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CHAPTER 3: THENUCLEARWEAPON OPTION: INCENTIVESAND DISINCENTIVES
FOR NUCLEAR WEAPONS

31 I ntroduction

After reviewing thetheoretical macro-perspectiveframework inwhich the conceptsof proliferationand
non-proliferation are defined and managed, the focus in this chapter shifts to the identification of
possible motivations and disincentives for a nuclear wegpon capability. Before a government can,
however, decide on obtaining a nuclear wegpon capability, it should have the economic and
technologica expertise; or & least be ableto obtain the expertise. Itisnecessary, therefore, to identify
the factorsthat could serve asthe prerequisitesfor nuclear proliferation. Thereafter factorsinfluencing
government’s decisions to obtain or not to obtain a nuclear weapon capability will be examined by
identifying theincentivesand disincentivesfor nuclear wegpons. A broad range of factorsinfluencesuch
decisonmaking, ranging from globa strategic factorsto, sometimes, solely domesticissues. A number
of these factors remain highly speculative and even sometimes contradictory. Although some of these
incentives would be present when a decision is taken to obtain nuclear weapons, in genera triggering

factors would precipitate such a decison.

Thistheoreticd study of prerequisites for proliferation, incentives, disincentives and triggering factors
will be augmented by abrief look at four casesfocussing on China, India, Israel and Swveden. Inthese
studies some specific palitical, security and domestic influences will be mentioned that prompted the
decisons whether or not to pursue anuclear wegponspolicy. In Chapter 5 the South African casewill
be investigated with a view to addressng the question of whether the incentives and disincentives
mentioned inthischapter were present in South Africal sdecis onsto obtain anucl ear weapon capability
and later to dismantleiit.

3.2 National Prerequisitesfor Proliferation

Before nuclear wegpons can be devel oped, the country devel oping them needsto be economically and
technically capable to conduct such a programme. These essentid conditions are needed not only in
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terms of physical resources but especialy aso with respect to project management skills. Such
resources and cgpabilities are, however, not only restricted to the industriaised states but aso present
in some of the larger devdoping countries. While it remains impossible to infer intent from the
manufacturing capability that a sate possesses, acertain level of economic wedth and technologica
knowledge is needed, and this has to be backed by politicad will. Defining exactly what condtitutes
prohibitive costs and the needed expertise for anuclear weapon programme remains difficult.!

Thetechnologicd hurdles(referring to the mechanical and applied sciencesaspectsof building anuclear
device) that inhibit countries from producing nuclear weaponswill bereferred to only in generd terms.
In many cases, non-technical considerations, rather than technica ones, may determine not only
whether a state decides to pursue nuclear weapons but aso its probable success in doing so.
According to the United States' Office of Technology Assessment some of these factors, which may
vary from country to country, include:

Q “the ability of agovernment to organise, manage, and carry through complex, long-term
projects involving alarge scientific and technologicd infrastructure, and to keep Sate

SECrets,

Q acountry’ s foreign business contacts, trade, and supply of hard currency; and

Q the domestic and internationa costs of getting caught, including possible diplometic
isolation and potentia loss of trade, of technology transfer, or of foreign assistance.”

There are three key technologicd requirements that must be met in order to build any kind of nuclear
weapon, namely: accessto sufficient quantities of fissle materias; areasonableleve of skillsinworking
with high explogves, nuclear materids and fuses, and adesign for adevice. Since the commencement
of the nuclear age it has been recognised that designing anuclear device and acquiring the non-nuclear
components of such a device are much easier than obtaining wegpons-grade materias in sufficient
quantities® Practical expertise in the management of the nucdear fud cydeis of vitd importancein a
nuclear wegpon development plan. Although the technicd difficulty in building a sophiticated device
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should not be overestimated, it should also be made clear that the project requires a concentrated
technologicd effort that many states are probably not able to mugter.

The five recognised nuclear weapon states (NWS) aswell asthethree de facto nuclear weapon states
Isradl, India and Pakistan first developed military nuclear capabilities and only afterwards turned to
peaceful nuclear developments. Any new entrantswill probably need to use civilian nuclear capabilities
as darting points and then manage their weapons rel ated bye-products, in particular the production of
plutonium.* This is o because of growing multilateral actions to limit the export of nuclear weagpon
materias, equipment and technol ogies, which have become more stringent sincethe late seventies. The
devel opment of these controls and the influence on the non-proliferation norm will be describedinmore

detall in Chapter 4.

321 The Nuclear Weapon Decision

As StephenMeyer dates, “...nuclear weapons do not generate spontaneoudy from stockpilesof fissile
materid”. Motivations and intentions need to beidentified and analysed so asto explain proliferation.
® This can, however, ill not be fully understood unless the process of decision making is taken into
account. A stateexistisand actsasit doesonly in so far asthe people composing it act asthey do, and
a date's behaviour is determined by the way in which a Stuation is defined subjectively by those
charged with the responsibility for making choices. Although it could be stated that concepts such as
nationa interests, nationa power and nationa gain play animportant rolein foreign policy and security
decison making, it should be noted that these factors “...proceed in large part from the individua
decison- maker’ sconception of them, and asubstantia plank of idiosyncratic factorsmust bebuilt into
the andysisof foreign-policy formulation to explain the decision maker’ sown view of what ishappening
and what policy-making is about.”® Thisis not to deny the impact of systlem and role congtraints for

the decision maker.’

Choices are judtified and criticized by reference to the content of the available options, the
consequences of action. Consequences are usualy stated in terms of the impact on the conditions of

life of the population affected by an action. The instruments used to make these choices are produced
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by generdising past experience® In further understanding decision making it is necessary to take into
account three distinct dements which can be regarded as interdependent and smultaneously
interconnected variables, namely thedecis on makersand ther international and domesticenvironments.
Theimage held by the decision makers of these environmentsis an intervening variable between them.®
I n essence the decision making process could be described as* ... processes of choice, asan interplay
between the decision makers and the relevant environments in which they endeavour to pursue their
vaues and to attain their objectives by finding suitable means and by deding with the restraints and
obstacles encountered.”® On a practical level the foreign-policy decision makers must take into
account firgtly “the reservoir of persons, roles, rules, agencies and functions from which a particular
decisond unit isformed and within which it operates’, secondly, “the society and culture; resources,
technology, groups, lite, public opinion, massmedia, the palitica climate, culturd vaues, socid wants
and needs’ of thedtate; thirdly “theinternationa systems:. friends; dlies; neutrals;, enemies, internationa
organisation; diplomatic rules; bilatera and multi-laterd relationships; relevant internationd factors in
other nations; policies of other sates’ that impinge upon them and findly the Stuation itsdf.** As
explained later, these factors will have an impact as incentives and disincentives for the so-called

“nuclear weapon decison”.

This nuclear wegpon decision is of special importance for the purposes of thisstudy. It isthe decison
some governments take to obtain a nuclear wegpon capability. It remains consderably easier to date
that the study of decisions to go nuclear isimportant, than it isto articul ate exactly why those decisons
were made. Thistask isfurther complicated by the fact that these decisions usually take place in total
secrecy. It dso remansdifficult to identify the point at which anuclear wegpon decison occurs. The
convention of labelling a country as a nuclear power following anuclear test exploson isaconvenient
and diplomaticaly important way of digtinguishing between nuclear and non nuclear states. But the
decison to conduct atest can be ardatively autometic step in along chain of events that begin years
before.'? Stephen Meyer presents nuclear decision making as athree-stage process, beginning with an
explidt government decisionto develop alatent capacity, followed by adecisonto trandformthe latent
capacity into an operationa capacity, followed by a decison to begin an operationa nuclear wegpon
programme.® The second stage is regarded as the proliferation decision. It occurs when the latent

capacity to built anuclear device coincides with the motivationd factors influencing such agovernment
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to obtain a nuclear weapon capability.

In practice, however, it remains possible to maintain a sgnificant nuclear wegpon capability without
testing anuclear device. Great dtridesin the development of super computers significantly asssted in
the development of nuclear wegpons without testing. The strengthening of the norm againg testing, as
well asthe implications of contravention of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT), limited the
capacity to test to only a very few countries not subscribing to the current non-proliferation
commitments and obligations*

Despite the above mentioned technologica prerequisites necessary for the assembly of a nuclear
wegpon, it isgenerdly accepted that the technica and economica barriersto proliferation are declining
as nuclear technology and nuclear weapon material becomesmoreeasily available® Thisisespecidly
the case since the collgpse of the USSR and increasing concern about the security of nuclear wegpon
relevant fissle materids in CIS countries!® Perceptions remain an integrd part in government’s
decisonsregarding thisissue. While the nuclear decisonis usudly taken if a government views such
acapability asbeing, on balance, in the county’ sinterest,'” such a decision may have anegativeimpact
on security if the government’ s calculations are wrong. This might especialy bereevant inthe case of
datesthat are involved in serious internationa or regiond tensons. These governmentswill probably
tend to seeinther adversary’ s capabilitiesatrue measure of intent, and will react accordingly, possibly
resulting in pressure to develop similar or comparable capabilities® This is the case in many
circumstances because military and strategic decision makerstend to view opponentsthrough aredist
perspective, tending rather to overestimate an opponent’ sintentionsthan to underplay them. Interstate

tendons are tending to create agap between intentions and information, making more stringent security

decisions than necessary, a possibility.

