test Ban Treaty
was that the USA and USSH realized their joint interest in
avoiding additional proliferation and were, despite the Cold
War, grepared to work for it together, Thias treaty, however,
had two flews, It 414 not orohibit undergrownd nuclear tests
and nor 4id it ban the design and assembly of nuclear weapons
without test detonationﬂ.(S) These two loopholes made the KT
inevitable, ' '
The subcommnittee of the Eighteen Nation I}iaaizuament
Committee on the discontinuance of nuclear testa .saw another
step taken in the direction of the HET, when the Soviet and
Anericen delegatep roduced dilsarmarent drafts which showed
them to be in total sgroement on no transfer obligation on
nuclear powers, The thread was picked up by the Irish governe
ment which had the rather tiresome habit of submitting reguler
drafts on noneproliferation to the UJN, General Assembly, Failure
to mention dispersal ofl nucl ear weapons led to Soviet abstene
tion on the 1959 araft, A year later, it-v'ias the NATO powers

which abstained due to the inclusion of a clause relating‘ to

(a) william Griffith, The Sino-Soviet Rift (Cambrisge, MI,T,
rress, 106%), p., 347,

(5) George Qucstar, The folitics of Nuclear froliferation
{Baltimore, Jomn HoTkins University iress, 1973), P. 29.
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the control of disseminationof nuclear informtion, The

1961 draft was. hovever unanibtously agreed upon and becams the
basis for NPT, It called for the prevention of dissemination
of nuclear information, for a2 bah on transfer of nuclear weapons
end for 2 pledge by non-nuclesr nations nﬁot to go nuclecr,
Further negotiatlons on .the subject received getbhacks bacguse
of the strain in Soviet Awmerican relations due to Vietnam and

C zechoslovakia gnd due to the complications caused by debate on
the Buropean mxﬁtnateral nuclear force (MLF),

Thls last was a much herelded plan by the Eleenhower
Administration, the purpose of which was to increase Weptern
Biroye's perticipation in KATO affeirs, It was felt that this
would go @ long vay to satisfy Buropemn {especially German)
aspiretions for nuclear status, and yet not weaken UgA's con-
trol over its nuclear arsensl, Understandably, the Soviet view
of the MLF was different, They held that it won a devious
method of cqiziyping Weast Germany with nuclear weapons, wnder
the pretext of @ Joint Ewropesn participation, ibscow, it
should be remembered has always suffercd from an understandable
but irrational fear of Geroony, stemming from its world war
experiences. Suffice to note that in 1955, Soviet Unlon was
willing to neutralise smd wmify entire Germany in order te keep
FRG out of N.TO, Kosygin stated his nation's views very
clearly in 1%6ls | |

I say in all determination thet the spread

of nuclear weapons should and omust be banned
Gerasany, whether she wants to or not, will have

a/-
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to sign because we have no intention of allowing

Gervany to galn nuclear weapons, and we will take

gv.ry posgeible remolute step to prevent her

from acquiring nuclear weayons, (6)

For five yeara; the ;de‘bate on the MLF imsue delayed
the K7, Supgorters of MLF ;;oiﬁted vc'ut that 1t was not fundae
nentally du‘farézt from the *two keyi ayseam.already in prage
tice, Opvonents on the other hand,iemphaalze& its basic
contradiction with the spirit of the NAT, The introduction of
the aacialnemcrats into the German Government in 1866 facie
_litm: ed the Us withdrawal of the wtire preoposal, For another
year, serious negotlctions took place culmineting in the final
Honesroliferation @reﬁty which was commzenfied by the General Assems
bly of the U,N, and opened for signature on 1 J};Iy’ 1968, 1t was
to come Into effect on § Mareh 1970, |

Little perception is needed to identily the reasons
for the superpower support rfor the NiT, The poesegsor of emy
effoctive military weapon is naturally anxious to prevent eny
of ite rivals from ac:quiring the same and thus sharing the
adventoges acceruing from the possession of the weapon, Truman
stat 4 thig explicitly in his speech to the nation following
the Hiroshima explosions |

| Under the present circumtences, it is not
intended to divulge the technical processes of
groduction or all the militery agplications pende

ing further examination of possible methods of

yrotecting us snd the rest of the world from the
danger of swidenm destruction, (7) _

() Timsn, 10 Febtruary 1967.

(7) Harry §, Truman, Yearp of Trial snd Defisions (New York,
Doubledany, 1955;, P. 423,
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US policy hod been for noneproliferction from the
begiuning, as evidenced by the 1946 Mciahon Act which groe

hibited the tromnsfer of information or materisls which would
facilitate proliferation. The next stepy teken in this direce
tion was the Baruch rlan, which as we have pointed out earlier,
had a largely sropaganda value but really aimei at preventing

~ the mnrerafion of nuclecr weapons to @ second nation, This

was followed by the Amspricam refussl to further the French

‘puclerr ogramne and the rartial Tect Bm Ireaty, U,5.A,

undoubtedly 614 give a fillip to aroliferation by alding Britain
m_‘hw nuclear programne end by her *Atoms for reaco' programae,
But as we have noted eariler ond will explaln later this wag
not-in basic contradiction with her noneproliferation policy
but constituted attempts at contam:i.ng the inevitable proliferse.
tion « @an attempt in which they largely succeeded,
The SOViet Union, once it had achieved nuclear atatua,

was,o.gmsed to further groliferation for the same reasons as USA,
In teras of its coustant stru gle agalngt the Western bdloc,

the N2T was interpreted s plus goint; for it denied USA the
ossortunity of araming FRG or bringing about MLF with nuclear
weayons, without conferring a similar disadventege for USSR,
This is due to the fact that scow never had any intention of
supylying nucleor arms to its Kastern Buropeem allies, The

f\;r of a nuclear Germsny was wndoubtedly the determinant reason
for the Soviet as;ronaoring of the B77, 8Significantly, thip was
the mjor diffarmce between the first US and Soviet draft on N.T

(8) On next page /e
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in 1965, The former explicitly provided for ? r)mlti.lat-era&
8
force while the latter explicitly forbdade it, The US withe

drawal of the MF proposal ultimately solved the prohlem,
Itis not West Germany alone that USSR was uneasy aboutj

for on 1ts other flank lies Japem, mmother potential nuclear

power, The focus however was definitely on the former, As

Leonard Beaton pointed outs

Germany and Japan both ghare the ignoniny
of defoat in the Second World War; and they
also share the prsstige of a groet and spectos
cular industrial recovery,.. Geérmeny has a
fundaxental security problem deriving from the
continued hoatility of the main Ruropesn powers
the Soviet Union, She is divided: and she is
determined to end@ this division, Thls rings
har up against Sovliet interests and mokes her
conflict with Soviet Union real and deep, The
Soviets, for their part, are convinced that the
main threat to their security comes from any
prospect of a reswgent Germeny,.,., None of
these consideratione apply to Japan,... It is
- true that Japan fears the Soviet Union emd looke
to the American allliance for protection against
aggression, But the Japenere do not have the
gharp political conflict with the Soviets which
the Cermang hove,.,. The great power which
might te expected to retain the bitterest
memries and to fear most deeply amy resur-
gence of Japanese power is the United States,...(9)

What spurred the two superpowers to expedite the NIT,

once the MLF hurdle was removed, was the rapidly growing nuclear

(8) Quester, n. 5, P. 42.

(9)  Leonard Beaton, Migt the Bomb $pread? (Harmondworth
.L’elican, 1%0), pp. H4e5,
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potential gf the trird world nations, Cne symptom of Western
concern was the increassing literature on the subject of yro=-
liferation churned out in the uidepixties, “wo of which were

bty Beaton himself, 10) It was noted thut %inevitably their

[the Bth nationg? vlans for nuclear power for peaceful Jupe-
Joses arov overlald with military consideration.sn), Iﬁafm and
israel were citod as examples of nations delibrately bnilu.ng
military options from civil groaram:nea.{m) Awi.cem policye
mgkers were not ungware of these developaents either, The
Rational Zlanning Association had yublished a hook entitled

1970 without Arms Control' in which it predicted the existence
of up to 15 nuclear nations by 1970', uless artificial barriers
to proliferations were wposeﬂflm The most influential nucleer
theorlat in USA, Albert Wohlstetter was also arg'uing 'alcmgf similar
lines In 1961514) It was yrmiuély this realisation that led

to the Tent Ban Treaty, Conpclousnens of péols.ferati.on dangers
increased in the US Administration once the policy of 'Mlexle

ble resyonse’ hed been afo,ted, nuclesr weaspons remved from
forward deyloyment and wderstonding aﬁeloped: that nuclesr
wea, ons were not oerely scaled up conventional weapons bul cone

-stituted o new category of wes.ons with emormous politicsl

(10) 1Ibid; end Beaton and Maddoxs The Spread of Buclcor Weapons
(London, Chatto end Windus, 1901).

(11) Beaton, n, 8, p, 16,

(12) Ibmo’ P. 16;

(13) %1970 vwithout Arms Control ' National Fiamning Assoclation
flanning 2Samphlet no, 104 (Washington D.C,, May 1958),

{(14) Ses H.A, Kisslnger, ed,, froblem of National Stratezy
(New York, sraeger, 1965), pp. 18b=21l2,
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significance,

One factor further highlighted the.necesaity of some
formel restriction on proliferation, This was the first Chinese
nuclear test of October 14, 1964, which demnstrated thot even
nations with developing industrial base like China could exercise
its weapon nogbion. In the eyes of the superpowers, the temptae
tion for the bomb in India, Israel, Japan and Germény must have
increaged, 4ctive steps were necessery to prevent their succumbing
and therefore the NPT,

| The doetrinsl basis of the NET, taken at its foce value,
seems to be a Benthauite éri.tarion of great:st good for greatest
nunb.r, 7The near nucleap notions should free themselves from
aggresslve parochial nationalism and take decisions on the basls

of- universalist ér‘iteria. In z:r?cm).cal terms, it has been put
18
in the following form by Marwahs

"{1) The current nuclear weayon powers, particularly
the US mmd the USSR, ure doing all that is circumtene
tially possible to control ths (strategic) arum race,
and these ef.orts should not be further complicated

by a horizontal increase of nuclesr weapor states,

(2) Internationalist concern demends of all state-,
but particularly the muclear threshold states, a rejecs
tion of all bdlenbd«ishrent and yrovocations for the
developrent of nuclear arsenals among themselves, The
exieting nuclear powers are em wmfortunate reality
and it is necessary for the rest of the world to
uné ergtand the complex of tensions which disallows them
from eliminating their nuclear arsenals,,

(3} It would peem impossible for late comers in the
nuclear game to match the resources or nuclear eiffort of
the US and USSR, Hence a minor asccretion of prestige

-y -

(16) arwah and Schuly, Nuclear sroliferation ond Ne
Nucleer Cowntries (Cambrldge, Ballinger 1975),
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or ¢ minimum lovel of nuisrmmee value at best could
attend the ccquigition of nuclear gtatus by other

states, Common cenpe dsmandg that newcomers weigh
thelr options accordingly.®

A simplistic axegiammt in favour of the N&T has been
edvanced by Quester snd Bseton respectively, They seek to
establish a directly proportional relation between $he number
of nuclezr states ané the denger of & nuclear war,

Quester: %A world in which imny more countries
acquire nuclear woayons would he a much legs
pleanant one, Wars that today kill thousanda

may instead kill millionsj wars that now are
averted might instead be launched esiiply becausse
each side pra.empitively hastens to uge its
weayons,,,."” (16) L

Beatons “iany owners means mary with the oppdrtu-
nities to use them or threatsn their use; It means
that many will be threatened by them; it meems that
there will be difficulty knowing who has been
resyomsible for particular actions,.,.3 1t probably
means measures for orms control will be more diffie
cult to devine,,,.,; end it introduces complexity
into international dergaining,...” (17)

The Non froliferation Treaty in ite final form works

down to the followingie

1. srevents the trensfer of nuclear weapons to none
nuclear states or to aid these a’_catas to mmufecture the weayons,

2. froh;&bité recelving trmsferres weapons, seeking
nucleer aid to memufecture nuclear weapgons,

3. nforces IAFA gafeguards for verification of treaty
obligations, | |

(16) Quester, n, 5, p, 1.

(17) Beaton, n, 9, p, 23.
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4; Guarmteea cnnﬁmuation of peaceful nuclear research,
5.  ZPeaceful nuclear explosions would however be conducted
) on the soll of a non;nuclear stete by a nuctlear one at appros
xiate cost, | ) | ‘ | |

6, Furthex?, arms control leading to gomeral disarmament
will be Jursued, | |

7. Includes right to conclufie regionsl treatios, propose
amendments, hold review conferences and ,rovides for withdrawal

from the ¥, 2,7,

Having examined the motives of the sponsors of the

Rsf, the h’ext step is to analyse the views of Frence and China,
the two nuclear weapon powers which refused to be a party to it,
The similarities in the a.proeches of the two nations have been
poiuted oﬁt in an earlier chapter, and here it is suffice to
note that the rejection of the treaty stem from thelr discontent
with the working of the International system and the roles
assigned to them in it, Fronce and China, both are busy esta-
blishing end wnderlining their independence from their dominant
alli.mce'partn s, This mti-status quoist attitude is evident
in their attitude towards the KET,

' Prance hag had 2 long record of opposition to suprana-
tional institutione or treaties which sought to supervise tmd
guide its nuclear conduct, It 4i4 1ts best to hinder a comsromise
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settlement botween IAEA end Euratom, in the hope that show-

down would emd as. a(;g!’;al vietory for IAFA and the liq;uiaaa
tion of the latter, =  Yet this does not explain France's
opiosition vto Nrf, for the treaty put not many limitations on
Franco's nuclear policy.um This is in contraat to Buratom

arreng .ments which carried out the twin tasks of stocktaking
and inspection within Frence,

The basic objection seems to be that it consolidates
the hold oi‘. the superpower condominium over the world, by
lioiting the number of nuclear powers., As M, Couve de Mirville
jut its the purpose of NiT seers to be 'not to diserm those
who are armed but to prevent those who ere not armed from arming

themselves!, "rfroliferation® ho noted,

#is assureily a problem,.,., But there 1is
something much more ilmportent, which is that those
who posséss nuclear weapons should make ne more
and destroy those thet they have,... One should
not lead the world to belleve there is disarmament,
where there is in fact only the consolidation of
super pover 's monopoly.... § I do not wish to
belicve that it is less dengerous for a great
pyower like the United States, Soviet Russia and
later China, to have the power to destroy in the
world than to see some small countries Jossens
nuclesr weapons which would scarcely be capable
of reaching thelr immediate neighbours,® (20)

‘18) Questet, n, 5’ PP, 195«8,

(19) PFrance's position would in that case be sin;;;ai- to.
. that of sponsor nations, with 1ittle obligation to
limit its nuclear arsenal, '