Nuclear weapon decisions, whenever they are made, are characteristically the product of secret
consultations and ddiberations. This has been the case in al states which have developed a nuclear
weapon capability, because of the sendtive nature of such endeavours. In generd no state wants
information on its programme made public and usualy wishes to keep potential adversaries initidly

ignorant of its programme. Since the cregtion of the NPT thisis even more the case, Snce a nuclear
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weapon capability being developed by a ate party to thistreaty would trigger internationad sanctions

and other punitive measures.

A wide array of factors influence any decison to go nuclear or not. Such factorsinclude internationa
security consderations, forces in domestic politics and the distribution of bureaucratic power. The
study of nuclear weapon decision making thus forces the scholar to consider the interplay of reasons,
interests and perceptions, which makes many conclusions tentative.’® Despite this complexity, it is
possible to identify some broad incentives and disincentives that a decison maker is faced with, in
deciding whether or not to develop a nuclear weapon capability.

3.2.2 I ncentives and Disincentives

William Potter identifies one method to organise the different pressures for, and congraints on,
decisons to develop or obtain a nuclear weapon capability. Thisis to group them into four broad
clusters of proliferation incentives and disncentives. These clusters were formed by grouping the
incentives and disincentives according to the relative importance they ascribe to internd or externa
consderations and military or political-economica objectives. For the purposes of this study these
clusterscould belabelled asfactors of internationa security, internationd politics, domestic security and
domestic politics

3221 International Security Incentives

The internationa security incentives for nuclear wegpons include a wide range of factors namdly;

deterrence, capability to make war, weapons of last resort and instruments of coercion.

The desire to deter externd thrests by developing and acquiring a nuclear cgpability may be the most
ggnificant internationa security incentive. According to this argument, an operationa nuclear weapon
capability will deter anuclear or conventiona attack or even blackmail by a superpower or aregiona
adversary. A nuclear deterrent isregarded as having the same stabilisnginfluence onregiona balances
asitisaleged to have had on US - USSR relaions during the Cold War.** Nuclear deterrents also
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have the potentia to functionon alevel where only smaler nuclear stockpiles are operationa because
of the devastation potential of even only one nuclear wegpon. A small nuclear arsena would, however,
only be a believable deterrent against a country armed with conventiona wegpons or a comparable
nuclear capability, and not necessarily againgt a superpower. The issue role deterrence in nuclear

proliferation has been covered more comprehensively in Chapter 2.

The possession of nuclear wegpons capability may be a means of achieving advantages in warfare,
should deterrencefail. It has been suggested particularly that certain smdl and middle range powers
might require tactica nuclear wegpons in order to defend themselves againgt nuclear or conventional
attacks by amore powerful state or regiond adversaries, particularly inthe absence of credible security
guarantees by a nuclear power. ‘Tactica’ weapons could thus be perceived as feasible defence
mechanisms for countries in a vulnerable security position.?? Up to date nuclear weapons have never
been used again in a conflict snce the Second World War. Internationa reactions to and measures
againg dates usng such wegpons remain unpredictable. During the Cold War such an eventudity
would have had a mgor impact on the relationship between the two superpowers and could
conceivably have brought the world to large scae destruction. After the end of the Cold War
international opposition to the possible use of such weapons grew, asisillugtrated by the evolution of
the non-proliferation norm. Nevertheless the possible use of tactica nuclear wegpons formed part of
some states military doctrines, and could conceivably be regarded as options even in some of the

current nuclear armed States. The probability of use in war fighting will, however, remain low.

Nuclear weapons could also be regarded as weapons of last resort. In this context anuclear weapon
would only be used if a country was on the brink of total destruction and defeat.”® The possible use
of awegpon in such circumstances could be regarded as more believable than to use it for military
advantage. The attractiveness of such a capability would increase if a State was palitically isolated or
surrounded by enemies which could possibly wish its demise®*

Nuclear wegpons could aso beregarded asan instrument of coercion. Nuclear blackmall, intimidation

of non-nuclear regiond adversaries, and even the use of nuclear weaponsin so-called preventativefirst
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strikes may be perceived asdesirable policy optionsfor irrationa leaders® Again the success of such
coercion could be dubious, if the use of such aweapon is not believable. If aleader of a country is
regarded asirrationd such ablackmail threat could be ussful. This incentive thus seemsto be mostly
relevant in the case of countries ruled by despotic leaders. More subtle forms of coercion may,

however, occur in which anuclear wegpon capability plays arole, dthoughit is not so pronounced.

3222 I nternational Security Disincentives

On the internationa security level some disincentives againgt states obtaining nuclear wegpons can be
identified. These disincentives include potentia hostile reections by adversaries and aliesagainst such
a capability, the credtion of a strategic credibility gap, the abosence of a perceived security threat and
changed perceptions on the utility of nuclear weapons.

Potentia hostile reactions of amilitary nature, but aso diplomatic and economic actionsby adversaries
and dlies, could serve asadisincentive. The anticipated response of an adversary might range from
the threat of military action to overt military operations designed to destroy an incipient nuclear weapon
force and production capability. Another possibility isthat aneighbouring state could be provoked to
launch a nuclear wegpon programme aso, resulting in the costly escalation of an amsrace. Allies
could react by retracting security guarantees or by hdting conventional military or economic

assistance®®

Nuclear weapons could also create adrategic credibility gap. Thedifficulty of obtaining the technica
conditions usualy associated with acrediblenuclear deterrent (eg. secure second strikeforces, effective
systems of commiand and control, and religble ddlivery vehicles) may diminish the attraction of nuclear
weapons for potentia proliferators. Inthisregard adeveloping nuclear force could be an incentive for
apreemptive strike and thus a potentia source of ingtability.?”

The absence of a perceived security threat could also be a disincentive to possess nuclear wegpons.
The absence of a hodtile regiond and international environment, or more specifically the perception of
such a condition by the state's leadership, could be regarded as a Sgnificant disincentive to acquire
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nuclear ams.® If the international and/or regiond situaion are more threstening, confidence in the
security guarantees of a powerful dly may be sufficient to reduce the international and domestic

pressure for an independent nuclear deterrent and to ensure a framework for stability.?

The perceived utility of some wegpons has changed in modern strategic thought. For al a nuclear
wegpon' s destructiveness, such wegpons have become virtualy unusable in the military operations of
the NWS especidly.* It could also beclaimed that certain security considerations argue more strongly
againg the acquigition of nuclear wegpons than for it. A state acquiring a nuclear weapon may win a
great psychological victory, but possesson of a single device is likely to jeopardise its security by
making it atempting target for a preemptive attack. Evenif acountry has several weapons, they may
not serve asacredible deterrent, if they are perceived to be vulnerableto attack; an enemy may believe
it more prudent to launch a preemptive strike than to alow amodest nuclear arsend to grow. Thusa
gate which is serious about incorporating a nuclear component into its military strategy must consider
the development not only of nuclear wegpons, but dso of ameans of protecting them from attack. 3

3.223 International Political | ncentives

Internationd palitica incentives for nuclear weapons include the increased internationa status and
influencethat these weagpons potentialy could provideto agtate. The* demongtration effect” according
to which states follows the example of a state that decided to obtain such a capability could adso be

acompelling incentive for a nuclear wegpons programme.

Nuclear weapons can be regarded as a symbol of scientific expertise and technologica devel opment
whichwill increase the internationa status of the country.? Nuclear weapons are most synonymous
with great power status and are viewed by some states as a source of internationa prestige,

independence and autonomy. >

Asde fromitslargdy symbolic importance and relevance for North/South politics especidly anuclear
wegpon capability may aso be sought to enhance intra-aliance influence, as well asto ensure greater
international freedom of action. A country with a nuclear capability, may expect to exert Sgnificant
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influence on regiond security arrangements and internationa political forums* The fact that the five
offiaa NWSareadso thefive Security Council membersat the UN, isa so strengthening the perception
that a nuclear wegpon capability can increase a sa€' s internationd status and influence.

The " demondtration effect” could dso be asgnificant incentive. Governments could decide to obtain
nuclear weapons just because other states have obtained such a capability, thereby assuring similar
technological and military prowess to the first state that obtained such a capability.®® The perception
that a state may be left behind on the fidld of nuclear technology to such an extent that it would be
impossible to catch up withapotentia future opponent (especidly if such an opponent might decideto
obtain a nuclear wegpon capability), would be a compelling reason to develop that state’'s nuclear
infrastructure &t lesst.