(20)  Le Mnde (roris), 89 Jamnuary 1967,



- 70 -

zierre Macsemer, the Defence '!nniatar,' was still
mre blunt as ?iglx;haractaﬂzed the Ko7 ag 'an attempt to castrote
the impotms,* Fremeh cspositlon o the Heg (and the
cartial Test Ban Treaty) sceme to bs s0 strong that their's
was the only AEC of a nuclear power to publicly congrstulate
India after its f'peaceful nuclsar explosion,!
seredoxically, Frence aleo finds its intarests fure
thered by the campaign against pralifeuﬁan. . Pespite the fact
it never sald anything to that effect, it is undeniable that
she wantcd ¥West Gerseny to become a party to N7, (22 In 1969,
for example, the Premch gwmmt rofused to sign the treaty, yet
realized thet her interests warrented yrevention of proliferes
tion, though her antiestatus quo image 448 not, She, therofors,
1scued & statemont which declored that Frence *will behave in ths
future in this field exoctly es tho states adhering to ths traaf(;;f’
China, which is committ. 4 to a much mre open opposition
to the sugerpovwer condominium, has neturally bee:x' mre violent
in its denuncintion of the K#r, It viewed the treaty as an attemyt
2to degrive the non-nuclear nations which are wnder US-Soviet
nuclear threat of their right tc develop nucleer weapons and to
place some countries under the U3 imperilalist and Soviet revisions

ist nucieor uahrella so thot Us imperinlisn snd Soviet revisionism

(21) Elizabdbeth Yomg, N, 39 Pe 107.
(22) Questery n, S5, pP. 196,

(23) Lewrence and Lams anleer s’rolifg;_ation x’h%g I1I, (Wwichita,
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(24)
may maintain their status as nuclesr over«lords,® Or as

"a malicloue cons.iracy for the control and enslévomnt of the
non-nuel:%)patima.“ to turn thege people into their nuclear
slaves,® |

The Chinese Vice Foreign Minister, Chiao Kusn<hua,
spesking ot the UN towards the end of 1972 sxplained his na~
tion's opposition to completes nuclear test ban,'on the grounds
that it would only? *hind ep count‘ries with f‘evi oﬁ no nuclear
weapons from developing their nuclear caaabuity for selfw
defence but will not affect in the least the nuclear hegemny
of the supnrpowers.’(%} | |

How geriously thege theoretical objections to the NST
ere to be taken wap a sﬁb:}ecf— of controversy from which two
atametr;ually opm?i‘be schools ém‘erged. -The firet, repregented
by Mrton ,Halperiéaﬂfélt that China would supbart proliferat ion
in order to hxereaée world political unrest, To quote Quester
it would be a "low cost input with 2 high return of political
cont‘neibn,_,'*(da) ‘i'hiu'echool took far too literally =nd seriously
the revolutionary image which China presented to the world, Thus

Hal pqrin wrotes

(24) Jenemin Jihepao, 24.1.1968, cited in Young, n,3, 2. 107

(26) Ibld,, 3,3,1968, citcd in Yowng, n, 3, b, 112,

(26) zeking Review, 17 Novermber 1972, »P. 5e6.

(27) Morton H, Halperin, China wma Nuclear groliferation
{Chicago, Univereity of Chlcago, 1966 1 Is0 see Yuane
liewu, Commmigt China and Arms Control (Stenford,
tniversity of stenford, 1968), ‘

(28) Quester, n.6, p. 208,
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seofron the Chinase perspsctive, the spread of

nuclear weapons, while it doas pose some long run

threat to Chinese leadership of the snti-imperialist

bloe, nevertheless Brobably appsars desirable in

that it will roduce Soviet-American influence in

the world, reduce the rrospects of Soviet-Amsricen

cooperation, and increanse the likelihood of violent

chenge in the third world, (29)

Such an analysis mieses the conservative trend in
Chinese foreign mlicy « the fact that it intervened in Korea
and suprorted the Vietnamese only because its own national
security was involved, the fact thet it cautioned against
Soviet edventuriem in Cuba in 1962, the fact that it has not
supported national liberation movemnts when it clashes with its
national interest (as in BanglaSesh, Dhofar, French Somalle
land, Angola) ond the fact that ite guiding principle in still
the much .misinterpretcd Lin Pisc thesis which is in effect, the
Chinese version of 'socialism in one cowmtry?,

The second school of thought places greater emjshasis on
the fact that having joined the nuclear club, China's interests
support antieproliferation in order that nuclesr exclusivenegs
would confer grester péeati.ge_ on China, Such an interpretation
is supported by the absence of eny concrete Chinese efforts to
umdermine the N£T, Regular pronouncements from reking have
-amphasized that while assistace from one pnation to another is
entirely appropriate on peaceful uses of nuclgar mergy, but that

(30)
1t 1s best for a nation secking weapons to develop them themselves,

(29) Halperin, n 27, p. 35.

(30) +fress Confercnce by Chen ¥i, fLeking Review, 8 October,
1965, p. 14.
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So we have {ive nuclear weayon nations which in
yractice all support proliferation policy yet follow different
tactice for pursulng their goal, USA end BSritein are and have
always besen the met enthuslastic anti-prélifgratidn proments,
After that comes USSR which while supporting the NPT, leeves the
odium attached to enforcing it on the USA and other western
powers, Finally*'there are tho.two dissenting powers, China end
France, which have been trapped by their own pést statemen ts
emphasizing the virtues of proliferation, JFrance while not
signnig the BPT has agreed to support ite from cutside, China,
following a cleverer and theorctiéally mr.a satistymg strategy,
attacks the N2T and yet does not wndermine it, |

The real opponents of the NXT are therefore the ten or so
threshold natiom:n who have resisted superjower pressures mmd not
signed the treaty « argentina, Brazil, Chlle, Kgypt, India,
Indoneslna, Israel, rakistan, South Africa and Spain, The first
formal protest by sowms of these states was made ot the Conference
of Non-Nuclear weapon states in September 1868, It was pointed
out that the NPT represented on imbalance of mendatory obligations
between nuclear weapon states end non-nuclear ones, The sponsoring
nuclear powers were asked to accord higher priority to total ban
on nuclear teste; to halt, reluce and reverse the production of
figsile material for weapon purposes end the sccumulation of

(31)
nuclear stockpiles,

(31) See Marwsh and Schulz, n, 164 P, S,
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A more thorough comyrehensive and logically consistent
attack has been tede on the NsT by third world acajemics, the

(32)

most pruminent of whom is K, Subrashamanyam, - Instead of

(32)

&)

b)

<)

a)

o

£)

g)

h)
1)
3

k)

K. Subrahmeanyams 1) "Cen nuclear arms proliferation
contribute to world secuprity?® ;mgact of Science
ﬁn ﬁﬂriﬂt% vol. ml, ﬂ@oag 19?3’ PP« 24351,

K¢ Subrahmonyam, "Indian attitudes towards the R,Te
in §.1.0.R01, 'Ruclear froliferaticn froblems’,
{stockholm Almv and W sel

K, Subrehmenyam, “Indias Keeping the OQption me"
in Robdert Lawrmee and Joel lLarus, n,23,

K. Subzahmnyam “An Indien Nuclear Force in the
Elghties® in Kemp, <falgraff end Ha'mans The

in & Miltinuelecs World (Lexingfon,
eath and Co,, 1974

K, subrahmanya 2The Ind Nuclsar t in G)
faragectiv (India ternational 'ngtxe, «w Delhi,
1974)

K. Sum'ahmanyam, uThe Indm nucloar explosion and
its Impact on Security®, India ngerlz, vol , XXX,
Octover-December 1974, no.-ﬂ., Pp, 25301,

Also ses K, Subrahmanyam, "The Role of Nuclear
Weapons in International Relat:l.cns" in fhe Ingtie.

tute of Defence rg;tudies and Analzgca Journal ,
vol., 3, (Now Del y 19744 no,l

K. Subrahmenyam, "The Options for Indie®,

K, Subrohmsnyam, "The Path to Nuclear Capability",

K, Subrahmanyam, **Outlomc for the Sevemiesn

Strategic and 2ee!uclogical." All thepe articles

are to be found in the same lzsue of the DSA

Journal, They are products of a Joint sem

neld by Indiam Cowmcil of World Affaire and

Ingtitute for Defence Studies and Analysés entltled
i ity, on 10 My,

Refer also to vierre Gallois, “Indian Nuclear
Bxplosion and India'’s Security®™ Foreign Affair
Reports (Delhi) Vol., XXIV, no,6, June 1875,
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advocating yroliferation purely in terms of national security
- of the cmm'tr# cencbm&d, this apgroach attacks the legitimacy
and feasibilty of N#T, tries to ghow that only the threat of
further p;roliferation cen laaé to serious disarmament negotia
tions,\/In short it holde'thm_: nuclear mroliferation 1is inevitable
80 long as there are nucléar powers :nd they attempt to ﬁeri‘va
advantages out of their posseseion of nucleosr weaéona. It is
worthwhile to sﬁmmarisevthe arguments of this echool, According
to it,ﬁit- 18 not a coincidence thnt for almst three decedes
after Hiroshima, it waes only the big Pive rowers which had
acquired nuclear gtatus, Nuclear weayons conferref on these
nations the necessary preetige and deterrent power which enable
some of them to follow interventionism, Realizing the value of
this big pa’wer gtatupg symbol, the suyerpowers maje a concerted
effort to fr.eze the status quo, For the value of the memhership
of the nuclear club would be proportional to its exclusiveness,
The conflict of interosts bdetween the majority of the nations of
the international system =md the nnclu;xr #aapen powers is funda-
| mental, The latter wunt to derive miximunm a!iventa;ga from their
nuclesr status, while the former, as victims of the latter, should
try td prevent them from effectively using nuclear weapons as

a aiplomatic teol, In order to consolidete their dominence on
the international political apena, the t’ﬁa guperpowers in asso-
ciation with a third nucleer power eponsored the N,2,P, which
has nothing to 40 with diaarmament but only an attempt to frecze
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the power structure which wﬁs reached after the Second Weorld
Vap, ' |

The doctrinal basis of tve Kon~froliferation Treaty
rests on assumptions which are questionable ti: probability
of nuclesr confrontation is directly proportional to the
number of nuclesr powers, -Saaaa&ly it assumes the behavioiral
standards of the present nuclear powers are widely @ifferent
from those of the non-nuclesar nations, #&gain, there seems to
be a bellef or at least overlapgingg with those of the none
nuclear nations with regard to proliferation, And finally,
the Kon;irolifaraxion Treaty recognizes one might say and
there is very little than the non«nuclesr nations can do to
pressurise them in this regars, |

- By subscribing, accepting and not opposing the None

#roiliferation Treaty, the third world only help the super povers
to perpetuate threshold nacion, who by and large are regionally
lose from super power dominanee. To the smaller powers,
super powers hegemony represente a lesser dsnger since it would,
to 2 great oxtent, balence the pressure put by middle range
powers,

The “responsibility® of super powers, especlally in
comparison with potontial nuélaar powers, 1a‘alao open to doubt,
In fact, their records speak for themselves, The two super powers,

need cne add, have a iong récord of interventionism, There are



« 77 -

very few countries which have not been honoured with
American presence ot some time or the other during the last
three decades, Similerly Czechslovakia, focland and Hungary
can testify to the Yresponsible® character of U.5.5.4, France
and Britain are former colonial powers, The former especially
can be remembered for her persistent efforts to restore her
colonial possessions after the world war, #nd China, which
is the self-ptyled messiah of the third world, hag been
characterized by extreme instability, both externally and
internslly, To say that these powers are more reeponeihle
than, say Indie, is riﬂicﬁlcua.(aa)

Similarly the assumption that the greater the number
of weapon powers, the more is the possibility of nuclear confliet,
does not holéd water, if anyt‘h.ing; the hiastory of the last three
decades proves the opposite, When the United States was the sole
possessor of the atomic bombs, it freely lndulged in nuclesr threat:

(33) How "responible® the United States is, can be
judged by the report that an Americw pilot by mistake
fired s tactical nuclear missile during the Second
indo~China war, See The Hindu (F‘aﬂrds) 21st June 1975,
The attack was exposed by two &merlican investigative
reporters, Andprson and Whitten, Ancther illustr_tive
inciden? was the tivalle e lsods, which exposed the
American indbility to retain control over local
command ers, Such 2 commander who feels that he
has a better assessment of bhe situation than the
control authorities could elso have decided on
nralear tactie-] strikes,
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against the USSR, The Dullesian doctrine of massive retalilation
was a systematiged form of such threats, In effect what Dulles
meant was that however swall or indirect a provocation from
U8R, the UsA would congider the use of nuciaar weayons, The
risgk of nuclear conflict was highest at that moment, What led
‘to milltary stability in Burope wes not American gelferestraint
‘but the acquisition by the Russians of the intercontinental
vallistic missile, The USA hed become vulnerable to attacks by
an axternal. power, In the subsequent world of two roughly equal
nuelesp power bloc»a, the doctrine of eiassiva retallation was
dropped end mves for detente were afoot, Ghen a third indepem-
dent power centre, China (for Fremce md Britain were not totolly
independent) emerged, the era of confrontation was replaced by
an era of negotiation, Thus By en increase of nuclear weapon
power centres, the world has becoms less conflict prone,
The reason for this lies in the tremendous destructive

potmt»i-alv of the nuclesr w'éapona. A ainst a nonenuclear nation
| & nuclear» cne cen inanlgé in political blaékmail - as UsA daid
againet Chiria: over Eorea in 1953, and again over Quemoy and
Matsu in 1958, But when a nation achieves second strike caPe~
bllity, it acquires enough deterrent power to ward off threats
from even superyowers, The Gallois thesis wderlines this,
Tris doctrine of minimmum deterrence advocates that proliferation

leads to stability because 1t effecilvely deters any aggression
by superpowers on other nuclear powers for there sre very few
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rational objectives for which a nation will rigk a nuclear
war wherc the &#ersaz-y is in a position to Inflict some
nuclesr damage, The chan.e in Sino«Ug relationg and the
preeninence accorded to nuclear capability in the noneprolie-
feration treaty bea:é enough testimony in support of such a
‘oonclusion, 7The USA started negotiating with USSR only after
the 1abter acquired a credible &currmt; Again, it reached
a mdup vivendi-with China tnder similar circumstences, A
nuclear wéapon power will only respect znother wespon power,
}Chi.na invated Indian tarritory'to mforce i.t_ta claim but is
far mre coutious vises~vis USSR with whom 1% 'haa a siml] ey
digpute, Seen in this perspective, cnsiderations of diplomatic
leverage mnd gecurity moke it advisable for the third world to
reserve if not exercise its. nuclear om‘ion especlially in the
cage of thore states which have eonflicts ai‘ interests with a
weajon power, _

Mach has been made in the Wgast of the legitimacy acquired
by the NPT, It has beenm signed by 106 nations and ratified
by 85, But if oim examines the com.0sition of these signatories,
they are either membérs of some mllitapy alliance to which the
supervowers are a party or they are nations not in a position
to exercise a nuclesr ogtion, The oxceptions arfe Sweden end |
Switzerland both of whom have & long tredition of neutrality
tnd little security th;-eat. Yot a coge cen be made out that
both function under tho shadow of a military alliance, Of the

nuclear i:héeahold nationa which are in fact the sgtates at whom
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the treaty 1s really almed, Argentina, Brazil, Chile, India,
lsrael, rakistan, South Africa apd Syain, 4id not even sign the
treaty, Igypt, Indonesis and South Korea signed but d4id not
r'atify, Only Germany, Iran and Japa 414 both, The very fact
that eleven threshold nations including eight that are normally
influenced by USi, are not parties to the treaty reveals the
degree of acceptability of the treaty arong the'nations that
count, Mich of the legitimacy of the treaty has been eroded
by the failure of sponsoring nations to abide by the very limited
obligations they' umd ertook wmder the trenty, This disillusionment
of the majority of the signatory nations was vd‘icea in the first
Review Conforence held in June 1975, | |
India, opereting wmder various constraints naturally could

not adopt the arguments of the kind advanced above, tétally.
Instead of aalysing NET as a wilestone in the struggle between
the third world md superpowers and lobbying for opposition to the
treaty, it criticised NiT in more mderate terms, The Indian
objections to ’the Nonerroliferation Treaty were listed by
Ambagsedor i»bhaméxed 4zigz Hugsalin at 57th meeting of the First
Coxumnittee of the-:_t:f_.;ﬁ_. on_14th Moy 1_9081 _There were as followss

o e oo win il it Bty Hinse et She Bismemhation ot wes-

pons to none-nuclear weapohestates without imrosing amy

curbs on the continued menufacture, stockpiling and sophi-
stication of nuclear weapons by the existing nuclear weapon

states, '
2. The treaty did not 4o -“way with the apecial

status of superiority associated with power amd prestige
conferred on those powers which possessed nuclear weapons,
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3. The treaty 4id not provide for o balance of
obligations and responsibilities between the nuclear
- weapon states and nonenuclesr weapon states, While all
the obligations wers imposed on none-nuclesr weapon states,
the nucleare-weapon states had not accepted amy,

4, ﬁae treaty 4id not eonutitute a step hy atep appe
roach towerds nuclear dlisarwmacent,

5.  The treaty 4id not prohibit one nuclear weapon
state agsisting another nuclear weapon state by providing
tecmical ald, .