3224 I nter national Political Disincentives

Internationd political disncentives include internationd norms and international measuresto  enforce
those norms. Internationad norms remain a sgnificant internationa politica disincentive for such
weapons. Non-proliferationisoneof thefew areaswhich hasbeen devel opinginternationa normsover
the past few decades, because of growing international consensusthat the use of such wegponswould
have devastating consequences for humanity’ s continued existence on earth. The strengthening of the
non-proliferation norm meant that the development of nucear wegpons is increasingly being
delegitimised. Today the development of nuclear weapons is more likely to evoke internationa
condemnation than admiration.® The NPT remains the basis of the developing internationa non-
proliferation regime. This treaty authoritatively spells out the non-proliferation norm and has been
strengthened by pro-active and intrusive measures such as the IAEA safeguards (especidly the
implementation of the Protocolsto existing safeguards) and export controls which are implemented by
most nuclear supplier nations. The devel opment of the non-proliferation normwill bediscussed inmore
detall inits higtorica context in Chapter 4.

The fear of palitical, economic, scientific and technologica reprisas, especialy sanctions, could dso

serve as adisincentive for potentid proliferators. Such measures are, however, notorioudy difficult
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to organise effectively, and will probably not influence the sate seffortswhich areaimed at developing
such weapons.® It is difficult to obtain international consensus to organise and implement such
measures because of the diverdty of views hdd in sovereign sates, many with clashing nationa
interests.  Inthis regard, the level of dependence on foreign economic and technologica assistance

would be an important indicator of such agtae s vulnerability.

3.2.25 Domestic Security Incentives and Disincentives

No red domestic security incentivesfor acquiring anuclear wegpons capability can beidentified. The
use of nuclear weapons againg interna opponents would have dire consequences for any state. The
risk of unauthorised saizure of nuclear weapons, however, may be a domestic security disincentive,

especialy for countries subjected to frequent political upheavas and domestic turmoil. %

3.2.2.6 Domestic Palitical I ncentives

Domedtic politica incentivesinclude perceptions of positive economic spillover from anuclear wegpon
programme, the role of pressure groups or individuas and the influence of technologica momentum.
Some economic spillover for the nuclear scientific community of anuclear wegpon possessing country
could be regarded as an incentive for obtaining such acapability. If thetota cost of anuclear weapon
programme is taken into account, it casts doubt on the vaidity of such a perception, but nevertheless
it remains conceivable that such a perception would be held by some decision makers. Intermsof the
US situation specificaly many products and processeswith useful economic applicationsresulted from
the nuclear weapon programme.® Thedivilian nudlear industry had been generally regarded inthefifties
and sixties as a potentialy vauable resource with many economic spin-offs. The dump in the nuclear
energy market, especidly with regard to environmental concerns, currently makes this aless relevant
incentive.

Graham Allison researched bureaucratic politics that characterise domestic political processes® The
sdf-interested actions of bureauicratic politicsremain relevant to the proliferation debate. In thisregard
Scott Sagan devel oped amode specifically for the nuclear proliferationissue, based onthebureaucratic
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mode. He highlighted the role of organisationsin the sphere of nuclear decison making. He explains
that while government leaders may intend to behave rationdly, they are sometimes influenced by
powerful domestic organisations whose decisions often conflict with the decisions taken by politica
leaders.

A number of domestically orientated pressures to go nuclear can be identified which may be difficult
to judtify either militarily or economically from a state' s perspective.*? These could include pressures
from various industrid, scientific and military groups that would stand to benefit from an expensive
nuclear programme® the ambition and persuasiveness of leading scientists atracted by the
technologica challenge; broad-based public support for an independent nuclear force; and pressure
from politicians anxious to divert atention from other domestic and foreign policy falures.

Focussing on the domestic milieu in proliferation decison making, it is dso reevant to refer to the
cognitive and psychological approaches that are highlighted by some scholars. In this regard the
concept of belief systems can be gpplied to the proliferation phenomena. The basic assumptionisthat
bdiefs and actions are linked. For the observer to be fully able to understand foreign policy decision-
making (for ingance the role of irrationdity in this regard) the beliefs of the decison maker must be
taken into account. Irrationa behaviour could, for example, moreeasily occur in crigsStuationswhen
the decis on makerstend to smplify the complexitiesinvolved in the Stuation. Such smplification could
lead to a Situation where vaid information isignored because it contradicts the decison makers' belief
system. Decison makers can dso presume that others share their world view, which could lead to

totally unexpected consequences and reactions from these decision makers*

Peter Lavoy addresses the cognitive and psychologica approaches specificaly in relaion to nuclear
proliferation decison making, and develops the so-called “myth maker” moddl. He investigated the
question why, despite the uncertainty surrounding nuclear wegpons as well as the disastrous
consequences if they should be used, proliferation continues. This happens, according to Lavoy,
because those nationd dites who want the State to obtain such a capability, emphasise the country’s
security problems and the military aswdl as political strength that it will provide. They creste what he
cdls a “nuclear myth”. Seeing that most of the security related concepts associated with nuclear
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weapons have never been tested, beliefs about these wegpons are based on “logic and faith” and
therefore condtitute myth rather than fact. But this approach could aso be used to explain non-
proliferation policies. Lavoy argues that the myth is likely to be perpetuated until well-placed and
talented individuals chalenge it and spread another myth - the myth of nuclear insecurity.*®

It has been suggested that the development of nuclear wegpons may aso result from technologica
momentum in which the technologica feasbility of the programme takes precedence over the military
or political necessity of thetask, and in which aforma decisionto go ahead may infact belacking. The
phenomenon of “technologica creegp” may aso be in effect, in which sgnificant progress toward a
nuclear wegpons cgpability isachieved by incrementa advancesin different fiddsof nuclear engineering

without aformal decision being taken to develop a nuclear explosive.

3.227 Domestic Palitical Disincentives

Domedtic paliticd disincentives include the high financia burden associated with a nuclear wegpon
programme, technologica congraints and the influence of domestic public opinion againg such a

programme.

Domedtic politica disncentives include the cost of developing and maintaining a nuclear wegpons
programme. The cost may be prohibitivefor developing countriesespecialy. Thiscostisapttoinvolve
not only the absolute level of expenditures, but aso the opportunity cost of diverting monetary and
manpower resources from economic and socid projectsto anuclear weapon programme.*”  TheUS
for example spent US 5,5 trillion dollars (1996 vaue) on its nuclear weapons capability from 1940 to
1996.%8

Just asthered cost of developing nuclear weapons is probably greeter than previoudy beieved, the
technicd difficultiesinvolved may betougher to surmount than expected. Countries seeking to enter the
nuclear arena dill require long lead times - typically a decade or more - to advance from the decision
to pursue a nuclear cagpability to completion. The technica precision required for enrichment,
reprocessing, and wespons fabrication demands advanced technology. The spheres of fissile materia



78

used in a nuclear wegpon, for example, must be perfectly round; the dightest imperfection could cause
the wegponstto fissle. Such precision is usudly far beyond the capability of most states*

In some countries adverse domestic opinion may serve as a congdraint on the acquisition of nuclear
wegpons. In others without a strong democratic tradition the fear of adverse public opinion might be
expected to be margina.®® Bureaucratic politics may be expected to work as adisincentive aswell as
an incentive to the development of nuclear wegpons. Some bureaucratic actors may, for parochid
organisationd reasons, be opposed to the creation of new ingtitutional actorsand potential competitors.
The military, or a least certain branches of it, for example, might oppose a nuclear wegpons
programme, if it was perceived as likely to interfere with the funding of preferred wegpon systems or
to shift the distribution of the military service budget. Key individuds in the decision-making process

may aso play asgnificant role in opposing or supporting a nuclear capability.

Etel Solingen, however, takes the cardind role played by domestic politics in proliferation decison
making further by suggesting that positive spinoffs from domestic processes, that played arole in non-
proliferation sucoesses, could also apply on the globd level.>* She specificaly refers to the role that
democratisation, liberdisation, and decentraisation can play on the internationa level.>> The effect of
domestic values and normsis thus projected to the internationd level, strengthening the globa norms.

3.2.2.3 SUmmary

Fromthisdiscussonitisclear that asignificant array of factorsinfluencesthe decision making processes
of a government regarding a possible nuclear wegpon capability. No conclusve evauation of why
states take such a decison can be made, seeing that circumstances influencing the decision-making
remain unique in many cases. In most cases both incentives and disincentives are present, but what
remans important is to what extent the one set of factors attains precedence over the others. In
practica Stuations thesefactorswould beintegrated with al the other nationd and internationd factors
influencing security related decison-making a the time.

3.2.3 Situational Variables
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These incentives and disincentives should not be seen in isolation and Potter identified two sets of
auffident conditions, namely “... the balance between underlying proliferation incentives and
disncentives’ aswdl as“... the presence of one or severd Stuationa factors that might precipitate a
decision to go nuclear whenever incentives outweigh congtraints.”>® These “Stuational variables’ or

“trigger events’ include the following factors.

Q Internationd cridis Stuations could strengthen incentives to acquire nuclear
wegpons. This could especidly be the case if a neighbouring country and / or
strategic opponent obtains such weapons.

Q The weskening of security guarantees by NWS might lead to a revison of nationa
security calculations and a decision to acquire nuclear weapons for deterrence

PUrpOSES.

Q Increased accessbility of necessary technology and materias might trigger adecison

to initiate a nuclear weapon programme.

Q Continued and / or perceived vertica proliferation by the NWSismaking it easer for
proponents of proliferation in non nuclear wegpon states (NNWS), especidly in
developing states, to advance their views.

Q Domedtic transformation or crisis could aso trigger decisions to go nuclear. New
leaders might attempt to capitalize on a nuclear weapons decision to divert domestic
attentionand restore popular confidencein the government. Thiscould dsoinvolvethe

elevation to power of individuas committed to a nuclear weapons programme.>*

3.3 Cases

The theoretical assumptions on prerequisites, incentives, disincentives and triggering factors need to be
further developed by referring to practica cases in order to reach a provisond view regarding the
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relevance of these issues. The modd proposed by Potter, enhanced by the views of other scholars as
discussed previoudy, seems to cater for most factors which might possibly influence governments

decisons to obtain, or not to obtain, anuclear weapon capability. Beforethe South African experience
is described in more detal in Chapter 5, afew other cases will be briefly looked at. The am will be
to examine and highlight some of the factors that influenced certain governments to develop a nuclear
cgpability. The motivesof some states that were technologicaly capable of devel oping such wegpons,
but decided againgt doing so, will also be reevant. These studies will not be performed with theam
of comparing the different Stuations and interaction of incentives and disincentives, but only to identify
particular circumstances relevant to the issue of nuclear wegpon decison making. It could be stated
that each caseis unique and that it would be difficult to identify along list of universa truthsin terms of
nuclear decison making from them. Despite this, the interplay of factors that, in a broad sense, was
aso applicable in the South African case, can be identified.

Itisimpossibleto andysedl thepossblecases. Except for the eight states currently possessing nuclear
wegpons (US, UK, France, Russia, China, India, Israd and Pakistan), many other Sates either have
had anuclear weapons programme or considered devel oping or obtai ning such acapability. Apart from
South Africa, the following dates fal into this category: Audrdia, Argentina, Brazil, Canada, Greece,
Switzerland, Romania, Sweden, Libya, Egypt, Iran, Irag, and Saudi Arabia. Thislist is probably not
complete, asrudimentary studiesto obtain such acapability may have been conducted in secret by even

more states.

The scope of thisstudy istoo limited to focuson al the states’ motivationsto devel op nuclear weapons.

China, Indig, Isradl and Sweden were chosen asexamplesfor thisstudy. Chinawill bethe only officia
NWS which serves as an example in this sudy. It was chosen because of the isolation in which it
developed its nuclear cgpability, its unique initid view on the proliferation of nuclear wegpons and its
hesitancy to fully support the non-proliferation norm. China s decision to develop acapability wasaso
closdy linked to the interaction of powerful states during the Cold War. It wasdso thefirst developing
dtate to acquire a nuclear weapons capability. Despite the end of the Cold War and the changeiin its
government’s view about the proliferation of nuclear weapons, China has not indicated that it will

consder dissrmament in the short to medium term.
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The case of Indiawill also be under scrutiny. India has been one of the states opposed to the nuclear
norm because of the discriminatory nature of the NPT. Growing security threats from China and
Pakistan dso increased the government’ s perception of threets. Indiawas dso thefirst country to test
a nuclear device after the NPT came into force, placing India on a collison course with states
supporting the non-proliferation norm. Pakistan also developed a nuclear wegpon capability outside
the ambit of the NPT. In generd Pakistan's nuclear wegpons policy is areaction to Indian nuclear
wegpons developments. For this reason Pakistan will not be included in the following studies.

Israel dso developed a nuclear wegpons capability outside the non-proliferation regime. Nuclear
weapons were developed in Isragl inthe midst of strong threet perceptions, because of the conflict with
the Arab population of Palestine and the neighbouring Arab states. The pariah status of Isragl dso had
animpact on these decisons and Isradl’ srole in the Cold War resulted in only muted opposition from

the USto Isradl’ s nuclear weapon programme.

A number of countries are technicaly capable of building nuclear weapons but have refrained for
politica or mora reasons. Audrdia, Canada, Belgium, Germany, Itay, Japan, the Netherlands,
Norway, Sweden, and Switzerland are some of the countriesthat have chosen not to develop nuclear
weapons. Of these, Sweden offers one of the most interesting examples of the technicaly capable
states which has no nuclear wegpons, because it once had a nuclear weapons programme and
abandoned the programme.>® Technologica constraints as well as the developing non-proliferation
norm both had a significant impact on this decison by the Swedish government.

331 China

3311 Introduction

China gradudly developed a fully-fledged nuclear weapons infrastructure and a strategic and tactica
nuclear arsend, after itsfirst tested a nuclear weapon in 1964. China s nuclear arsend is estimated to

consist of approximately 400 warheads®® By the NPT definition, Chinaisoneof thefivedejure NWS
because it declared and tested a nuclear weapon before 1967.%" Although Chind's stance on non-
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proliferation has been ambiguousand at times even negative, itspolicy began to change after themiddle
of 1991. Since then Chinahas shifted from avoidanceto participation in non-proliferation tregtiesand
agreements, and acceded to the NPT in 1992.® However, China's officia policy on nuclear non-
proliferation, as measured by its willingness to join or a least adhere to the norms of exiging ams
control and non-proliferation regimes, has been, and in many respectsremains, anbivaent.®® China's
commitment to non-proliferation remains suspect because of continuing concerns that its nuclear

wegpon related assistance to Pakistan especialy has not fully ceased.®

3312 National Prerequisitesfor Proliferation

China sinterest in nuclear energy and nuclear arms was established soon after the People's Republic
came into beingin 1949. Nuclear technology assistance from the USSR started in 1955 and increased
after the USSR/China October 1957 agreement on new technology for defence. This agreement
included the USSR's providing China with a sample nuclear device and technica data for its
manufacture®® The cooperation between the USSR and China included the congtruction of a heavy
water experimentd reactor, and the ingtalation of a cyclotron by March 1958. In addition dozens of
Chinese engineers went for training to the USSR. 1n 1958 the Chinese claimed to have mastered the
enrichment of uranium. On20 June 1959 the USSR unilaterally abrogated this agreement and refused
to provide a sample of a nuclear weapon and technical data for its production.®? Despite this refusal
of further nuclear assstance from the USSR, China had sufficient human and materia resources to
edablish itsdf as a nuclear wegpon power and continued to moderniseitsinventory of nuclear wegpon
systems, which now includes over ahundred warheads depl oyed operationdly in medium rangebalistic
missles(MRBMy), intermediate range balistic missles (IRBMs) and inter-continentd balistic missles
(ICBMs). Chinese officids have declared a policy of “no firgt use” repestedly, and have stated that

Chind snudear arsend is for sdlf-defence only. %

3.3.1.3 I ncentives and Disincentives

33131 International Factors
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The main incentives for China to develop such a weapon can be identified as international security
incentives, strengthened by internationa political incentives.  China was a firg rhetoricdly and
ideologically committed to nuclear proliferation as aralying point for anti-imperidism.®*

China sview of therole of nuclear wegpons was at firdt limited to the view that such weapons could
be regarded as types of conventional weapons, with the ability to kill more people than ordinary
conventional wegpons® A typica early Chinese view on nuclear weagpons can be illustrated by the
later Chinese leader Mao Zedong's statements in August 1945, immediately after the US bombed
Japan with two nuclear devices. He stated that: “ The atom bomb is a paper tiger which the US
reactionaries use to scare people. It looksterrible, but in fact it isn't. Of course, the atom bombisa
weapon of mass destruction, but the outcome of awar isdecided by the people, not by one or two new
types of weapons.”® With the view that the huge casualties resulting from a nuclear war could be
absorbed by Chinaand the devel oping world, the Chineseleadersbelieved that any sovereign Sate had
alegd right to develop nuclear weapons for sdf-defence, just as it could develop any conventiona

wegpon.®’

China decided to develop nuclear wegponsin the mid 1950s. The then Prime Miniger, Zhou Enla,
dated that: “ Since many countries are developing them, surely China has to do the same. We would
hope nuclear weapons could be banned, but until then we will till have to develop them.”®® China's
decisionto develop anuclear wegpons capability was partly dueto its security concerns about the US,
and later the USSR.*° The US for example used nuclear thrests againg Chinain 1950, 1953 and
1958."°  China s diplomatic isolation from these and other states also contributed to this decision.”
Moreover, Chinaregarded its devel opment of nuclear wegpons as support for theworld’ s“ oppressed
people.””2 At that time China seemed to favour “a kind of multilateral nuclear deterrence” with
statements suggesting thet if al countries had nuclear wegpons, the possibility of nuclear wars would

decrease.”