6. The long period of a quarter of a century pro-
vided in Article X of the treaty would appear to endorse
and legitimize the present state of affairs end legalise,
if not encourage sm uwnrestricted vertical proli.feration
by the present nuclear weapon powers,

' 7. Aprticle VI 814 not create a juridical obligzo
tion in reogord to the cessation of nuclesy arms race at
an early date.

8. %e treaty imparted a false sence of security
to the world,

9. The %reaty was discriminatory m regard to the
peaceful bemefits of nuclear power,

10, The treaty was digeriminatory in regard to the
saf eguards and controle which were all impogsed on the none
nuclesr gtates while none whatgoever were imposed on the
nuclear weapon states,

& The security asamances to the non.nuclear-weapon

states could not be a uo for the acceptence of
the treaty. This must E o%i ory for the nuclesrewaazpon

atates, " (34)

Even alva ¥yrdel, once a fervent protagoﬁiét of the N:/T

later came to reailse the true notwre of its discriminatory

éharacter. In en article appropriately entitloﬁ “The Game of

Disarmament¥®, she wrotes

3

Quatea in Huclaar £roliferation <roblema, n, 32{a),

op., 25960,



“This spllt into two discontinuous categories
of superpowers and other nationa, which has not
only become more apparent to us Juring .3 ¥. 28
armament negotiastions, it has been made even
more bluntly manifest by a conscious design on
their (superpowers) part, The best example of
this is of course,., the NiT, what we are
~witnessing today, it peems to me, is the
emergence of & duopoly of the two superpowers in
regard to mpdern technology, giving them a more
and more dominating hegemny over the world
affaira.“ (35) . '

- Indla explained 1ts opposition to the KET on the
ground that 1t 414 not conform to UN, Genersl Assembly Resoe
lution 2028 of November 19, 1866, This resblution had urged
the Eighteen Nations Disarmament Comnittee to draft the NiT
according to the following guildeliness

. "1, The Treaty, should be void of loopholes
by which nuclesr weapons states, or non.nuclesr
states, could proliferate nuclear weapons in any
form, directly or indirectly,

2, ‘The Treaty should strike a balance of mutual
responsibility and mutual obligation as between the
nuclesr weagons and nonenucl ear weapon states,

: 3. The Treaty should comprise an incremental
move towards general and complete digarmament parti-
culerly in regard to the disarmament of nuclear
weapons, _ ' '

4. There should be 'deviaad practicable means
to engsure the effectiveness of the treaty,® (36)

~

_In 1968, the Prime Minister of India, Me, Gemdhi
stated that India had not signed the NPT beSause the guidelines

{(36) India's cosition on the progyosed draft treaty on
Hon=froliferation of Nuclear Wea,ons, (New Dslhi,
Indian Information service, 1@ob,)
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(37) .
Only if Resolution 2028

~-aet by UN, were ignored,
was to be adher«d to, was India willing to chenge her stand
regarding the N#l, Kot surprieingly, such gn expectation

was never fulfilled,

(37) India News (New Delhi), 29 #arch 1968,
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"THE SYREAD OF NUCLEAR THCHNOLOGY

The 19608 witnesced an enti-proliferation wave sweeping
Vostern academic and political circles, It seemed that suddenly
the world had bdbecome alive to the dangers of proliferation,
There was a realization that mény third world nations (the
leaderzhip of which was regarded in the West as a mixture of
mental backwardness and emotional instablility) hed become
‘dangerously? famuié.r with nuclear technology and literature,

A Getermined effort was made by the Americoms to stop the fremch
from joining the nuclear club = end it failed, The Chinese nu.
clear test,' though somewhot unexpected, had reached too advanced
a stage to be pusceptible teo external preaaﬁra. It was Qecidet
that the door be bolted before more horses aacgped from the
stable, Eloquent pleas were made regarding the Nth country
problem, Pinally they crystallized into the Nuclear Noneprolie
feration Treaty (HPT) the merite of which were discussed in the
previous chapter,

The most ironical aspect of this trend was that the pro-
‘blem was largely of western making, In 1953, the Eisenhower
Administretion launched the ‘'Atoms for Peace’ programne in an
attempt to minimise the etigms attached to nuclear science, The
pseaceful uses of nuclear fission vi-a:e highlighted and regearch
reactors distributed on a fairly generous scale, Britain and
Cenada followed suit, as 413 Frence, This coubination of

bilateral agreements and Atone for reace programme led Yo a large
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number of natione acdu.‘a-ing small research reactore, mst of
which use relatively small amunts of high enriched uwranium
as fuel znd y,rodmé ingignificant quantities of plutonium,
Two important excepti.ons were Israel (reactor at Dimna) and
India (ot Trombay), Apart from the naticeable_épread in nuclear
tee‘mology, what gave urgency to the anti.proliferetion mvement
was the Chinese nuclear test, .JPreviously it was assumed that
both in terms of techno;ogy and resowrces avallable, only highly
induatrial ized nations could carry out nuclear explosions,
Once this myth -was ghattered, the argument wass if China could
do 1t, why not Indta? Or other third world nations for that
matter'.‘ _ |

Such fears cen be best appreciated If one examines the
relation between civilian and militery nuclear programmes, 7111
fairly recently, there were many who could confidently state
thut the link bhetween eiviii.an nuclear power industry and nuclear
wea,ons industry wos tmuaus?) Bven apart from the Indian
experiece, inforumed oéipian has found this thegls umacceptable,
According to Biddles '

"On balmnce it seceme that a civilian nuclear
induatry provides a strong sotential for a weapons
industry, This potential consists in a large part of
a reservoir of a skilled managerial, skilled and
technically trained personnel available for elther
or both militery and commercial industries, It also

includes grocess that are identical for both
requiremsnts,...® (3)

(1)  See for instance, John Cockcroft, "rerils of Nuclear
¢roliferation® In Nigel Calder, ed,, Unless Jeace Comes
(New York, Viking sress, 1968),

2) v.F, Blddle, Weapons Technology snd Arms Control
(New York, rraeger, 1972), Pe.1+




The significance of civiliém nue.léar inéuati? is that
it can be used as a source forthe regquired radioactive material
which not only reduces the leod time but is alsc considerabdly

cheaper, That is to say, the weapons programne would be a
‘soin off ' of the civilien rogramme, "It ie very importent
to understand thet by developing atomic energy for peaceful
uses you reach the nuclear [Feapon/ option; there are not two

atomic energies,® - 80 gaga Ernest Bergman, Chairman, Israell
/ 3 , .
Atomic Fnergy Commission, Civilian nuclear programmes can

also be used, wnder the present cirmimstanaaa, as the initlal

step for a imticn which later wants to use ite reserved option

as a diplomutic leverege,
The various stages in proliferation have bheem Aescribed

as followss

- "The Non-sroliferation Treaty was obiiged to
offer a definition because it had to distinguish
" between nuclear and non-nuclear weapon ,0wWers,
Its choice of a nation which hag exploded a nuclear
weagon wag as good a definition as any other, But
while this offered a precise line which was realiss
tic for the purpoges of the treaty, it is clearly
an unsatisfactory basis for considering the whole
moblem, The firast stege of proliferation to any
country - that is to say, the first stage of a
nuclear weapon prograrme - is the acquisition of
the necessory sclentific tectnical and industrial
resources, A further stage is the accumiiation
of the scarce end exyensive materlials which are
~necessary for nuclesr explosives. & aepurate
but parallel stage is the acquisition of the /o

(3) New York Times, 14 Msy 1966,
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delivery system appropriate to the milltary

?23389?f&ﬁﬁ’pggif?ég;tigicgrgiéggegiaaﬁila

.constitute part of the reality of proliferae

tion for thore nations which have decided

to produce nuclear weaponsS...." {4)

The first two steps whlch'Ciiinsky,ngmes are

provided byva elvillan nuc.ear programme, | By transitieity
of relation, be cleims, (with much 3ust1f1catia§, of ccurss)
that & civilian nueloar programme enulil be the firast step of
8 weapon programme, A further polat to be noted is the comen-
tione. wisdom holds that the first clear external ovidence of
a nucleagr ueapéas programme and the dgve}eyment of & strategi.
cally sigaificant fores could be oneé of the speclal vulnerae
bility. Thereforo, it is more attractive to divert materials
and facilities from o civilian nuclear prograzmy, thuas
' reducing the possibility of reactions which would inhivit
that particular weapon productioaSS}' Looking back at the
developments surrounding the emergence of Chinose and Prench
strategic forces this is a highly debateble proposition,
preemptive surglcal strikes (assertlve disarmameant as Willles
Van Cleave and Robert H, Lewr.nee call it) have been talked
about but not resorted to, It is obviocus that in a world of

pany nuclear povers there are many uncertainties lavolved in

4 Vietor Cllinsky in Mason wilirich ed,, Civil Huclear
) ower and International Sec.rity | £y Fraszer,
’pc Se -
{5) V. Cllinsky, "Miiitary potentisl of Civilien Huciosy
power® in Bennett Boskey and Mascn Willrich, Ruglrar

grolireratign;  Tospects for Control (New York,
unelien, 1970}, p. 51, :
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in resorting to such action, Further that woﬁla legl-
timisce 'assertive disarmament ' of a weaker power by a
stronger power and ultimatal y preemptive first
strikes, | | ,
A SI#RI publication on the gsubject also testifies
to tr;e high level of nuclear tecmmology avoilable in
- the mket for non-nuclear {veagon nations to the extent

that it is worth quoting at lengths

“The theoretical design of simple fission
weapons can be accomplished provided a few
general requirements are mot, The firat is the
aggurance that the basic concept will work, This

‘was proved by USA in 1945 ant subsequently been
confirmed by the UK, the USSR, Fronce and China,
The asecond reguirement is the possession of the
approgriate nuclear data such as critical messes,
the number of neutrons per f{ission, and so on,
While never as accurate as one would like, these
data are novertheless usable, The third reguire-
ment is the possession of the agprerriate data
relating to pressure, temperature and. volume of
the [issile material, Again these d4ata are
" either well known or can be approximated with
reasonable accuracy, The fourth requirement .
is a means of estimating efficiency so that the
yield can be calculated, In this case, the
physice is at hand and available to all, Fifth
is the theorectical description of the cghain
reaction and the numerical means to calculate the
neutron distributions, criticalities and multi-
piication, HMuch of the standard reactor technology
for these theoretical description shows it 1s

/=



incorrect to assert that here is no o
carry-over from reactor to weapon tecinoe
logy. The sixth regquircment is the theore-
tical and numerical mecms to caleulate the
hydrodymamics involved, It turns out that,
at least for 9r1mi‘aive fission weapons, such
caleulations are almost textbook axamples.
- The seventh requirement is the possession
of computing squipment which is now
commercially available, Today one could
esally find the reguired number of

firet rate physicists necessary for

the theoretical design of simple fission
weapons,,, 4if these regquirements are
met, and I dbelleve that they cen be all

the so-called nesre-nucleare-weapon states

a pimple fiesion device can be éesigneﬁ
with a high degree of confidence..,” (6)

;ecrmic 2l information relm:mg to the reduction
- of elementary fission weapon is absmE% y easy to

require. Apart from the Smyth Repert and secondary

(6) J, C, Hopkins, 'Nuele:xr Weapon Techmology'

in SI&'RI Nuclsgar #poliferation srobleme

(Stockhalm, Almqvist and Wiksel:., 1974),
pp. 113=14,

(7)

'an&mmﬁnx. (Washmgton, D G. ’ Govammemt
frinting Office, 1945),
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' ' {(8)
workes like 'The New Worlda®' and 'Brighter than a
(9) ;
Thousand Suns®, there are reguler reports by

the American Atomic Energy Commission, _The U S.A.8,0,

algo publishes *Buc p'y and

h! ew.; while

comtless numb@r of other parinﬁicals ensure the

cBBYy availability of hha neceesary information far
the varicus stages of .el ammtar'y nuclear deveolo,ment,
‘There 1.3, therefore, no atomic seeret,v - It is
lar.gel y a question of the ability td manafactura,"
and of the willikgness to invest the necessary

resources,

(8)  Hewlett and Anderson, The New Worids 1039
1946 (University rarks .ennsylvenia State
University sress, 1963),

(9)  BRobert Jungk, Brighter Than a Thousand Suns
(New York, Harcourt, Brace and Worm,
1958),
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It iz at this jumcture that the resctor technology
arsuaes crucial eignificance, Selection of reectors is both a
restraint and an indication of weagon option éxercisag. To
underastend this, an accdmtv of the nature of the working of
reactors is essentisl, There are basically four types of
reactors in operation ~ the heavy water reactor in which
natural urenium (U=238) is used as a tuel-e'nd heavy water as
mod erator (HWR); the light water reactor (LWR) which uses low
enriched uranium as fuel and ordinary weter as mderator; the
steam gmeraging heavy water rosctor (SGHWR) which uses as |
fuel, very alii,ghtly_ enriched uém:i'um, ad the high temperature
gas cooled reactor (HIGR) which uses high enriched urenium oe
fuel, From the point of view of miiitary osurposes, it is
sufficient here to point & few facts regarding the comparison of

various reactorss

'1. Regarding power production, slightly enrichced urae
nium reactors are more economical thea natural urenium reactors,

2. But that would mean dependence on.extemal sources .for
the fuel rofis since thé cost of setting up an enrichment plant
is extremely high,