During the years of isolation from the devel oped world, China s posture thus kept on favouring nuclear
wegpon proliferation, especidly for socidist states. At that stage, China purposdly avoided assuming

non-proliferation obligations, supporting the arguments of some countries of the Non-Aligned
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Movement (NAM) that theseregimeswereinherently biased infavour of those dready possessing such
capabilities, because the non-possessing states had no role in formulating regime normsand rules. As
a developing country, China dso felt the need to demondrate solidarity with other states that were
economically and politicaly a a disadvantage.”

Through the 1970s, China's policy was not to oppose nuclear proliferation, which it ill saw as
countering the US and USSR nuclear capability. After China began to open itsdlf to the developed
world, its rhetorica position gradualy shifted to one opposing nuclear proliferation, explicitly so after
1983.” The reasons for China s more positive changetowards non-proliferationin particular remain
to some extent speculative. Following the gradual  downgrading of Chind's Strategic importance in
Western especiadly American perception during the 1980s, and particularly following the collgpse of
the USSR, Chinawas compelled to reassessitsinternationa political postion. The USaso reaffirmed
itsposition asthe dominant superpower after the Gulf War inaninternationa system which had become
atogether more fluid than it had been for the previous forty years.”

Technology and arms related sanctions imposed by the US againg China resulted in escdated
economic cost but aso negatively impacted on China's access to technology. Given these factors,
together with the impressions given to the world by the Tienanmen Square actions of the Chinese
government in 1989 and their aftermath, China's leaders had reason to fear that it might become the
target for a non-violent but politicaly potent Western and US strategy undermining the strength and

cohesion of the Chinese regime.”’

China till perceives asecurity need to retain nuclear wegponsfor deterrence purposes, even after the
end of the Cold War. The government acknowledges that China's security Situation has improved
greatly snce the end of the Cold War but believes the US has not abandoned its ambitions of seeking
world hegemony. The US policy of first use deterrence is regarded as a threat to China, justifying
China's capability.”® The Chinese Government argues that athough the “necessary defence
capabilities’ should be maintained, China “.. has unilaterally adopted a series of measures amed at
disarmament.”  These measures include reduction of military personne, reduction in defence spending

and the implementation of more drict controls over sendtive materids, technology and military
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eguipment.” Some of these reductions were, however, restricted to the redeployment of miilitary
cgpabilitiesto para-military forces. Any commitment to the reduction of nuclear forces, however, is
not a this stage on the Chinese government’ sagenda. Deteriorating relationswith the USincreasethe
sgnificance of military questions about China s smal nuclear force' s ability to survive a pre-emptive
strike, and about the ability of the warheads to reach targets if other nuclear powers developed and
deployed anti-missile systems®

3.313.2 Domestic Factors

Domestic security and politica factors played a less sgnificant role in Chind's decison to develop a
nuclear weapon option. The initid view of the Chinese Government was that because of its large
population and land area, Chinawould be able to survive anuclear attack. Initialy, nuclear wegpons
were seen asatype of weapon that could be used in conventiona warfare. Althoughthisview changed
and a“no firg use’ doctrine was implemented by China, the continuing stalemate with Tawan (which
is regarded as a domestic issue) dso has a nuclear wegpon implication. Despite the fact that such
wegpons could be used againgt Taiwan, this remainsunlikely. Thisisso because of Chineeindstence
that Taiwan is part of China, aswell as the economic vaue of Taiwan to Chinaand caution regarding

the US reaction.®*

3314 SUmmary

Chinal s decision to develop nuclear weapons was influenced by perceptions of security threets, the
memory of experiences in the Second World War; as wel as by the communigt revolution. China's
nuclear wegpon cgpability was dso an ingrument of internationd prestige, playing arole in ensuring
Security Council satusaswell asnearly universa diplomatic recognition at the expense of the Republic
of Chinaon Tawan. Initidly nuclear wegpons were also seen as an insrument of influence for the
developing world againgt the then dominant superpowers. Although Chinaiistentatively subscribing to
the developing international norm againgt nuclear proliferation, no reduction of the Chinese nuclear

arsend can be foreseen at this stage.
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In China's case security issues, strengthened by a strong ideologica view, have been a paramount
incentive for its nuclear weapon capability. Even China, which followed an independent policy
regarding its nuclear wegpon capability, is not totaly immune to the influence of the non-proliferation
norm. Although its commitment to measures such as export contral is ill limited it seems Chinaiis
moving into the direction of future compliance with the non-proliferation regime, which appears to
indicate that, when given time, no nuclear wegpon programme globaly would be totaly immune from
internationa influences.

332 India

3.3.21 Introduction

India demonstrated a nuclear wegpon capability in May 1974 by detonating a nuclear device
underground in whet it caled a*“ peaceful nuclear experiment.” Unitil the 1998 nuclear test explosions,
India officidly clamed that it did not possess, and had no plansto develop, nuclear wegpons. Indiais
not asgnatory of the NPT, describing the Treaty as discriminatory againgt developing states. India
maintained an active nuclear wegpon development programme while following a nuclear posture of
ambiguity from the early 1970s. Indiadso actively pursued the development of space launchers and
nuclear-capable ballistic missiles for over three decades®?

3322 National Prerequisitesfor Proliferation

Among the countries of the developing world, India is one of the most advanced in nuclear
technology.® Despite the stated political commitment to globa nuclear dissrmament, India's nuclear
weapon programme began early after the launch of its civilian nudear programme. Indiamedefull use
of the early availability of nuclear technology in the late 1950s and 1960s when there was no effective
bilaterd or international safeguard system to contral the transfer of nuclear materias, equipment and
technology.® Whileinitialy dependent upon the US and Canada for early reactor construction and
enriched uranium fuesin particular, India achieved autonomy in most areas of design and congtruction

later.®® India has a relaively large cadre of capable nuclear scientists and substantial resources of
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uranium and thorium. Thoriumistheraw materid for uranium-233, afissonable materid which can be

used both in reactors and for wegpons production.

The economic costs of the tests were weighed by the Indian government, but it apparently concluded
that these costs were ultimately outweighed by the political prestige and perceived security value of an
overt nuclear capability.®” According to Bharat Karnad, in the worst case the “redl cost” of India's
nuclear wegpon cgpability is nearly Rs 270 000 crores (US$ 62 billion, 2000 vaue) in the time frame
1999 to 2030. This was calculated at Rs 60 000 crores (US$ 13 hillion, 2000 value) for nuclear
wegponisation and Rs 210 000 crores (US$ 49 hillion, 2000 vaue) in opportunity costs of lost trade

and investments.8

3.323 I ncentives/Disincentives

3.3.231 Inter national Factors

The precarious regiona security Stuation in South Asa remains the main incentive for the Indian
nuclear weapon capability. Pakistan and India have fought three mgor wars and have yet to resolve
their problemsover theK ashmir-Jammuregion.®® Tensionsbetween Indiaand Pakistan, encompassing
higtoric, border and rdigious issues, result in a highly volatile reationship between these two Sates.
Samue Huntington, describing the globa security system after the Cold War, predicted that the most
fundamenta source of conflict in the new world order would be culturd. The long running conflict
between India and Pakistan has an important religious and culturd eement, but it would be an over
amplification to gate that this conflict and the consequent nuclear weapon capability of India and
Pakistan could mainly be attributed to civilization power struggles®® Regiona security issues are of
greater significance. The apparent power vacuum left in South Asa by the end of the Cold War
brought discomforting changes in the regiona environment, centred on , among other things, therise of

Chinaas anew great power, military and economically.®

Although strained relations with Pakistan form the basis of India’s externa threat perception some
andysts aswdl asthe Indian government claim that grester concerns exist with regard to the strategic
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threat associated with China®. According to AmitabhMattoo thereis one major strategic rationaefor
the development of a credible and effective Indian nuclear weapon posture, namely to “...provide a
hedge - an insurance policy - againg the posshility of a beligerent China in an uncertain anarchic

world.”®

Sinceindependencein 1947, Indiahas regarded nuclear weapons as wegpons of mass destruction and
not weapons of war. A nuclear-weapons-free-world was regarded to be in the interests of Indiaand
the world for their security. In the absence of universal and non-discriminatory dissrmament, India
declared the non-acceptance of the NPT, because it created, according to India, an arbitrary division
between nuclear haves and have-nots. The sovereign right of every state to make a judgement
regarding its supreme nationa interests and to exerciseits sovereign choiceis acknowledged by India®*
India sformer Foreign Minister, Jaswant Singh has stated thet “ ... India snuclear policy remainsfirmly
committed to a basic tenet: that the country’ s nationa security inaworld of nuclear proliferation liesin
global disarmament or in exercise of the principle of equa and legitimate security for al.”*

India sperceptionsregarding the usefulness of nuclear wegponswerenot restricted to security concerns
only. Nuclear weapons remain akey indicator of state power, according to influentia Indian views.®
The purpose of acquiring the wegponsis not regarded solely as military deterrence but al'so asameans
for paolitica influence. While it seems that the earlier incentives for Indian nuclear cgpabilities were
strategic superiority over Pakistan and, after the 1964 nuclear test by China, adeterrent against Ching,
later the potentid political power slemming from such a capability so became important. A nuclear
wespon was seen as an instrument to restore and attain a position of regiona and globa influence for

India®’

The indefinite extension of the NPT in 1995 is dso mentioned as a watershed in the evolution of the
South Asan poalitical Stuation. According to India the extenson was forced on the internationa
community and contributed to Indid's decision to proceed with the overt acquigition of nuclear ams.
Thisis so because Indiabelieved that the Sino-Pakistani hucl ear weapons collaboration has continued,
which isaviolation of the NPT. Indiaargued that the NPT thus collgpsed in India s neighbourhood.
It was further argued that since the NPT is unamenable, the legitimisation of nudear wegponsimplicit



89

in the unconditiona and indefinite extension of the NPT is dso irreversible. ®  According to Denise
Groves, Indid sinagbility tolay daimto palitica or economic meanstowhat it believesisitsrightful place

in the internationa system, caused Indiato make “... its presence known in the loudest possible

voice®

3.3.2.32 Domestic Factors

The Indian nuclear programme has traditionaly been widely supported by the Indian population.
Amitabh Mattoo states that the nuclear issue has been related in the popular Indian perception - since
for a least the late 1980s - to issues of “nationa self-esteem” and “nationa pride’. In addition,
according to Mattoo, psychologicadly, “standing up” to internationa pressure, especialy percelved
Western coercion, has adeep resonance in the popular Indian psyche. At the same time assertions of
India's “great power satus’ and dogans of India having found its “rightful place in leadership of the
community of nations’ have been immensdly popular.® A survey conducted just after India's 1998
nuclear tests established that 91 percent of Indians “agpproved” of the tests and only seven percent
disapproved. Eighty two percent fdt that India*“should now build nuclear wegpons’ and 78 percent
felt more “secure and safe” after the tests!

Teking Peter Lavoy’s “nuclear myth-maker” concept into account, it is aso possible to identify a
leading figurein India s nuclear wespon programme. Such a person was Homi Bhabha, leading nuclear
physicist and founder of the Tatalndtitute of Fundamental Research. Bhabhahad asignificant influence
on Prime Minister Nehru with regard to the early development of the Indian nuclear infrastructure.’®2
Influentid Indian individuas in the nuclear, indudtrid and scientific sectors have pressured Indian
decision makers for decades, in favour of anuclear capability. Without these pressures, Indiawould
not have been able to postion itsdlf to test nuclear wegpons or to assert itself as a nuclear wegpon
possessing state. The ground had been laid not just by former Prime Minister P.V. NarasmhaRoa s
preparations for anuclear test in 1995 but dso by aseries of technica and palitica decisons over the
five decades prior to his government.®® Some analysts argue that with the eectora success of the
Hindu nationdigtic party, the Bharatiya Janata Party (BJP) in 1998, a cadre of more conservative or
“hawkish” |eaders assumed power and supported an open nuclear wegponspolicy that previousIndian
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governments resisted. In this view it was party politics that mattered rather than any security
considerations.*** Within India, tensonsaong caste and Hindu-Mudim lines, secessionist movements,
misgovernment, and structura economic flaws potentidly affect nationd strength and security far more

than the nuclear arsends of Pakistan and China'®

3324 SUmmary

India s nuclear wegpon programme, whileinitialy probably aresponse to the Chinese nuclear weapon
cagpahility, isaproduct of multiple matives. A primary driving force has been amixture of the need for
drategic defensve capability and India s military ambitions, including its desire to project its influence
over the entire Indian Ocean region, from eastern Africato Audrdia Domestic support for such a
capability, and especidly the effective politica management of such, support dso played a significant
role in the eventua development of India s nuclear capability. India currently viewsits capability asa
means of obtaining politica stature in the global and regiond context, both as a military and apolitica
tool.1%® Indiawill continue to reject nuclear non-proliferation so long as no progress is made with the

edtablishment of atota nuclear disarmament accord which includesal nuclear weapon capable Sates.

India illustrates that a regional security dilemma must be settled before the issue of nuclear non-
proliferation can be advanced. In the case of India settling the regiond security problems would
possibly not be sufficient. The inherent unfairness of the current non-proliferation regime that alows
the five officia NWS to have a nuclear wegpon capability, needs to be changed, according to Indian
views. Despite changed globa power configurations that have arrived with the end of the Cold War
it should be noted that this change did not imply universa acceptance of issues such as non-

proliferation.
3.33 | srael
3.331 I ntroduction

Although Israel has not overtly demonstrated a nuclear weapon capability it is generdly regarded as
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anuclear weapon capable state with potentially between 100 and 200 nuclear wegpons.’® Inthelae
1950s | sradl started work on anucl ear weapon capability and reportedly completed itsfirst two nuclear
devices on the eve of the 1967 Six Day War.1® No Isradli government has either admitted or denied
possession of nuclear weapons.!® Isradl is not asignatory of the NPT. Thedeclared palicy of Israel
has long been that it would not be the fird to introduce nuclear wegpons into the Middle East. The
threat perception by Isradl that other Middle Eastern countries plan or have aready introduced
wegpons of mass destruction in their arsenals remains high. Isragl has, however, been careful to
mantan a studied ambiguity between its declared nuclear policy and its nuclear capabilities.
Apparently, it wishes to maintain an implicit nuclear deterrent while avoiding an open confrontation on
the nuclear issue with its neighbours!'® Isradli reactions to alegations regarding |srad’s nuclear
capability mostly suggest that al speculation about such a capability isidle, yet dso reinforces the
impression that most of the preparatory work for any wegpons acquisition had aready been

accomplished. !

3.332 National Prerequisitesfor Proliferation

Soon after the creation of the Isragli State in 1948, the potentid value of nuclear energy was redized
by the government. Israd’s Atomic Energy Commission wasfoundedin 1952. Inthe period 1955 to
1957 thefeasbility and dedirability of the nuclear wegpon option werefiercdy debated within the small
stientific and policy community in Isradl. When the purchase of the Dimona reactor was findised in
1957, and significant French ass stance was secured, the then prime minister David Ben - Gurion gave
the go-ahead to the nuclear weapon programme.'? As early as 1960 Isragl had begun work on this
unsafeguarded reactor at Dimona, which became operational in 1963.1*2 Withinitial French assistance
Israel trained a core group of scientists and technicians with the necessary competencies to develop
Israel’ s nuclear cagpability. Although French ass stance decreased after 1960 the reactor aswell asthe
basis provided by French assistance ensured the technologica prerequisites for proliferation. ™

3.333 I ncentives and Disincentives

3.3.3.31 Inter national Factors
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Fundamentad incentives for the development of nuclear wegpons by Isragl were regiond security
incentives, especidly related to strategic tensons within the Middle East between Israel and it' s Arab
neighbours.!*® Given Isradl’ s holocaust traumaand the threats it faced from its neighbouring states, its
decision in the late 1950s to acquire anuclear capability was perceived as a sacred matter of nationa
surviva. According to Avner Cohen “... the only way to grant Israel the deterrenceit needed - Isradl
must be in aposition to inflict a holocaust to prevent another holocaust.”*16

The drive towards Isragl’ s nuclear capability was spearheaded by David Ben - Gurion, Israd’sthen
prime minister and defence minigter, with abrief interruption from 1948 to 1963. Ben - Gurion viewed
the development of the nuclear bomb ascrucia to Isradl’ s security. When Gama Abdd Nasser came
to power in 1952, his favourable stance on Pan - Arabism was percelved asathreat by |sadl. 1sradl
viewed the US as an important role player in its security because of the US Jewish population’s
generous support of Isragl. Ben-Gurion endeavoured for years without success to obtain a nuclear
security assurance from the US!’  Thefind decision to develop nuclear weapons was triggered by
the large USSR-Egypt armaments dedl of 1955/1956 and the Israeli threat perception in the wake of
the Suez criss. French assistance for a nuclear weapon capability was sought in 1957. Heredfter,
nuclear weapons and other wegpons of mass destruction were initidly seen in the Middle East as a
remedy for weaknessin conventiond armaments.**® Isradl’ s development of anuclear capabiility asa
“deterrent for national survival” has been based primarily ontwo factors. Firdly Israel lacks strategic
depth territorialy, which makes it difficult to absorb a conventiond attack and respond effectively.
Secondly the “ preponderance of men and equipment” enjoyed by Isragl’ s Arab neighbours, dmost al
of whom have been hotile a one time or another, contributed to the decision.**