3,  Hatural uranium reactors are batter fbr military
pur poses, not only because of the lack of dependence on other
nations, but also teemlae they produce one ond a half times o8
mch plutonium as enriched urenium reactors do, Their conversion

ratio is 0,85 plus - i,e, for 100 grams of U«238 consumed, 85



grame of Pu«239 is produced, On the other hand for a reactor
uging fuel enriched to about 2 to 3 per cemt, the conversion
ratio drops down to 0,6 plus, |

4, There is also the problem of weapone grade plutonium,
flutonium buildeup is a function of the radistion exposure in
a reactor, After a certain limit, the percentage of th§ #U-239
isotope starts to deciine sharply and that of Pu-240 to rise
correspondingly, It was once belleved that the predetonotion
propensity of Pu~240 would prevent plutonium from power reactors
from being uned rot weapon purposes, While the dongers of pree
detonation were definitely exaggerated, it is nevertheless pgtill
an important factor to be takem into accownt in weapon design,
Beyond 10%, the existence of <u=240 would uppet the timing of
the chain reaction, While theoretically, it is still ossible
to use any grade of reactor produced plutonium £or weagon pur goses,
it is in sroctice wnlikely that a nation which expamds considera.
ble resources on its nuclear programme would initiate its wespon
programme with plutonium with high contanination of ~u-240,

§, A solution to such a problem would be the regular
removal for fuel rods from reactors before the ru-240 percentago.
builds up above a certain level, Here the Canalien Hﬁ& scores
over the LWR since they are designed to be :efueléﬂ on power =
- 4,8, without ghutting dowmn the reactor, On the other hand l'ight
'water reactors have to be shut down for weeks every time the

fuel rods are to be replaced., Diversion of plutonium is therefore
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much more d1ifficult to conceal, _

6., PFinally, we have the LMFBR « the Liguid Metal
Fast Breeler Reactor, Its major characteristic is that it
produces power with a conversion ratis of about 1,2 plus,
That is to say, it proaucéé more fissionable material than it
consumes, Once these breeder reactors: come #nto operation,
the availlability of fiesionabié material wouki mérease
tremendously, ‘10) | |
, The nuclear capabilities of the near nuciear nations
(vhich in the absence of a definite criterion will be arbitroe
rily dafineé!} are given bel_ow in order to emphasize the
progpects of further vroliferation in the near futurs, Of
these notions, India is awong the most sdvenced in terms of
techmology and personnel. Hqually importent is the fect that
it is outside the N¥T gystem and has made clear its intention
of not jJoining it ﬁn futwre, It hag also been the first natiom
to strike 2 blow 3t the HiT by conducting 2 nuclear test in
May 1974, on which more will bo 82id later, India has substantial
resources of thorium on Kerala (which con be used In breeder

reactors) and uran ium in Bihar, It hao t‘axﬁr resexrch reactors:

(10) For discussions on this problem of reactor and weapon
: tecmology, refer to (i) Mason ¥illrich (ed) n, 4 (1i)
R, Boskey =nd M, Willrieh (ed) n,5 (i1i) F, Barnabys
“Nucleapr Jower Reactore ss a source of Slutonium® in
SI#AIs The Near Huglear € ~ the H#? {(Stockholms
Alogvist spd ¥iksell 19727 (iv) Williem Van
“Nuclear Techmology in Wea.ons® in Lawrence smd Larusi
N ap 2 a snage L1 (Fichitas University of

Konsas 1974) (v) M, ¥ilirich {ed): Global soliticse of
Huclesr Mergy (New York: ’raeger, 1971) end (vi) S,
Glasetones Source B on_Atomic Wergy (<Jrincetont
Van Roatrand 1967}, - :
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Apsara, a swimning pool type reactor; CIRUS a 40 MW/ Cansdian
reactor; a4 Sfurnim gnd Zerlina, Eath zero energy fast
reactors, India has also givem much attention emd invested
mod est resources on power reactors, In addition to the 380
Mre Tarapur Atomic Power Station outside Bombay, there ia the
440 Mse Rajosthan A,omic fower Statlon at Rana, Fratap Sagar,
While the former is Amsrican ueing slightly emriched uranium,
the latter consist of two CANDU type reactors using natural
'uraniuni'ruel. The major plent wmder comstruction with nearly
wholly indigenous technology 1= the 470 Mwe Medras Atomic
vower Station at Kelpakkam, Thera are also plans to set up
fast dreeder reactors, oand work on a resesrch hreeder reactor
is procesding at Kal pakkam, The sophistication of the Indian
nuclesr technology cen be seen from the fact that the country
fabricates major nuclear components including fuel rods, the
reactor vessel {Caladea), steam gensrators wd ahields, thermal
shield plates, fuening machine heads, etc, Apart from its
fasf developing electronics infustries, Indla alao poaaees'ea

a chemicol separation plent (at Trombay), the National Fuel
complex (at Hyderabad) which fabricates fuel elements, facilie.
ties for extracting thorium, urenium and other rare earths and
| fcf processing them, Measurea ere also afoot to imnd four
more heavy water plants at Kota, Tuticorin, Baroda md Talcher
- in ardition to the already existing ones at Rengal and Irbgbay.
India has plresdy demonstrated her ability and determination to
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conduct peaceful nuclear explosions, Once plutonium production
-~ 18 free of safeguards, there should be l_itfla technical obstae
cles to her going in for nuclear weé.pons. _

. ~akisgten's nuclesr programme is closely linked politi.
¢cally to thot of her larger neighbour, though it is far from
comyaratle to that of the latter, She possesses a Canailen
125 e HWR which ia situated outside Kerachi, It is placed
under IAFA pafeguards, sekigten plens to ecquire 4 tofﬁé\
-reactoré . ffcm‘ Frence under an agréemt signed this year,

It is believed that wraium deposite sxist in Gilgit and in
1965, a pilot plant for the extraction of uramium ore was set uy
at Lahore, _ , | |

‘ The Ieraeli nuclezr prograume while not comparable to
the Indian in,siza, is very.importmt in the eyes of the pro-
1iferation watchers es Israel has embarked upon & deliberate |
policy of resorting to ambiguity regarding lts nuclear perfore
mamﬁ as part of 1its seém'}_;ty at:ategy, She popsesses two
nuclear reactorss the IRiel, built by the Americens end the
IRR=-2, bullt by the Fremch, The former at Nahal Sorek, is
placed under IAEA safeguards while the latter at Dimmna is not
subject to eny safeguards at all, This is precisely whet mekes
it go interesting. For the Dimona resctor is of 24 Mve, While
it is ﬁrue thet Israel has no known chemical separation plent,
given thﬂe:.smgn amount of fissile material concerned, it is
possible Israel hed set up a separation facllity on a laboratory



scale which would serve ite purpose, IsPael has no known
uranium resources,

‘The I&gystien programme is much tore inslgnificent as
comsared to the Ieraecli one, then sakisten's 1 viseaevis to
India, She has only one reactor, at Inchas, ‘which was built
for research purposes by USSR end is supposed to be too emall
to prbducc My weaponegradte plutonium, 1L

Two Latin Aciericen nations, while pogsessing fairly
modest nuclear capecities at present, nuree high ambitions for
the future, FErazil lias three amall research rsactors and cne
power reactor (LWR) of 800 Mve which was scheduled to become
‘ooerational in 1976, It has this year, entered into a nuclear
‘agreement with Wost Germeny for the establishment of 2 to 8
nuclear power plants of 1300 Mve each (L¥R); a fabrication,
enrichwent md separation plent amnd a jJoint scheme for uranium
exyloration, This agresment when implemented would mean the
unprecedented transfer of am entire nuclear fuel cycle techno-
logy. Brauil posseeses very high grafia urenium as well as laprge
quantities of‘ Thorium -~ thus giving it a com@ﬁinterna‘t with
India in U-233 technology. | |

&rgmtiné, Bragzil ‘e main rival in the e&ntmmt, possesses
in addition to its four research reactors, a West Germsm natural
urenium reactor of 320 Mwe, Unlike Brazil, Argentina aleo

(11) sIZRIs n, 10 (3); Ps 31,



has a chemical separation plemt, It has also substantial
uranium deposits, Begotiations are underway for further expan-
sion of the nuclear yrogramme,

In terms of natural resources, ‘the country in the msat
enviable position is South Africa, for it has the world ‘o
largest uranium resourcea, It has, however, only one nuclesr
ressarch reactor (o_f a fairly large capacii;y) but has recently
conclufed en agreement with France ’for the aélc of ailight water
pressurised reactor, IHriched urmium for the plant will not
be much of a problem, sSince the South Africans have ¢onstructed
a pilot enrichwent plant at Zelindaba,

Spain is snother nation which also possesses huge quantie
tien of urenium amongst its natural resourcss, 1t alreody hes
two operational nuciear power stations with a capacity of 600 Mre,
has four more power resctors wnder construction and in 1975,
concluded agreementls for five more power reactors, Four of these
' reactors ware order,e,ﬂﬂfrom USh end one from West Germany, In
addition, a small chemical separation plant is in operation,

All the nations considered above are not parties to the
NiT, Only Igypt has aigneﬂ the treaty but it haes not ratified 1it,
Apart from these countries, there are four others which are worth
examining despite the fact that they have hoth sirned and ratified
the N&T ~ Japmn, West Gerr;:any, Australia and Iran,

Although Japm was a late starter in the nuclesr field,
ite tremendous industrial potential coupled with its techmological

preeminence enpured that it emerged among the forempst of the
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_ nearenucl esr natlions, Since it lacﬁis cheap energy resources,
it is the one nation which finds power reactors economical
even from the shorteterm point of view, It has already en

' ins%‘al]‘.}ed capacity of more them 1500 Mwe which makes her one
of the largest consumers of enriched urenlum, Therefore gas
centrifuge processes are 'mifig éet up on a rapis éca.lo while
research in ges aiffusion is being followed, Japen is also
developing fast hreeder reactors and advenced thermal convere
aian’réantora. Along with Germany, she is emsrging us one
of the majorA exgorters of nucl ear reactors,

West Gerommy op.eratcs mre thm a score of poewer resctors
with a capaclly of 10,600 Mye, It has, in terme of percentsge
devoted to »pow'e,r sroduction, the highés‘t: amumnt of nuclear
power, It élso ha_s an axtremely ambitious ‘nﬁcleaz- progr amme
which would fulfil about 40 per cent of ites power nesis by the
tm':n'oi’ the century, An edvanced progremmne is underway which
includes work on urenium enrichment processee {especially gas
nozgle sleyaration techniques) fast dreeder reactors and controe-
1led fusion reactions. & chemical separation plamt has been in
operation since the 19608 along with enrichment plant built
Jointly with U.,K, and Netherlands, The third nation under
considerat:.on,lﬁuatralia'u position 1s somewhat similar to that
of south Africa, She possesses fairly large uranium reserves
which she is anxious to exploit, E‘légasurea are therefore afoot
to set up an enrichment };’lant at Adolaide, Once in oéeration,
this would become one of the largest industrial complex in the
country with a total output of £428 million a year, Availa~
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bllity of cheap coal has r'ather hindered the dervolopmcmt of
nuclesr power industrlies, There is only one ,ower reactor - a
500 Mre one in Hew scuth Wal es,

Iren is the last mation on our list, While her present
nuclesr potential ie not very high, she is investing very

heavily in this fleld, Successive agrearimta have been concludad

in the last fon yeers with UsA, UK, Frence md Wost Germany,
both for the purposes of training as well as the actusl purchase
of reactors, In 1975 orders were placed ;nﬁ France for 2 LWR's
and in 197%, with Germany, |

The rollbving table should give a rough projection of

(12)
plutcnium production cagacitzes in selectel necr-nuclear atatess

Cowntry  Total Nuclear WNumber of cower 105l nuciesr Number of

Capacity 1974 Reactors(Over <capagity powsr res
{Mre) 20 Mre) 1080 (Mre) actor 1980
—— (over 20 ine)

Argentina 320 1 920 2
Bragil ' - - 600 1
Canada 2500 7 6100 : 12
FR Germany 4200 10 22000 28
India 780 4 1600 8
Japam : £000. 10 18000 &9
Pakiston 120 1 - 120 1
Spaln : 1070 3 8600 11X
T aiwsn - - 3000 4

Totale 1974 1980 .

Countries 19 28

Reactors © 170 393

Capacity (Mee) 72800 2‘?6,000

- (12) Based on Yower ond Remearch Reactors in Nuclear States

(IAFA, Vienna, 1974), The ilsraell capéaﬂg:mn
30 Mwe snd there is no informatiom on further ex s .
Becently Iran, Brazil, South Africa ond rakiston have
conocluded agreements with Fronce and Germiny, Eatlmated
copacity is mentioned in the chaster itselfl,




« 100 =

The increasing acquisition of nuclear techology by

these nations has beem Justified on the grounds of the peaceful
uses to which nuclear fission can be put to, None 61‘ these
nations have claimed that they would exercise their weapon
options in the future, One of them has even gone so far as

to conduct a nuclear explosion and then disavew military inten-
tions, The main justification for the acquisition of nuclear
tecmology ie the tremendous significance of nuclear power
reactors as, emergy sources in the future, %Thls is especinlly
true after the incrense in o0ll prices and the fenr of a cutback
of o0il production in view of diminishing susplies, Once breeder
reactors come into operation on a large scale, the amount of
raw materials required to sustain an expanding nuclear programme
woulf be drastically reduced, Buclear power yrovides the only
alternative to nations which are running short of fossil fuel

or 4o not have adequate fuel resources available, vem in
Indie end Australia where fossil fuel is relatively sbundant,

~ and for power production, cheaper than nnelear reactors, the
latter is justifiled on ﬁha grénnd that it is the technology

of the future which would come into its own when fossil fuel

is exhausted, as it is bound to be in the long rum,
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Exciting scientific prospects have alsc been envigaged

regarding the peaceful uses of nuclear explosions,

eeenergy from explosions can de ysed to wve
considerable amounts of earth or rock, to construct
-large canals or harbours, as well as to wncover
shallow coal and ore deposits prior to open cast
mining, The potemtials of nuclear explosives in
connection with increasing the production of gas
and oil, constructing large water reservoirs in arid
regions enmd undergrownd reserveirs for natural gases
are also mentioned,® (13)

While today many of these schemes may sowmd utoyian

{especially since the danger of radioactive contamination has

not been totslly ov'ereoma)-_; the possibility of thelr working

is etrong enough for technologically ambitious nations not to
give up this aptian.. The Soviet experience in this field has

done much to strengthen guch hopes,

The lapgt two years have witnessed a dramatic step up in

the sale of nuclear renctors 2nd consequent spread of nuclear

technology. The following table gives the statistice for the

year 19763
Customer - Bo, of Reactors [Name of the suyplier
Spain 2 ¥eatinghouge (USA)
Spain 2 - General Electric (Usk)
Spain ) 8 Kraftwerk Union (FRG)
Brazil g to 8 Kraftwerk Union
West Germany 3 Kraftwerk Union
lLuzxembourg 1 Browne~Boverl (Swiss) -
Sweden 1 ASEAwptom (Sweden)
Japan 1 Mitsabishi (Japan)
USSR 6 soviet Union

(13) U,s., Eemlymmov, On the Peaceful Use of Nuclear Explosions

on SI<RIs Ruclear croliferation rroblems, (Stockholwms
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The table also indicates the slipping hold of the thited States
on the reactor inﬂuetrf, The biggest deal of the lot was the
one between Brazil and West Germeny which was carried through,
in the teeth of U.S. opposition, It includeds

1) Uranmm exploration and mining over 73000
8q., kma. with a guaranteed 20 per cemt share of ores to the
F.R.G, The Nucleartras (Brazil 'o atomic emergy corporation)
has o 51 per cent share in the joint compeny, |

'2) A pilot enrichment plaptvto be gset up by 1981
followed by en inﬂuatrial pleant relying on the jet nozezle
technique, o _

3) A fuel fabrication plant,

4) A reprocessing pilot plant,

§)  Two 1300 Mve L¥A's to be set up by 1985 with an
option for 6 mre by 1990,

| S (14)
The sale ip to the tune of £2 billion to g8 billion,

The year 1976 has been a‘till mre encouraging for proliferation
enthusiasts, Irem cmeitﬁeﬁ tn agreement with West Germany for
the sale of two nuclear reactors by 1981«-82.(1'5) Two mre wers
ordered from France, Pakistan also signed a deal with France
which would lead to the acquisition of reprocessing facllitles

{16)
and a2 research com;?lex for 4 to 6 reactors, Its nuclear

(1a) e;é Gall, “Brazil's Nuclear Deal, Foreign solicy, Suamer

(15) Mainichi Daily Bews (Tokyo), 6 July 197%.

(16) The Statesmsn (New Delhl) 26 February 197,
(17) ZTimes of India (New Delhi) 23 March 197,
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aime to acquire 24 reactors in anfw) Pakistan emd Iran have
also decided to coeoperate on atomic energy mattcers (with
Turkey) through the Regional Coopsration for Development
mschaniem,(m} The French firm Framatome sold a light water
pressurised reactor to South Africa, in gpite of American
competition, The gale wag worth 81 vill imim) sdustralia hes
announced plans to tmmi g earichment plent at mel'am«a.,‘zo’
And fn India, work is Jroceeding at full speed on the two CANDU
and one oxperimental fast dreeder reagtor at Kelpakkam, as in
the four heavy water units, #lans for setting up two Fuel
Reprocessing plantas at ’E’arapur snd Kal paki:am have also been
announced.‘zn

(ne reason for the increasing gale of reactors has been
the intense competition among the various national nuclear induse
tries, Chief among them are Westinghouse and General EHlectric
of USA, Framatome of Fremce, the Kraf*'werk Union (EWD) of
Germany, ASBA=Atom of Sweden, mtaubishi, Tcehi‘ba and Hitachl
of Japm, and the Canaiiene, While once the &mermana domin sted
this field, today it is the KWU end Framatome which are forging

asheadt, The intensity of the competition is inﬁicated by the

{17) ZIimep of India, 23 March 197,

(18) JIconomic Times (Bombay), § Fetruary 1976,
(19) Straits Times (Singapore), 31 Moy 1976,
(20) The Financial Times (Bombay), 1 July 1976,
(21) Pimes of Indla, 20 June 1976,
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cut-throat techniques employed to denigrate comyetitorss for
example the Americaens spread the rusmpur that the Kﬂﬂ'ca%not
) S ' o 22)
finaencially fulfil ite contracts in Argentina mmd Iran,
Compstition is also likely to start in the field of enriched
uranium for there are now five distinct mtities competing in
this fiold, USA {which has 3 ERDE plents); the USSRy the
EURODIF (France, Beigium, Spain, Italy emd Irsm)j; the URENOU
- {Germany, U,K, and Netherlands) end South Africa, The uninten-
ded bﬂneficiariés'of the competition could be the near nuclear
nations, '
Senator &braham'aibéeff has vo1ced the Americsn concern
with such trendss '
- “Hard economic times and the high price of
0il have combincd to establish a desgerate need to
sell and a desperate need to buy nuclear power A
reactoras, Nothing 1less than balanced international
payments and energy self sufficiency is at stoke,
The resulting cut throat cowmpetition is leading to
the spresl of plutonium reprocessing and uranium
enrichment fecilities, The cajyability 6 produce
nuclear explosives 18 spresding like P1ague, ... "(23)
One result of such warnings was the London Conference of
the major reactor exporting nationss UsSR, Ush, Japam, UK, France,
FRG ond Canela, Four conditions were 1aid for the sale of enrich-

ment and reprocessing plents and of heavy water, These weres

(22) Gall, no.l4, p. 168,

(23) U,5, Congress, Senate, Congressional Record, 94th
Congress, lst session, 3 June 1975, p, 89323,
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1, That no nuclear explosions {peaceful or others

wige) were to be conducted by recipient nations,

2. That effective safeguards shovld be taken against
theft, ‘

3. That reeexport of technology should also be safe~
guarded, | '

4, That no replication would. be yermitted « 1,8,
trensfer of techmology from safeguarded to non-safeguarded
plants, (242

But whether this cartel would be effective 1s the million
dollar question, both metaphoricelly and literally, Fortunately
for the reciplent nations, all indications emphasise the in.
effectivity of the cartel, The Americans broke off negotiations
with Brazil because of the latter ‘s denmnd for mrichéznagl’: fopia-
l1ities; only to find West Germany filling the breach, - gimie
larly, when the Us-Iranian agreement for the sale of reactors
was stalled because of Ironian inpist ence for the setting ’gégf
spent fuel reprocessing plont, Frence ond Germany stepped in,

A strong ocse for carteligation has doen naie by Senator

' (27)
Riblcofi who deals with the three major objections to it, While

(24) ZThe Statesmemn, 20 June 1976,

(25) Gall, n, 14, P.

(26) 1Inia, -

(27) Abraham Ribicoff, "A Market Saving Approach to the

Warld Huclear salaa Problemg®, Forelgn Affaire, July
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it may represent a violotion of antietrust laws (Section One,
- Sherman Act), the law can be walved for reasons of national
securlity, | The second objection is that other reactor supplier
natidn-s would reject Ihiis market sharing .approach, Ridicosff's
golution assumse the prepé;;dermce, m_xdl superiority of UsA in
reactor technology which would force other naticng to negotinte,
and advocates a guarenteed minimum seles to the various reactor
exporting _ﬂrm. The third obdjection, that third world nations
would not deé‘a‘. with the cartel, is easily answered: there would
be no other source for nuclsar reactors, |

A mre pessimistic (end realistic) view is taken by raul
Jaekdw.. (28) He points out that verious nations have autarchie
nucleer'iudustry and to achleve scale economies in production
they need at leaat' a small export market (Frenco for instance,
switched from gas éra;:hite tb 1WR purely for export reasons),
In the near future there is 1likely to be an excess reactor
capacity = which meme a»b'uyér s market, The latter naturally
bargain for enrlchment and reéxdceesing facilities In addition -
as in the cage of Brazil, One important fact is that while the
American reactor industry has a significant domestic wmarket,
thie is not the case with Western Rurope, Thus en American
inspired nucliear embargo is likely to be resented by them eos
an effort to kill compstition la 1a‘concorde_'7. But above all,

(28) ~saul L, Joskow, "The Intermational Nuclear Industry
Today® Forelgn Affaires, July 1976, p, 798,
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there is the problem of billateral diplomecy end the _rol'e of
nuclesr technology in it, Natlons like Iren {oil) 6r South
Africa (urenium) or Bragzil, Spain and Austrelia (aleo uranium)
would all be able to utilise their matural resources @s the
bargaining factor in reactor acquisition, Todsy Wegtern
Buropean nations, France and Germy in particular,‘ feel that
- the gale of nuclear reactors (apart’fram-its inherent profi-
tability}!is'e price worth bayxng to secure tho goodwill of a
crucial oll exéorting nation, Iren, In the futuré; with the
large scale introduction of nuclear power production, such an
argument would also be valid for nrani&nxor thor ium {(for
breedear raagtbrai. Yrospects of halting or even limiting the
spread of nuclear technology is, therefore, virtually nil, The
problem, however, is that having acquired the necessary teche
nology, how many nations would exerclse their weapon options
or use the threat of exercilse of nuclear weapon option to

achieve their nationoal objectivesn,
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Chgﬁt er V

THE KUCLEAR SIRATEGLES OF THARSHOLD BATIONS

That all roesds lexd to Rome is a truism which perhapa is
mst appl 1cablo where nuclear dwdopmt ia cancemed. But
in a’dition, it should be pointed out that they lead in 4ifferent
aanners, to different parts of Howe, &Q-aadly, one can say that
there are three :mdcls for near-nuclear natisne which con be
followed as. yathe to attainmg adequa.te 1everage in nuclaal‘
diploamscy, They are those yrovided by Canada, Israel end India,
But mmedi.ataly aftor uai.ng the ternm ’mdel t g ﬁegreo of qnali.-
fication is necessary, Ko one natlon cm, in totality, provide
a strategic model (in this cass nuclear) for snother, The
specific ‘mlitical end hie#orical' situation in which & nation
finds Ltsulf would be the ultimate determinant, ond since no
two nationa will be in exactly the uama situation, therefora
they can 't follow exactly aimuar routes, But yet sume nations
provide examples from which other nations cmm prorit though
they may not be able to. rmlata. ' S
. ¥he first mael, that of Csng&a, while a theoretical
possidility, is in practical terms irrslevemt from the point
of view of thrashold nations. This is becauge of its wmique
special v"rciatldnship irii;h United Statem, Fcr- all p‘ractlcal
surpopes, it has bem imegrztea inte the Americem defence .
system,- for Cenada has allowed nuclear weapons to be staucnea

on itb aoilinand has o crucial rolc in the early wa_ming syaten,

arhea®s in the 19¢0°'s

(1)  First the Fomarc air defence w for Trident sumarmes.’

and ncw plenﬁ e proviec baaes
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E&conomlcaliy\, strategically =nd culturally, there is a vory

high degree of integration betweem two nations, to 2 degree
unparalled elsowhere in the international system, There can be
no doubt at all that any attack on Canada would be treated by

the Americens @s one on themselves, Therefors when Cenafla for-
mally renounces the nuclesr option, it meane nothing in proctice,
-she faces no credible enemy threat, Secondly, even if there

was a threat, United States would look after it, So Emaﬁar

ie not giving up the concopt of nuclear defence, 5She is instead
passing the buck on to U,5.,A, Further, Canalian troops partie
cipate in NATQ exércises involving tectical nuclear weapons and
sit in the NATO Nuclear FPlemning Group, Being an active member
of NATO, Canala is committed to 2 strategic doctrine which
involves the first use'af nuclear wegpons, Under these circume
etoncen, ¢an this nation claim with credibility to be a non-nuclear
power? Or for that matter cén Japan, West Germony and even Swaden
(though to a lesser extent), advence similsr claime? There is
today a certain category oi‘ povers who exipt in the twilight

zone between a gtrictly nonenuclear status and nuclear weapon
powers, These are the powers who in principle are not opposed

to the wmilitary use of -nuc}ear weapons, contribute to the doctrine
of uge of nucleor weapons in war end who have trained their

| defence forces in the use of nuclear wespons and have them
aveilable in the event of war, These nations approxlmate more

to nuclear weapon nationg than to non nuclesr weapon natians..

Canala falls into this category, Israel is the second and a more
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relevent mdel, The Israeli nuclear Josition has been
deaeribéd !fgy Haselkorn as the "bomb in the basgm&:t'. 2
According %o Yair Twron 4t is o case of use #nd misuse of
ambiguityfa)f The Israell mdel, to.pﬁt it hlmtly, dexcnsa
tratos the congtraints which the international system puts -
on a tlatent weagons programme, ;bnvarsely‘ it slso ewm./hapises
the a&vm_xmga of 'at:?;ainmg nunlsar capabilzl_.ty « end then
shrouding the grogranme in ambiguity, The demonstration
ability to make ntuclear weapons ie as lmportent ss meking the
weapong themnelves; snd Iin sowe cases, ctn be put to a better
diyglomatic use, | ,

Israeli nuclear capability has been briefly dealt with
in the previous chayter, and there can be little doubﬁ that
she has the resources cnd capability to suyyort a weapon
programcfu There have, in consejuence, been povwerful argue
mente in favour of @an oyen Israeli nucleor deterrent, Ibst
of these arguments snvisage either a nuclear Igypt (which is
impossible in the near future) or en Isrzeli inferiority in

. (5)
the field of conventional weapons, as justification for the

(2) Avigdor Haselkorn, *“Israels From en ostion to a Bomd
in the Basement® in Lawrence snd Larus (ed), Bucieap
Zroliferation shase II (Wichitas University of Konsas

J."PQSQ’ 19745«

{3} Yair Bvrons “"lersel ond the Atoms the uses end misuses of
achigulty? 1957-67, Ocdis, vol., 17 no.4, 197374 p, 1326~

*

(4)  Refer to sizhuFlapan, ®Israel's attitude towards the
HLPw, in SI-AT, Nucleur rroliferation froblems (Stockholm,

Almvist end Wiksell, 1974).
(5) Hoselkorn, n. 2. p. 151.
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Frogranne, BnthAthme scenarios wers considered and almost
1meaoﬁm#el_y aftorwords rejected in view of what appesred to be
the overwhelming military superiority of lIsrasl alter 197.
But after 1973‘, the situation appears tov_ have changed somewhat:
the Arabs (which mesns Fgy»t and Syria) have .‘bem able to
achieve a higher degree of couzuand over so.histicatcd weapon
tac}moiOg_y snd are in a position to stay on the ‘&‘151(3 for the
necessory length of tims, And this in view of the ‘ust arabd
mili.téry record is & mjor developoent, ¥ith the hal, of |
Soviet technology, they werc ahle In 1873, to practically neue
tralise the Inra;&li ‘alrforces, Mmd the Syrisns perhaps woui(i
have btroken through Golen Heights but for a combination of
tectlcal errors and illluck, So what appeared ludicrous after
1807 « namely an Aradb bresk through inte the Israell heart lsnﬂ
- doep not aspesr so improbdable after 1973, ané in adéition,
the Israeli faith in their m:dr external gugzport structurs =
the U,5.,4, = hos Bem someshat eroded, sny further Arab oll
boy'cottt may considerably restrict Amxj;cm support of 'israel,
So an israel, faced with progressigl;%;oits traiitional support
structures,; with growing international isclation as well as with
the reduction of its conventionel military suseriority, may
decide to sxsercise its nuclear o tion,

There are m:ny who believe thot a nuclear Israel would
be able to enforce the continuence of the weaa{%’statusquo

' in the Middle Bast, As Steven Rosen points out, mgny of them

sen "Hucleariaatiun and Stabllity in the Middle
©> %;':?lmaogiaréah, Schulz, froliferation gpéythe Neapr

/=
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are ironicslly, Arab scholars, #uad Jabber for instence writes
that 'g nuclear Israel would lead to the following effects
. "Fith the realisation that Israel
cannot bs militarily defested, the rationale
- behind the permsnent state of war the
economic bdlockade, the policy of non-
accevtince and recognition may dbe exsected
to bresk down,.,, in a nuclear context, the
- survivel loperative aight Jrovide enough -
snatifioatian to wake new approaches paasiblc
{by Arab Statas}..-. (7)

Even Hasseﬁim ﬁaikal feeln thet in view of Israel's
growing isolation along with 2 shift in the treditional
palence (7Y éo‘wer, che uou}(.& )hava 1ittl ¢ cholce but to rely

, 8
on the nuclesr deterrent, ind “then the smnds would
have run out for the Arads®, For ‘the mtrbductian of nuclear
weayons in the Mddle Enst would lead to e politicoemilitary
stelemte from which Israel would otviously bemefit, This
in short, is the arguwent in favour of an opm deterrent,

But equally convincing arguments have been ,resented

agoinst the _proepécts_af a nuclear éﬁgdla Bast agm)xgae vthers
B 9

by Hogelkorn Flapmm, Evron, Goldmenn, Yadin ete, There

are fow official Israell pronowmcements on the subject, and

whot 1ittle there are, are extremely cryptic snd confusing,

(eont.tnua.d f om beck .age) : o
() Nucleoar countries (cgmhriaga Ballinger, 19‘?5).