3.333.2 Domestic Factors

Despite overwhelming popular support for the development of anuclear wegpon capability, the views
of some minority opposition groupswere prominent enough to attract attention. A citizen lobby, known
asthe Committeefor the Denucl earisation of the Middle Eagt, wasfounded in the summer of 1962 with
the tacit support of World Zionist Organisation’s president Nahum Goldman. The ten to twenty
member group lobbied for the support of Isradl’ spalitical and intellectua leadership. The Committee’s
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premise was that “...the atomic bomb was a distinct type of weapon with the potential to destroy the
entire Zionist experiment.” The accidentdl |oss of Isradli weaponsto Arab hands would be disastrous
for Isradi security. In any event, an Israeli nuclear advantage would be short-lived, and would only
result in the Arab states developing a nuclear capabiility of their own.**® The opponents of this view,
induding Shimon Peres, M oshe Dayan and Ben - Gurion, expounded theideathat long-term deterrence
would eventualy bring about peace. Because of limited financid and human resources, nuclear
wegpons were seen asthe only effective deterrent and “...would eventudlly convince the Arabsto come
to political terms with the redlity of Isradl.”*%

3334 SUmmary

The precarious security Stuation in which Israd found itself Snceits creation in 1948, coupled with the
experience of the Jewish people in the Second World War, played the dominant role in the decison
makers opting for nuclear weapons. The Isradli State regarded a nuclear capability as vitd for the
aurvivd of Isradl inahogtileregion. The pariah satus of Isradl amongst the Arabsand to alarge extent,
within the NAM context is enhancing the |sragli government’ s threat perception.

In the case of Israd, the nuclear capability is being viewed by the Isradli government as vital not only
for the security of the state but also to the very surviva of the state. If thisview isheld by the decison
makers, non-proliferation would fail to be regarded as a policy option. Despite the end of the Cold
War, theregiond tenson in the Middle East continuesto perpetuate the presence of nuclear weapons
inthese sates, and even possibly an arms race including weapons of mass destruction in this region. %
A political solution to such problems would, however, enhance the possbility of Isradl’s eventud

adherence to the non-proliferation norm.

3.34 Sweden

3.34.1 I ntroduction

While Sweden's basic security ambition was, and is, Smilar to that of most countries namely to survive



94

as asovereign state, Sweden was one of the countriesto abandon its nuclear wegpon ambitionsin the
late 1960s.1® Although extensivework was doneon the devel opment of tactical nuclear wegponsnone
were manufactured and since Sweden acceded to the NPT in 1968, Sweden hasbeen aprominent and
leading state in globa non-proliferation and dissrmament efforts.

3.34.2 National Prerequisitesfor Proliferation

Sweden's nuclear weapons research was carried out at its nationa defence research inditute, the
Forsvarets Forskningsangtat (FOA), starting inthelate 1945. Thework wasat first undertaken onthe
orders of the supreme commander of the armed forces. In 1947, AB Atomenergi was formed to
develop a Swedish nuclear power industry. 1n 1949, acollaborative agreement between the FOA and
Atomenergi ensured cooperation between research for military and civilian purposes. A decisonwas
meade to design, and build indigenoudy, a heavy water research reactor. The one-megawaitt reactor,
designated R-1, became operationd in July 1954. It used Sweden's natura uranium resources and
gave Swedish stientists experience in producing plutonium, athough not in quantities sufficient for

nuclear explosives, 1

The congtruction of a nuclear infrastructure continued, but after Atomenergi accepted a US offer to
build an enriched uranium research reactor a avery low cost to Sweden, it becameincreasingly difficult
to obtain the appropriate nucl ear weapon relevant infrastructure for Pu-239 production, especidly. The
thirty-megawait reactor, which became operationa in May 1960, did not enhance the nuclear weapon
development programme, for two reasons.  Firdly, it was safeguarded, which alowed the use of its
nuclear materias only for peaceful purposes. Secondly, because it used enriched uranium fud, it was

not an ideal plutonium producer.'®

In January 1958, Atomenergi submitted a report, requested by the FOA, on reactors for production
of weapons-grade plutonium. Later in the year, a200-megawatt heavy water reactor, Marviken, was
planned. It would produce enough plutonium to build a smal stockpile of nuclear weapons. The
Marviken reactor had unexpected design problems, requiring the developers to switch to dightly
enriched fuel. In turn, this required that fuel be imported, which meant that safeguards would be
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attached. New plans to build an independent plutonium production cgpability would have been too
expensive, paliticaly and financidly.*?

While Sweden undoubtedly had the necessary prerequisites to develop a nuclear wespons capability,
international and domestic disincentivesresulting in politica,, technologica and financia handicgpsmade
it difficult to successfully exploit the capacity to develop nuclear weapons.

3.343 I ncentives and Disincentives

3.34.4 Inter national Factors

Sweden’ ssecurity position was precarious after the Second World War. The perception of threat from
the USSR was acute, while no dliance with any state owning nuclear wegponswasin force. If these
concerns had beentheonly factorstaken into account Sweden would probably have decided to acquire

these weapons.'?’

Perceptions of the internationa and regional security threets facing Sweden, as well asissues of how
to gppropriatey counter thesethreets, led to the evol utionary devel opment of Swedish policy on nuclear
wegpons. In the early 1950s nuclear wegpons were generally regarded as only more powerful
"conventiond" wegpons, without specid politicd meaning. The current hesitation to use nuclear
weapons at al was not so pronounced at thetime. Therefore, it was argued that Sweden, asamodern
and developed country with sgnificant defence forces, should acquire atomic wegponsin duetime. It
was aso argued that the Swedish armed forces should not bein apogtion of having inferior wegpons
to those of a potential enemy.'?®

In the operationd context, it was considered obvious by the Swedish decision makers that the ability
of the Swedish armed forces to impede an invader would be greatly improved, if they were equipped
withnuclear wegpons. A specific argument wasthat if Sweden had no nuclear wegpons of itsown and
was invaded by an enemy with such wegpons, Siweden would be forced to spread out its military units
to avoid annihilation, while the enemy would have decisve advantages by concentrating its forces.
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Sweden's defence plannerstook it for granted at thetimethat an invader having nuclear wegponswould
aso use them if militarily convenient. Politica actors arguing in favour of a Swedish nuclear force
assumed that Sweden could afford one nuclear system only, and that system would be atactica nuclear
force to support its defences againgt invasion across the land border or from the sea. It wasalso clear
that the Swedish atomic bomb would have to be based on plutonium produced in domestically-built
nuclear reactors, as domestic production of wegpons grade uranium would be out of the question for
economic reasons, if usng the enrichment methods known at the time.  An independent Strategic
deterrent wasindeed a so discussed but never serioudy proposed. Thereason for thelatter was purely

economic.'?®

Inthe late autumn of 1958, the Socid Democratic Party set up aninternd committee to investigate the
nuclear wegponissue. Theresulting report suggested that Sweden should not acquire nuclear weapons
because of the ongoing disarmament negotiations among the mgjor powers, and should thus postpone
itsfind decison on theissue. Thereport aso suggested that research on protection against apossible
nuclear attack should continue and be expanded. This "nuclear option policy” made possible a
postponement of the find decison whether to go nuclear or not by severd years, until the civil nuclear
power programme was further developed - up to 1964 it was estimated - without losing time, if the

decision was negative®.

At the time, it was argued by some that Siweden would lose credibility by promoting non-proliferation
and pursuing a nuclear option policy at the same time. Experience, however, showed the opposite.
The competence of the Swedish negotiating teams, based on the nuclear weapon research effort,
created valuable respect for them among both the non-aligned states and the nuclear wegpon states. 't

The Swedish find grategic conclusion on this issue was that the country should not acquire a nuclear
force. Assuming the continued dominance of the two military blocsin Europe and aso assuming their
continued high nuclear threshold (flexible response) doctrine, redigtic Swedish defence planning
dictated that a nuclear gtrike force, in addition to the necessary conventiona defence, would not be
possible within any conceivable peacetime level of Swedish defence expenditures. This andyss
prevailed and becamethe basisfor the sirategic decison in 1968 to assumean international commitment



97

to go non-nuclear.** It could aso be argued that the nuclear security guarantee extended to NATO
by the US had an influence on the Swedish decison as well. Despite Sweden's policy of neutrdity,
Mitchdl Reiss Satesthat Sweden’ sstrategic vaue and geographical proximity tothe NATO countries
ensured that the US nuclear guarantee extended to Sweden in much the same manner asit did to the

US s European alies!®

3.34.3.2 Domestic Factors

Cole suggests that the explanation for Sweden's abandoning its nuclear wegpon issue "lies more in
Swedish palitical culture than itstechnica cgpability” and was "a consegquence of the cumulative effect
of anumber of small decisionsand actions over two decades.”*** Swedishinvolvement ininternationd
disssmament treeties control aso helped to promote non-proliferation decison making. These
disncentives were further strengthened by the redisation that devel oping a nuclear wegpon capability
would result in unacceptably high financid expenditures.