(7) Fiad Jabber, “Iarnel end Huclear Wenpona® (London,
Chetto and Windus 1971) p, 147, Rosen, 1,64 p. 162,

also quotes othur Arad authors to siuller effect like
A.S. Khalidi, cel, Hustala etc,

(8) M, M, Helkal, "Atomic Dapger in the Middle Baat Horlzon,®
" in New Gutloog, Hiddle Kast Hmthly Sopteober 1265,

P. &"5?.
v (B) o/=
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Within lsrael, therc is mn ‘almat, total lack of public debate

on this qgueption an a result of an evidently wwritten

agreement botween various Jolitical jarties. The considera-

tion which inhibit en Isrseli weapons programms have been
briefly suomsrised by Raselkorns

_ 1. *".... Israel remaing highly vulnerable
‘%0 massive damage from only a few nuclear
weapons,.,, (and the) high degree of (posulation)
centralisation is a elear dirincentive to
entering the nuclear wedjpons aren2 where space
is such an advantage®,

2e Roeee T8l Aviv knows that such action

{i,e, the _roduction of nuclear weapons)} would

not only grovoke sm attack by Areba but
probably force the Boviets to station atomic

wenpons in Fgypt and give the Arabs a security
guarentee,®

3. e eee FOnsesslon of nuclenr weapons
wowid not relax Israel 's economic burden since
the military forces wOild have to keep thelr
conventional superiority in order to deter
the more probable secondary tyye claghes,®

- 4, ®*An lsraell nuclear force would tend
to unite the Ared worldy involve tremendous
political costs to Israel, especinlly when the
U.s.A, 16 @0 firmly commifted to en entigrolie
feration policy; ond could eventually roduce
a mmtually nuclesrined Middle Bast, which
would then suffer from an extremely unstable
bal mce of deterrence,* (10) ‘

(9)

(10)

Haselkorn, Flapan and Evron have already been referred
to, For the views of Ir, Nahom Goldmann and Yigal
Yodin sce "The Atom Bonb in Israels A Symposiup® in
New Outlook, MercheApril 1951, p. 15.

Hanelkorn, n, 2, b, 150, Also refer to, William Bader,
Ihe United States @md the Sprecd of Nuclear Weapons _
(Kew York, -egesus i30B) PP, 0=83, To Beatan ond
#uddox, The Soread of Buclear Weapons (London,Chatto and
windus, 19}) p. 218, Haselkorn, n,2, also refers in

/=
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‘We thus note thnt there are advantoges in lsrael making
end yublicising the nuclesr weocpon (ae s last resort deterrance)y
and ot the sam'tim advantages in not doing so, The Ilsraelis
decided to utilise at the same ﬁim aﬁvantéges aceruing from
.both the o timms and therefdra to exercise both options, This
could be ﬂ:ane, as one writer jut it, if Israel aid not adopt

a8 “Westernised yattem in 4eveloping 8 nualear weapan, that 1a,
m intensive developmental of fort culminat:l.mfg in a test shot
which proclaims globally ttia attainmant of the new nuclear power
atatua'.up In other words Israsl should be able to masintaln
o continuun extending from a puclear wcapﬁm capability to a
secret nuclesr ersenal, This is precisely what le memnt by a
'bomb in the basement, * o

From the point of view of sn Israeli decision maker, the
secret or not so secret. nuclerr arsensl would be able to solve
meny of his 4ifficulties purely due to its uncertsinity, As
pointd out esrlier, sn Israeli annsuncement that it has stocke
Piled o certain nunber of nuclesr wenpons would, in all proboe

| (12)
bility, lead to Arab nuclearilsatiom, It 1s possible, though

(10)  Continued from back pages

his above quote to

(1) Ylarael - Ariv, "lsrasl.drab gtatess: Neuclesrised
or Denucleariscd?? (Tel Avivi Amlkam 1806) .
- (11) Y, Ber, “lsrael's sesurity - Yesterday, foday,
Pomorrow® (Lel Aviv, Amikam 1960}, They are
Both in Hetrew,
(1ii) B. ﬁutherforﬂ “israel and the Bomb*, Cazbridge
Roviem, Decenber 2, 197, pp. 15-60.

(11) Heselkorn, n,2, 12) «/=
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improbagle that such an ennowncement could be a bluff, If
thig piure 1s called, it would be disastrous for Israel, Om

e wholey therefore, Israel has much to l-da'e by an open
declaration of ita nuclear statua, irrespective of wh,éthér this
declaration is a bluff or is real, In addition to the cons- |
traints mentioned above, Evron points out thet nuclear weayons
“would be impogsible to usge in limited conventional war.ua}!snd
given international prossures in regional conflicts, there
cen _'be 1ittle doudbt that eny future Arad lsraeli war would
still be a limted one, Lastly, a nuclesr Israsel would provide
goviet Union with a greater leverage among the Arab states « 3
situation which Ierael is anxious to avelad,

Altemat;eify, Israel cen adopt a ,osture simllar to that
of Canale « 1,e, sign the NJT and rencunce the vaaponz option,
This is the courge what is urged, within Israel, by xmominmt
scholars and scientista anlu&ing some former members of the
Israeli Atomic Ehorgy comiaeion. (a4) For the Israeli hawks
it aeeng vimpruﬁent thet for the fear of a8 mutually nuclearised
Middle Bast in the distent future, Israel should give up what
is both a strategic aéset as well as a bargaining tool,
Thercfore, it appesrs that;) an Iaraéli decision maker prefers

to follow the 'meert'ainify principlet,

(12) It must be em.hasised that any aignif;lcant Arab
nuclesr effort can only be made with Soviet support,
In the last onalyses, the Arebs will always have
to rely on Séviets for both for conventional and
nuclenr armaments,

(13) Evron, n,3, p. 1333,

(14) For example rrofeasors ¥, Olendorf (Heifa Technion)
and 8, Sa.mburaky (Hebrew University),
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Whot appears to be an anbiguous olicy would give
Isragel o sclution to the Gjilemm 1t is faced with, First of
all, Israel would bs able to continue the nuclear o.tion and
exercise it in the future, Her nuclear auperlority would
continus, for she ¢enm continue hor research on the grogranue
in en unrestricted though secret azamner, I sd4ition, =n
awblguous nuclear }ef;ucy would hei;v ensurc the nonenuclear
status of the Arabs, There would be loss Arab pressure on
U.B.5.4, for nucleat'am énd thus 1599 likelihood of a cutually
nuclewrised Vest Asia, Mot important, the noneexsrcise of the
exylicit nuclemr weajons option served as a bargaining leversge
during arms negotistions with the U,S,; sarticulerly because
the 0,5, displaycd sgxsitivity to the condition of that option
at eny given tim.ug) |

AS esrly es 1262, Yigal Allcn indicated thut Israel
- was willing to trade its nuclear programme for aid in the 16)
conventional weapons fleld, He was supported by BesnGurion,
ior a short while BenGurian, md later Ls}’%??Sthi’ sought an
allisnce with either USA or with tha NATO, vhen this @814
not work out, the Israelis ultimately decided to postpone
their weapons option in favour of a steady flow of conventional
arss from U.5.A, Kenneldy offered Hawk surface to air micsiles
to Israel in return for an Israeli decision not to develop

(15) Hoeelkorn, n.a,' P, 186, Also rofer BEvron, &, 3,

g‘ 1337"
{(17) Bar Zohar, Armed Zrophet (London, A, Berkar and Co.,

1867) pp. 182«dy 50«8 and 202«4,
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17
nuclesr weajpons, Uliimately, agreem:it =0 reached between
Usa ond 19:2551 in 1966 {note the yesr) uhereby Israel promised
‘not to extend sctivities of Dimone renctor, In return, the
United States would supply Israel with sufficient smount of
conventional weapons to enosbie her to maintain her local
=il itary sweriori.ty.{m}“ s ol however reserved the right
$o resexamine the situation if conventional supplien fall
below the limit naeﬁ!eﬂ to confront the Arab 8%3235.(20’ Once
this eg'teement wag reached, ﬁhere was No reason on earth as
to why Israel shoulé éﬁick to it, The United States, for
various Gomestic ressons, finds 1taslf 8o deeply connitted
to Ierael that even if Israel sxtends Dimmao activities,
thére is nothing sha can do about 1t,  Thero are reports of
unofficial American inspection of Dimma, btut at the seme
tims, there are aleo rejorts t}‘:g)mmna activities may have

hean extended after July 1970,

{18)  Jabder ‘: é P. 124, Also refer New York Times,
e

June |

{19) Aubrey Hodes, WL@M (New York,
' Funk mda wasnalla 1068), pp. 236-6, Lefer a.lso $o
Leonard RBecton, "Why israel does not need the boxbd®,
Hew Hiddle Exnt 1960 who seys that in 1908, Israel
was allovwed to bRy S50 phantoms 1t and only :Lr it
reatx?ice% its nuclear activities,

(20} Sisha ?139&‘1' Be Gy Ve 278,

(21) Baaaliwm, N, P 108, The extemsion of nuclenr actl.
vitlies is u.akeé to increasing Soviet support for
Arphs end the slow erosion of Israsll military dominance,
which culminated in the shooting down of & <hantoms in

/=
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Whether lerael ectually possesges fully fabricated
nuclear wenpons is & matter for speculation, It is also irre-
levant, What mttors is that Israelie have been successfully
able to create en impression that in all probebility they do
pnssesa'weamﬁa’, As Evron says “ghat matters is the imoge
you create on the other pids, *‘22} On the one hand thers are
many “mgorta- that Israel has actna!.iy fabricated weapone,
Stemming from usually pro—l‘.sx?wli eoumeé, they give rise to
the suspicion that these fudiciovs leaks may not be without
Isrsell approval, The question of subjective oredibility is
of little importence; what matters is that th&y serve lsraell
objectives, In 1969 Iersell officials m::our(agd m article in
. DarSpeigul which clalmed that lsrasl was mufactnrmg fission
bomba, <8) Since then & nuamber of gources which are interested
in the waelfare of Israel have elther cloimed that she is mepu.
facturing weagons or have dropped hints to that effect, Among
them are Richard Eelmaigu {ex-CIA director testifying bef'?gg)
Senate Forelgn Relations Coxmittes); Semator Stuert Syming ton
the SyIRI 1972 Yeor .boekiz&)twhich aays that &wican‘ intellige~
nce is convinced that nine nuclear bo:nﬁs have been wmade); Jene's

(21) Continued from previous page »

July 1970, Haselkorn soyss "If Israel in fact coved
from an option to build nuclear weapons t0 8 decision
to do ae, the critical judgeaent was maﬂo in mid 1970.%

{22} B?rﬁng n. 3, P, 1338,
(28) DerSpeigel in Moy 1969 Isrsell F.heonragmmt to the

article i3 cleimsa in New York Times, Moy 8, 1969 p, 185,
Cited in Ceéorge Quester: Lhe ZoIﬁ_Fé of Hu::l%ar Lrolie
feration (Jo'm Hopkins rress, Baltimore, 1973), P. 99,

-/O



- 118 =

- (27)
*All the World Alrcraft?,

mil itary a.fféﬁire‘ editor of New York Times), London's Daily
’ ' {29) (30) " {31)
Tel egraph, Bers;?iggz, the ‘sunday Times Ingight teanm,

{e8)

willlam Beecher, (the

and Henry Kissinger, A |

Israeli political leaders have also directly added to
the wcertainity by acting like modern Oracles of Delphi,
Yigal Allon says that while Israel will not be the firat to
introduce nuclear weapons in the Middle Rast it would not be

(34}

{33) ‘ '
second either/ | " Bpr ahim Kat zir annownces that Israsel

» -'/ﬁ ' ’ )
(24)  HNew York Times, July 18, 1970,
(25) Ma'ariv (Tel Aviv) July 13, 1971,

(26) sm&%zfaar, Book (Stockholm, Almvist and Wikeell, 19072),
Pe 3 L] )

(27) Jeme's *all the World Adr Craft*(london, Jane'’s Year
| »?eggg)?ps 595 (1970-71)3 p. 636 (1971-72) end p, 666
1 5 3. .

(28) International Herald Tribune, October &, 1871,

{(29) Qﬁcteﬁ in Lawren.e Froeiman, "A Nuclesr Middle East 2%
~ Zreasent Tense, Winter 197§, p,” 20,

(30) sigel, My 5, 1969,

(31) Times "Insight Team¥, The Yom Kippur War (Doudble Day,
New York, 1974), P. .“583.

(32) 1Inia,

(33) Jewish Observer, 24,12,1964, Quoted in Ivron, n, 3,
P. 1340, o

(3a) New York Times, December 5, 19%,
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has the potm*ial to yroduces atomic weapone and will do so
%if we need it%, %bghc Myan(ss’ also says that Israel has
the capadility to mﬁkﬁ A-‘-‘Sarmbs 2just in ceso ﬁrah nations
ever threatened to use one", While feraeli sources ars ,
snppcéoﬁ to have told the gmaag' S‘imgvthac. they have upto ,/'
b nuclear bomba(.%é? 7ot they react strongly to a fims wegazine
" claim that Israel has 13 suclear -waamna.(aw - The Mi'arive i
pays that these claime are g “amixture of speculation, political
gossip and partial mformtm:ﬁeaj The net result any way is |
the necessary degree of uncertainity desired hy the Israelis,

ir Israel pleys uyjon the uncertainty fastor by not
oxélodinz £iasion ﬁo'mks, India plays upon the same fector by
doing the obverae - 1,8, conducting a nuclear explosion and
disavowing mniﬁry- fin:mf;icnsi. - Yot the very fact that nuclear
explosion has alroady bembcﬂaucteﬂ' lcéﬂa one to examine end
plece greater om,hasie on the stages of the Inaian nuclcar
yrogram:e and technological promems which constrain it, 391
the firet stage of the Indign muclesr programse sjanned the

(sa)v The Lgibm y 29 :my 197,

(36) Ibvia,

(37) jpinancisl Times, 6 Agril 1976,

(38) Quoted in ibia, | | , |
(aéf) Refer to R, Rama Rao hnmamm Huclear srogross =

& balsnce ahset" uarterly, vol, XXX, no, 4,
Qctaber-]}wa'ﬂwr 1974, Pp. 239=-53,
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yeoors 1847 to 1955 and involved the training of the necessary
scientific pereonnel, The socond stage involved tho setting
up of research reactors in Trombay, mainly with foreign aid,
The next step vwas marked by the introduction of power reasctors
at Torapore and Rena spratap Sagor, ogein with foreign atd
playing a dowinent role, Todey, India 1o poised on the fourth
stage » namely the conptruction of ap indigenous power rseactors
which would lead to iminhibited access to fisslle material,
his brief backgrownd of the nuclear prograzme is necessary
in order to a@ghasise thot as of ﬁé,ta, there is, within Indis,
only one accessible éourca of safeguard free < u-238, That 1is
the CIRUS (40 &) Conedien research reactor at Trombay, 4All
other nuclesr rcagtors in eperétion have atthei‘ been placed
:mﬁér Iaca safoguaéda or are gers energy recctors, Thers are
other contraints on India emerging as & muclesr weapon power
imvediately, What zeny writers sesem to ignores is that {ission
weapons are Guelitatively different Ifrom nuclesy oxploe&vgg?)
One nesdis 80 histiceted accessories which are integral parts
_of en adsyuate nuclegr programm.““ & primery requirement
is suitadble ﬁclivm.veﬁﬁsls, Uy of the components for a
space vehicle such as guidmmce systems mnd tracking rafiars

have to be brought from externa] sources, In faet theo first

(40) E.g Subtreseniem Swomy, "A Veapon Strategy for a
imglear india®, in the above issue of India Quarterly,
PPe 373*?5;

{41) epecially for a nation which has a iong term view,



Indien matellite e o8 lmeied, with a Soviet launch vehiclo ’

1

India's SLV-3 rocket is not expected to be ready before 1978
and even that is an optimistic oatxmte.(“} All this 18 ?/
result of the inadequate attention devoted to the technological
infrastructure needed for gnucltar weapons pragr‘ammé (m.- |
cielly in éomparison with China), @d appears to have ut;{zmmd
froa an Indien dacision not to go Ain for a weaj)ons R ogranTe
at this stoge, The firat comprchemsive effort in the nuclear
and space programmes starteld only in 1970 « the Sarabhel °
PrORTr aume » nd even that 1e now four-five yerre bhehind
achoﬂﬁle. (4?} ,&mt from the warhends anfl delivery systexs,

s nation intending té go nucluér would have to invest in
m:rvélli&cs Satelliten, surveillance ralars, hardened sllos,
wieroswave cazmmtcation»aystam; survivadble command posts end,
alternstive commmication lmks, rissile warning mﬁarsh
electronic data processing systems in adsquate meapure, I:u
India, the investment and consequently the resulting development
in this fleld 1s, as yet, mmaquate; In short ahé 414 not
have the capability on 18 ay, 1974 to begin a sus‘tameﬁ

nuelear wea.on m'ogzamma. '

(a2 suhrahmyam “i'be Indien Buclesr Fxplosion snd its
. Iazpoct on 3scuri.ty,* indin Quart s Dctodbers
Dece: har’ 19?4’ ,P; 250,

(43) subtrahmenyam, India aptitudes towards the K2T' in
sIsRI1s Buclaar sroliferation froblsms, p, 268,

(44) '.‘Foaﬁi,ons for Indis®*, p, 11, Fuclear Wes,ons snd India‘s
Smurity“ sexinoar held by Inltituto for Defence Studies
and &nalyaes onéd the Indien Cowncil of World &rfairu,

.

./"

//
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Apart from this, there wes one more reason - the real
reason - why the Indian nuclear explosion hed to be a ¥peaceful"
ons.ﬂs} As we have pinted out eeriie: the plﬁtanium‘rar the
#NE wap derived from the Canedlen CIRUS reactor, The 1954
bilateral agreexemt regarding this réaetor was ¢leoxr that it
would 6n1y be uged for peaceful purposes, Fortunately for India,
there was no. prevalent &éfinition of the term « peaceful uses,
Indie therefore ingisted that a peaceful nuclesr sxplosion was
included in the definition = & point of view which Congia 414
“ not agree with, Binc_s it wag obvioug frmri the 1960's that until
tha Kal pakkam :-aaetor wag set up, any nuclear test would have
to be a ,NE, India startcd laying the dijlomatic ground for it,
The Honesroliferation Triaty wag attacked mainly on the ground
that it prohidited M E's, Again end again India's determination
to go ahead with peaceful auclear exploeions wes mwroclaimed, In
1966, India ptated as much to the ENIC while in 1972, the farlies
sent was told bty the Defence Minister that the AE was studying
the technology to conduct wmderground nuclear explosions for
peaceful pm’?oaes.“é) In 1970-71 both the Ffrims Minister
and Vikram Sarabhal pointéd out that the Inéian nuclear policy

_ {47)
414 not rule out INE's,

(45) FPor the sake of conformity with Indian strategic literature,
the May 18 test will be referred to 2s a :NE,

(46) See V,C, Trivedi's speech to First Committee of UN,
October 31, 1966, Also Jagjiven Ram's speech in Lok Sebha,
May 2, 1972, Quoted in Subréchasnyam, "India's Nuclear
folicy® in Morweh Schulz, n, 6.5 p. 148,

(47) Quoted in Subrahmanyam, *Indias Keeping the Option Open®
in Lawrence and Larus, n, 2, p. 116,



o124 -

Yot India has kept her militery options open Gespite
all the m.»hasis on i‘H’E's; The Inds.sm leaders have not totally
ruled out m:}.iitary ugage of nuclear explosions, It is rather
remliscient of the days bhefore May 18, 1874 when tﬁay di4 ‘not

rule out' ¢NRBs, For instances |
‘"Nehru stated his hope that India would develop atomic

power for peaceful uses but 'warzieﬂ that, a8 long as the world
. was congtituted as it was, a'é'ery cnuntry'weulﬂ- have to develop
and uge %he'lateﬁt scientific - devices for its pm.qcmn.n“s’

| fehruls willingness to keep thé option open 414 not
meen that he favoured development of the bombs by India, BHe
wag againgt it, But he lmeé the political value of keeping the
option opm."“m

» s, Géndhz, a decade later, was blunter, She Told
Mohemmed Helkal in an intervies that if .olitical conditions
so required it, Indis would give conaiﬂ:b:atian to exs(sgg%aing
its nuclear option in favowr of a military programne, A year
leter, Indla's Doputy Defence Minister was still less diplomatic
in telling ~orlisment that if nuclear weapon nations resorted
to nuclear threate or use of nuclear weapons elsewhere in the
wqrid, such actions m}ghﬁ'cﬁ?nsgg; the Indian decision not %o

menuf actures nuclear weapons,

(48) lorne Kevic, India's
19&7!\; p. 28,

(49) Arthur Lall - Quoted in &, Kapur, "The Indian Test and
Ruclesr Game Ruieg® in vIn%tituts for pefence Studies and
Amalyses Journal, July-September 1974, P, 3b.

(50) rzatriot, March 31, 1973,

(51) Hindu, August 30, 1974,

uest for Securit (California,



= 125 =

Sowswhot llke Israel then, Indlia is also following
a strategy of non-upe of the ostion, While Israel undoubtedly
has odequate nuclesr expsbilities wnd has in all probability
fatricat«d crude weapons, it is still to formally oxercise its
o tion, Indle is in almost the same poaitioﬁ uéepﬁ that it
has esphasised its capability further by conducting a HB, It
still possessen the option, But evem if it wénts to, it cannot
exercise it sg of now, The importance of the noneuss of the ope
tion will increase once the sapablility to iméertake a military
programume dev:aieps.{sm

Some explanstion is hauewab nasied for the reagon why
'Inaia diverged from the path followed by Israel, This coan de
found in their Aiffering world views, Israsl has always exploi
ted' the cold war si.tuattan{sm ty leaning to one side, Since
it is allied to cne of the two puper yowers, thers are certain
restrictions o serating on it, One of these r-catriéticns is its
inability to aliehate. the super power on & cruclal lssue like
jroliferntion, Thersfore its non exercise of the option «» at
_leant formally., %he option itmelfl is developed in case the
suyer power allicnce proves insfequate as a security safeguard,
India on the contrary, exploits the cold war situwation by

»
Y .

(52) Once the entire Kalpakkam comslex is completed,

(53) By the term “Cold War Situstiom®, whot is meunt is
the basic contradiction in the world batween U.S.A,
and U,.5.5,.8, This is dcemed to continue despite

the detete,
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refusing "{:ﬁ ally with elther power, Such a policy is endae
.ngared 'by the mmager#ent» of regional ct:izt‘li_::ta by the two super
powers acting in coliusion, ._ This is pzfeir:ieel’y' what ha.pened

in the esrly stages of the Bangladesh crises, The !y 18th
test could therefore ‘ba a reagsertion of India's independent
stance, The test could be dsemed a demonsiration of India's
nonealignment even after the Indo-Soviet treaty, Faced with
growing Sino~Americen collusion, an India with its back to the
wall had to conclude the ‘cteaty. ihe nucle;ar test cenm then be
seen as é. c¢heck or as & corrective measure to what would eppear
in weafm eyee o8 following an exeessive' aﬂng towards one of
the super powers, Yet anotl;er oxplaaaﬂmi could be that the
test was a resction to the inprecedented threat to Indiem
security in the ai‘tei-math of Kise:inger 's China trip, The My
18th test may have been India's snswer to the Shenghal commmique,
Any or all these explenations may be true in view of the gemsrsl
agreement that the Indiem decislon to go ahead with INE test
was teken in 1971.(5# For our purpeses what m :meorta_xt is
that desplte certain divergencies, Indla like Israel, continues

(58)
to build up its nuclear ¢apability,

(54) Subrahmanysm, n, 42 writes, "A reasonable gueass is
that the decision has taken in all probability aloeng
with the signing of the Indo-Soviet treaiy, following
Dr. Kissinger?'s visit to China® (p, 267).

(55) IMost of the writinge on the pubject envisage the exercise
of the Indian weapon option in view of the Chinese threat
(i) subrahmanyam Swamy, B, 40; (ii) Subrahmanyam, n, 4
end Subrahmonyam, n, 46, _



- 127 -

Having developed its capability, what doee India gain
by stretching 1ts option? The Israeli gain is obviouss (1)
conventional weayons from U,$5.A,; (i1i) sreventing nuclearigae
tion of enemies, Neither of these congiderations operate
for India, 1India is not alliecd to eny power in & manner
analagous to Israel end USA, India does not face the prospect
of m overwhelmingly superior conventional:phreat which might
force her into a nuclear militery programme, Both this Chiness
end the Pakisteni conventisnal thrcabs can be easui met by
conventional meens, Evaz the pésaibil ity of nuclesr threat
to India s not vury high, Miwch as one would like to conclude
otherwiae, motivations for the Indlan nuclesr policy cennot be
found in her military poliey, '

1f any one fector can be called the motivating factor,
it has been India's search for a g:ositiah in the intornational
heirerchy which she considers apg:rapriate for herself, None
alignuent was the first manifestation of the search. In a sense,
it was the goearch itself, Now the Ns?, as has been doalt with
in an earlier chapter, was an expression of the existing intere
national power structure, It divided the world inte two claar
categories - the nuclear powers end the non-nuclear powers,
India was, to her intense dissatisfaction, relegated to the
second category, If ahé wos to strike a blow againet the NIT
syaten which refused to satiesfy her ambitions, she had to do
so before 1976 « the year of the RIT Review Conferemce, The
Indien tent decision was & political decision in the strict
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~semoe of the ter_m;, It wap on attempt to unsermine the KT
bererg it sequired further legiticacy, and it perhaps
succesdied in ﬁomg 80, | |

Prom the decision to wlermine the 827 flowed inescas
yobly the logic of the Indian nuclesr ogtion, The effort
had to be something mra thmn msre cé,pabﬂ ity but something
less then o weaponsg prograome, The JNE wes the onewer, BRot
surprisingly, the EE is a reflection df the general Indian
attiﬁe:aio tonards international relaticne « 8 nixture of
devicummess snd coupromice, Inain's dom-stic ;inlit‘ical
environument grecludes her from openly defying the super powers
md the 'world opinion®, In contrast, Chino's commamiet
cherecter focilititates and sometimes cven necersitates the
Pgtondting upto the world® attitudle, China therefore went a‘esd
with & ciear wesjons tas%. India prosumably Qecided to traverse
the route in a round-about way end jpreferably in two stages,
The first stags stretches from nucless capabllity to sNE, The
second ptoge would be 4f the decision is taken, to mve f{rom
ANB to a weapon status, But that is still very much in the
future, The result of {:hc ¥ay 18 teat com be punmed up as

followss

¢4) It coused a breach in the N:T by introducing a new
catigory of nuclear noneweapon power, This in effect stretched
the §ividing line betwean nuclenr wes,on md non.nuclecr

nationg,



(11) Indla gained prestige by conducting nuclear explos
slonss that is by completing one half of the route to the

wedsonsg stotua,

{iii) It further derived prestige from the fact that
thore exists o posalbililty to move from NE stotus to weayon

status,

{iv) The fourth result, which was unintended, was that
it helped other nationg to breach the H2T in future by following
the Indien excmple md conducting HR's,

hpart from the five nuclesr weajon povers and the three
mdels we have considered for threshsid nations, the two
nations which connot ba ignored in view of their tremsndous
nuclenr potential are %ost Germany end Jajan, It has boen
poirted out earlier, that they are quite simllar to Candle,
with divergences of course, All of thex rely on the U,§.,
nuclear umbrells, But from ihemhmicw point of view, the
hierarchy of interest based on geographical proxinmity will be
Canafta, Gercony and Japan, Not surprisingly this has been the
order of ratification of the He¢T » Conada first ad Japan last,

The first reamson then, that West Germeny (and Jayan)
should not cxercice its weapor option is that it is slready
umder & nuclear uchrella, Biually iwrfant- wes the fect that
these were the two nations which had ignoainy of being on the
loping side in the world war, They are still distrusted « i,e,
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not guite accepted in {;hc: @tgmatiénal eysten, sgflat Union
is uneasy at the groagéat at g powerful Germmy ;siat as UshA
wlil bde ot the prospect of a powerful Japan, Thene are the two
nations egainst whgm the H,.2,%, waﬁ rveal,lyv aimﬁ at, .

Jasan bhas further dissdvent gges of Eéins extremiy depmie
dent on external sources for nuelsor fuel, as well as having
limited aren md high population dtms-ity., Both these arguments
apply to Gernany too, ﬁatgrai_ly, these two natiors are well _
aware of their vulnerability in this razam and are ta&ing st ope
to over coms L%, Jopun 1is conducting n_tgoﬂé'!:m;xs with
Australia while Cearmmy hag alroeady reached 2 denl with Bragil
for nucleor fuel, _

In the past, the decision to "go nuclaaﬂ hes bHeen teken
by & naticn which wats to scquire fuithér s0liticoemil ttary
indepemdence viseaevie its dominant hloc portner, This is not
the case with Gernamy which has shown extrame reluctance to
shoulder its own defences buwden., 5o fer, thet has been the
cage with Jayen too, but ite futuro course of action is diffil.
cult to gredict, In éﬁﬁitian, nelthor of theac nations faces
uny sericup gecurity threat, contrary to what met of the
iiterature on the subject, 11 security threat 1s treated as a
rationale, Japm hes a better case then Germany' is for the
thoetage® stennrio 88 a result of 2 Sino=-Americn war is
slightly more crcdible thm & Seviet invesion of Barope, HNot
tofiny perhaps, ’but in the future, On the whole neither Je m
nor Germany ore likoly to ®go nucleer?®, But both of them show
every lilteliihood of buﬂéing up their nucleny capability,
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(Arfected by the oil crisis, these motions heve lamched an
mte!iaiva arive in favour of nuclear pawér).- But it would be
very 4ifficult for them to overcome tha mjor obstacle to thelr
nuclear stattua hasely determined super power ogmsition.ws »

The majdr question thén». is the nuclear strategy likely
to be followed by other threshold nations, Understendshly
accurate predictions are #ery ﬁifricﬁlt‘ In view of recent
dﬂelopmnta. in the lower half of Afr.i;x:tz, South #frica' in coning
increasingly into prominence as the noxt céndiﬂﬁte for prolie
feration. South Africa, 28 one atudy puts it, might take the
decision to exercice a nuclear option which it is fust developing
in view of general ostracisation of the rest of the world md
the Eaatern. reluctance to ineorgorafn South Africa 1nto thetir

{588) Por a aiseuaaion on the Japmeaa proapaets of proliferae-
tion refer tos

- {1) Yoshiyasu Sato, J’a;san 'n resgonae to Nuclear
Develnpments in Marwah and Schulgy n, 63 (i) Mesataka
Kasakai Jayan 'n nuciuar oytiana in Kemp Hfaltz-grat‘r

end Ratemamm, Th ,

(Lexington, D.C. Hegth md Ce. 1874); (1i1) Sabutc
Kato, J’upazi. Juest for Stratogic Com)atibility in
L-wrgnce and Lsrusy n, 2,3 (iv) R, Imal, The Nonefroli-
faratior Treaty: The Ja »meae Attituds Three Years Alter

signing,. In §1-RI, Buclear Jroliferation Sroblema,
R, (v) A, Woblatettar wJaoan 's Securitys Buwcing

After thﬁ Shock," Forei * so11c 9; (Winter 1972-73)3
{vi) J. W, Yorley, Forecast for ?Ta #s Security in tho
960'3 (New York, Colombia University rress, 1972)

vii) Kitehi’ Saski, Japen's Security in "the tultie
mlar Yorld ,“Molyhi :ayer Ho,92, ,
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otructures of multilateral ﬁermee,(%)_ The temptation would
increase once Bhodesia is liberated and nationalist fronts
start concentrating their guerilla activitics on the bagtion

of apartheid, From the late 1860's, demands have been made
from time to time that a nuclear arsenal should be built up for
prestige purposes, "We should have a bomb to grevent aggre-
esion from ioud mouthed Afro-Asiatic states =-~ mney is no
problem, The cag)ital for such a bomb is available®, (57 so
said Ir, Andrles Vipser, a Meuber of the Atomic Fnergy Board,
General E,J, Martin, the Army Chief of stalf 1s quotedi to the
effect that the Republic was resdy }ta moke its own nucleasr
waapoim anfd linked it {0 the incresging South African Iinterest
in :nissues.(&m iven Dr. A.J,R, Roux, Dircctor-Gemneral of

the Atomic Fnergy Board, has claimed that sguth Africa 1is

in a position to. mske nucle:r weapons, (59) S50 does his

Desuty Dr. Louw Alberts, South Africa's ability to conduct
nucleor explosions in the near future is not belng questioned
he’re; A recent SIrRI satudy for Instance notes that “to those
conccrned with the threat of nuclear sroliferation, the prospect

of South Africa achieving nuclesr power status appears hi hly

(s6) J.E Spence,"The Republic of South Africas Froliferation
: and the solitice of Outward Movement® in Lawrance and
Larus (ed) n,2, p. 40, -

(57) Bew York News, F,bruary 28, 1965 Quoted in Spence,
n, $, P. 45,

(s8) Sun&az Fxpress (lLondon), December 22, 1968 Quoted i.n

(59) 3)3 Beelﬂ(ﬁretoria) July 26, 1970, Quoted in ibid,
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(61)
Gengerous,...” The problem is, having the capability,

'doea she hav:s the willingnsss to exerclse the weagon option?
Thére are various factors which inhisit or render winecessery
the exercige of the weapsn option,

To-bogin with, the major threat to South Africe would
coms from guerilla rovements ond not from conventional armies
as in the case of Israel, Nucleer weapone ars of no use
against them, But then, those who fear the South African
nuclear weapons may argue, could ;t, not be uséd against those
natima.tiike Zambla, t»bzav:.biqué otc,) which skiocld and provide
bagen for guerilins? ZThe angwer i;as to be In thé negative
agaln, Ae CGeorge Quester has polnt«d oui by cenufecturing
nucleor weayons iteelf, South Africe peemingly would stand
'to gain 'lcssf.than it wéuld lose, Its cénventional gsuperiority
over eny political oyponent in Africa is 8o clear that It would
" herdly scem advisabla to change the rules or the gaze,* (02)
South Africa‘’s dependence on the west is mmcthber inhibiting
factor,, ~ Ske hes to r'aiy ‘on them for solitical, econowmic,
ai,)lamtm end milii.ary support snd therefore is unlikely to
alienate then by contributing to oroliferation. Instead,
like larael, it would be encugh to develo, a nuclecr capability
and the hargain with them for conventional support if the

Jaly 1l 197«%. Quoted in SI RL3 %“Southe
onflict® {Stockholm,

(60) _B;m*! Baﬂy i‘a.il‘
Almvia‘t *'md ‘:ﬁksen 19?6), Ps 1@8.
(01} Sixﬁli 4 I &G’ Pe 147.

(62) George Quenter, n, 23, »p. 201-208. Also see Award
Bustin, "South Africaf’s Foreign solleys Alternad ives
and ﬁeterrmca K eds?® in iareah Schulz {(ed), n,.ou,



weapon oytion is not to be egercised; | Where Suuth_&i’rica ‘s
nuclecr bargaining 1s concerned, one factor cennot be ovore
Gmyhﬁéiﬂﬁ@ ﬂ,‘t_‘ae foct that she hes 25% of the world's ureniuva
reserves. ®Ihe Republic wes in a bargoining position egual
to that of eny Arab cowntry with o lot of oil, in terms of
the world’s mergy crieis“‘(ba) In ell 1ikelihood then,
South Mtieé wiii‘ fb’llcm a nuclear strasegy similar to thot of
iIsrael, with less emshasis on the last resort deterrent, |
Apart {rom the nations alreaﬁy ddsoussed, other 1ikely
cmﬁtdates for nuclear proliferation (in ths not so near future)
are Brazil end Argentina, 4And in the ctiil moro distent future,
Irem, Brazll isp, with Ves=t Cernan assistence, engagef in a
mafor effort to build up its nuclear mbﬁuatry." 1% hes acquired,
in the world ‘s largest nuclenr deal, an entire nuelenr fuel
cycle 1 :aving little doudt of its futurs intentions, It is
mteras’cmg in this context, tc note thot Bra-zu‘xan india'e
ptrongest au,,smr_ter‘ in attacking e&rticla IX af‘ the BPT, In
gddition she has made it vory clear that she does not hanme
that the Tlateifdco frenty prohidbits tﬁE'a.“}“ Tharp in a
’cfnmea that aha may foilow the Indier mdel, 58 for Argentima
gnd Irem, i1t ie atill too early -to refiict, | Qrgm’ﬁina would de
wiivated in her nucleur wilcy by Rer ﬁomacic situation, her

{(63) Laow Albdert in _i}_gﬁ ‘I}any mx, July 1, 1874, Quotcd
tn SI1.I, n. 605 2. 133,

(64) 3.0 H, Jon Rosemboum, Brazil's Nuelear Aspirations in
tnrwah, sehulz (o, )n b.y 2a 271,




desire ‘t}ov'géi:i furtﬁ.er autonony from USA end her rivalry with
Brazil, At least one writ-ar.haa pradicted that she would |
go Israel's way, «35}

The Iranian motivations are simpler to understand,
The nucleor policy is in line with her entire defence md
'fdraigﬂ pollicy, vgl;ich alms to ﬁ:az;imise }the Jscostige and influe
ence deérived fm;h her oll reserves, Her nuclear programme
is etill iIn too rudimentary a ‘atag;e:;qf'e_xcite further comment,
This is also the caﬁé with eg’s;.gtan. B&th thoece nations have
recently embarked mthﬁsmatically or the path of anuclecy
development, Zakisten's aim i less Smbitious them Iran - for
only wantsg to cownter the nnalear fthreot® which 1t percolves
from Iuﬁia Ber major problems are not so mvech technological
as sconomical., She slmply does not have the resource«base to
wndertoke even & mdest nuclear programme, The selution %o
that cen énly be provided by collaboration withv.ﬁrab states,
tne point shouid be emhasised, India, Isrsocl, South Africs,
Bragil, Argentina amd evem Iron want to use the nuclear factor
in bdargaining with a guper power. This 16 not the case with
Pekisten, Anyway none of the four obove nations is, despite
their being included in this discussion, really threshold

" nations, ibre need not be said about them,

{(65) C,H, Versmm, Incentives for Nuclear Froliferetions The
Case of Argentma in Marwah end Schulg, n,.6, ;}. 28&
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CORCLUSIOR

The object of studying history is evidently to use the
past to draw lepesons for the futwre, The history of the last
thirty yesrs is signifidaht for the impact of nuclesr weapons
on international reletions, In the five preceding chasters,
we havé attemyted to delineate the grocess of nuclesr strategic
md technological developments, concentrating on its diplomatic
aspects, Intertwined in this are gmeralisations regarding the
future of nuclear @iplomacy, The alm of the conclusion is to
sresent in a mre logicsl fashion, the asnessaent of the future
of nuglear Gigiouﬁcyé

Historically, United States mtorted the nuclesr arms race
after its succossful tept at Alamgordo. The Americens, after
Hiroshim2, procceded to duild sround fission weapons on aura of
tremendous prestige, 1t was scem as the absolute weapon = the
ultimate In the technology of destruction, the myth was created
fairly effectively, that it was only the 'bomb' which prevented
the éommﬁnist “hordes® from overrunning, Burcpe end Asla, And
the United Stat.s, the selfeayointed protector of all the "free
world® values, was by virtue of beiﬁg the first nuclear power,
able to Suttrcss its hogemny over thc nonegoclaliat worla.

fhe"aatbciation of nuclear weapons with big power status
was further enhénced by the use to which the aAmsricans put it
in their diplomacy, On numerous accasions they brought nuclear
threats to bear upon non-nuclesr nations antagonistic to them,

who Jossessef elther localrcunventional superiority or ability
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to reach a stalemate vis-e~vis US forces. Since many of these
threats succeeded, the awe with which nuclesr weajons wers
regarded incressed, Fortunately for the world, American use
(rather misuse) of nuclesr diplomscy forced the two commmiat
gients to go nﬁclear too, _ _ |

In the light of the American experience, other powers
with high political ambitions es well @s powerful technological
infrastructures decided to produce nuclear weapons on thetr
own, Thege declisions were either taken for reasons of security
'as in the case of_ﬁ;s.s.ﬁ., or of prestige as in the case of
France and Britaln, or a combination of the two - as in the
case of China, RNuclear ﬁaa;mne, specifically the doctrine
of independent deterrents, were obviously both » symptom as well L7
as a causge of an increagingly mltipoler world,

In view of thelir evident ahiiity to ensure autonony from
super powers, nuclear weapons seemed increasingly desirable
for the second rank powers, This realipdtion came at a time when
the spread of nuclear technology hed also aasﬁmaa seriovs propore
tions, China's experiemnce showed that the industrial strength
required for nuclear capabllity was not as high as it was then
supoeed, Similarly the fact that Ching end Fremce could ¥stand
up to the world" (which mesns the sn;ergowéra) wag an attractive
Jsrecedent to nations Ii.ké Vest Germany end Jayan and one hopes,
aven India, | _

The nuclear-éowers not being wmaware of such thought

processas jroceeded to place restrictions on the spread of
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nucleor weapons, In institutional terms, the process started
with bilaterel aafeguards agreements, followed by the rartial
Ruclsar Test Ban Treaty snd culminating in the Non-rroliferation
freaty, Ironically, though mot surprisingly, attempts to
«restrict thp number of nuclear powere only added to the prestige
of being nuclear, It was lilke en exclusive club which is
attractive minly because it is exclusive, Yet this attempt

to freeze horizontal proliferation was doomﬂ: to fallure for

two reasons, One was the unrestricted vertical proliferation
which continued in violation of the N,.2,7, (Article VI) and
therely wndermined the legitinmacy of the treaty, Secondly, many
of the powers who ha actual capabllity to produce nuclear
weaoons refused to accede to the treaty,

Today, the actors in the nuclear arena have been reduced
to the five weajon powere and about the same number of powers
who possese adequate nuclear éapabili.ty. Mot nations have
become part of the KN.2,T, system because ihe issuve is not rele-
vant to them, Other nationes have ,ut their signature since they
are part of the super power military blocs, Still others acceded
after being offered the protection of nuclear ixmhrellas. and
finally, a few more signalures came after the nations concerned
realiged the need for external assistance for further develop-
nent of their nucleor progranme, Ther efore the hemdful of nations
which have held out against super—po}vér pressure became the
-focus, For these are the nations who con undermine superjower

hegencny as symbolised by the NIT system,
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These nations have followed @& sfrategy, perhaps
unconsciously, of ua.ing nuclesr technology instead of wenpons
as a symbol ef‘ power, India is one of the frend setters of
this group, By introducing a high dogree of wneartainty into |
their nuclesr policy and stretching their nuclear option,
these povweres arc able to use nuclear technology as en important
slement in their aiplomecy, Apart from conventional diplomatis
usage, the nuclecr capability will lead to om increase in the
yrestige of the mations concernsds would also lead o an eroslion,
however minimal of the status of the weapon ,owers; and if the
threshold nations aci wnitedly it may even lead to the firsf
steps towards real disarmamzent, For the threshold nations
disarmament 1s important net for 'altruistic reasons alone,
Apart Irom the fact the world is literéll y sitting on a bomd
it is also noteworthy that the threshold powors are the wd jor
victims of weapon powers dominance, Disarmesment would help
to destroy the osuchaic ¥alta power structure and lead %tc a more
juet world order, where middle level powerc would have a
greater say, | |

The Veatern natiansv and the Soviet Union have again
attempted to restrict the spread of nucler techmology., This
can be clerly seen in the activities of the so-called "London
Group®, Equally dangerous from the point of view of the
threshold notions, is the advocacy of nuclesr free zZones in the

world, The weapon powers having rejescte this projosal where
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they themselves were concerned, characteristically recommend

it for others. On the whole, however, it seems wnlikely that
nucléar technology con be 50 easily stifled, Once nueiear
technology spreafis, prospects of disarmament become brighter,

It may sowmé paradoxical but disarmament implies initial armament,
But as Chesterton pointe out, moat truths a;re paredoxes, The
-cage of blological warfare is a grecedent, Once it was obvious
that most nations in the world were in a position to adopt it,
disarwament in\i:hat sphere proceeded rapidly. Keeping in view
all these considerations it is irrefutable that the spread of
nuclear technology, to borrow a phrase from Bugene Dobs, "is
not only inevitgble bdut Aalao deairable®, That rocd alone con

lerd to nuclear diearmament,
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