3.344 SUmmary

Sweden'’s ultimate decison to abandon its nuclear weapons programme resulted from a variety of
factors. Politicdly, the notion of a Swedish nuclear arsend was rglected by many, particularly those
who envisoned a neutrd Sweden actively pursuing dissrmament and an end to nuclear testing.
Economicaly, weaponswere rejected by some as not being a cost-effective defence. Otherssaid that
Sweden's nuclear forces would be usdless againg the more heavily nuclear-armed states and would
actudly have the effect of inviting nuclear attack. Finaly there were serious technica problems that
essentidly forestalled Sweden’ s cgpability to acquire plutonium. In the absence of aclearly successful
plutonium production programme, objections to the effort were more likely to forestal budget
dlocations and congtruction of facilities** Crucial to Sweden’ sdecisionwasthat informationwasmade
avalable to the Swedish elite and a genuine debate, athough it dragged on for two decades, was
allowed to take place. Had the decision been taken by only afew palitical and or military leeders, or
conducted in secret, the outcome might have been quite different.*® The participation of Swedish
officidsin the interactions thet led to the establishment of the non-proliferation regime also asssted in



98

the eventua decision againgt a nuclear wegpon capability and to support non-proliferation actively.

34 Conclusion

In summarising this chapter, it is possible to draw certain conclusons. Despitethefact that thefactors
that influenced nuclear decisonsarerdatively easy toidentify, knowing exactly why states“go nuclear”
remains obscure. Decision making involves a large number of variablesand the interplay of reasons,
interests and perceptions makes most conclusions tentative. It isapparent from the cases sudied that
the impact of some factors will vary from country to country.®*” Itis, however, much moredifficult to
determine which of thosefactorswascrucia inany particular decison, and till moredifficult to develop
appropriate policies for the prevention of future proliferation.*® By taking the foregoing and other
higtoric cases into account it is possible to make some observations regarding factors leading to a

decisonfor nuclear wegponsthat will be useful in evauating South Africal sexperiencesin thisregard.

The prerequisites for the development and manufacture of nuclear wegpons are present in many
countries, including the more advanced developing countries. The palitica will to develop these kills,
however, remains vita for managing a successful programme. The politicd will is dso a vitd
component to ensure that the necessary financia resources are mohilised for such aprogramme. The
presence of acivilian nuclear industry or the pardld development of a civilian programme may dso
assist such aprogrammesignificantly. Thisisparticularly important seeing that an essentia prerequisite
for the manufacture of nuclear wegponsisfissle materid, and itsacquisitionisfar more difficult than the
design and manufacture of the triggering device.™*

It is possible to deduce from the given cases that international security and politica factors played a
dominant role in decisons to develop a nuclear wegpon capability. In most cases a specific regiona
security threst or percelved thrests were identified as the main reason for the development of nuclear
weapons. Although thisthreat was perceived to be nuclear in the case of India, it was the quantiteative
conventiond threet in Isragl which, inter dia, influenced the decison makers to develop a nuclear
weapon capability. Such aperceived threat thus does not need to be nuclear in nature. Even in the case
of Sweden, where the decision was taken to abandon the programme, the security implication of the
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nuclear wegpon superiority of the USSR as a potentid threat was a sgnificant factor in making that
decison. Theabsenceof crediblesecurity assurancesduring the Cold War wasasi gnificant contributor

to nuclear proliferation, for politicdly isolated Sates, in particular.

Internationd poalitical factors related to the prestige vaue of anuclear wegpon capability, have proved
to beadggnificant factor in, for example, thecase of India. Thisremains, however, acontributing factor
directly or indirectly linked to the governing €lite' s perception of the country’ sstrategic postion. During
the Cold War period this was regarded as a Sgnificant factor. The role of globalisation and growing
perceptions of interdependence are factors limiting the influence of internationa palitica factorsin the
aftermath of the Cold War.

In most cases the impact of domestic palitical factors on nuclear wegpon decision-making seems
limited, probably related to the secrecy surrounding such decision-making aswell as poor democratic
traditions in some of these countries. Although it is not possible to reliably ascertain public support in
some of these countries for the nuclear development programme, some indications exist in Israd and
Indig, for example, that Significant domestic support for such programmes exists. Domestic incentives
and disincentives seem to be more prominent in industrialised countries. In the case of Sweden's
decison not to develop nuclear wegpons, the role of domestic factors (political, technica and
economic) has had a sgnificant impact in the decison not to develop a nuclear wegpon capability.

The role of prominent so-cdled “myth makers’, usudly within the nuclear scientific environmernt,
however, seems to be an important domestic factor in driving a nuclear weapon development
programme. Although the initiative in most cases was taken in the context of security consderations,
it can aso be assumed that in some cases the exact nature and role of nuclear capability were not fully
conceived a the start of the programme.

In identifying some of the factors influencing decison-making regarding the development of a nuclear
weapon capability, it is dready possble to identify the dilemmas that need to be faced in non-
proliferation efforts. Nuclear non-proliferation policies canfocuson either demand - attemptsto build

political-military barriers to a decision to develop nuclear weapons - or supply - efforts to restrict
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technical capabilities to build such wegpons. For Germany, Japan, most of the industrialised world,
South Korea, and other countries, the principal tools used to restrict demand for nuclear proliferation
have been security arrangements and guarantees that obviate the necessity for nuclear wegpons. Inthe
case of the former West Germany, NATO made nuclear weapons defence available but with
multinational contral. Likewise, the US nuclear umbrella over South Korea has been centrd to that
country’s restraint on the nuclear option. Without the umbrella, South Korea could possibly have

decided to continue with its nuclear weapon programme. 14

The redtrictions on technica capabilities are adso influenced by nuclear specific certainties. For dmost
al of the existing nuclear powers, the construction of nuclear weapons was undertaken as a military
project, and the construction of apeaceful atomic energy programmewas asecondary benefit believed
to accompany the development of a fundamentaly military technology.'** A contemporary problem
for non-proliferation is that the non-proliferation regime was developed by relying on the nuclear
weapon experience of the NWS, and that since then the shifts of technology and even energy
economics should be taken into account.!*?  With international controls on civilian nuclear power this
is now reversed and the focus of non-proliferation is very much on the potentia development of a
cgpability with the materids, facilities and personnd origindly devoted to peaceful nuclear purposes
such as the generation of eectricity and basic nuclear research for industriad and other applications.

The development and spread of civilian nuclear technology has nowhere been nearly asrapid as was
predicted in the wake of the ail crigsin 1973, neither in the industridised nor in the deve oping world.
The spread of this technology in the developing world was and il is hampered by the high cogts of
nuclear energy, the lack of adequate networks for its efficient distribution, and the lack of qualified
manpower.* |nthe devel oped world, concern regarding the environmental impact especialy, because
of the health and safety aspects concerning civilian nuclear use, negatively influenced the potentia
growthof thecivilian nuclear industry. These concernswerefudled by the Chernobyl nuclear accident
in 1986 as well as by the impact of the globa environmenta Iobby since the seventies. Since then the
nuclear industry has never fully recovered. Current energy planning foresees the modernising of fossl-
fud fadilities, dong with the devel opment of commercidly viable solar or fusion power inthetwenty first
century.*#
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It could thus be assumed that countrieswill [ose convenient pretextsfor nuclear wegpons programmes
if nuclear power continues to wane as a cost-effective source of dectricity. In the newer non-officia
NWS (especidly India, Pakistan and Isradl), civil nuclear programmes have served as a cover under
which these states have conducted undeclared nuclear wegponswork. Y et as plutonium fuds prove
especidly non-competitive, and the declared NWS move to ban further unsafeguarded production of
this material, the capacity of other states to conduct clandestine nuclear wespons programmes will

decrease.'®

It could on the other hand a so be expected that, despite the downward interest in nuclear power inthe
industridised countries especidly, there can be hardly any doubt that nuclear power will continue to
play asgnificant energy role in future decades. Even with a new strengthened safeguard system, no
non-proliferationregimeisinal circumstances capabl e of preventing thedandestinediversion of nuclear
materid, or the military exploitation of a nuclear option resulting from a peaceful nuclear energy
programme. A safeguards system is primarily a politicd symbol. Redricting and rolling back
proliferation would remain highly difficult in areas of high regiond tenson.

The ultimate goa of any non-proliferation regime must therefore, be to ingpire basic internationd
confidence through a generally observed code of behaviour and ameaningful control and surveillance
mechanism. Such confidence, however, islargely aproduct of perceptions. At least four different sets
of perceptions arerdevant in thisrespect. Firdtly, the perceptions of the nuclear states concerning the
proliferation issue, which have not been identica, often inconsstent, and in the past clearly conflicting.
Secondly, the perceptions within and among the nuclear threshold countries of what they are searching
for, which varies from a desire to develop basic nuclear technology skills to the quest for a nuclear
weapon. Thirdly, the perceptionsby its neighbours of athreshold state’ smativations, which will amost
certainly not be identical with the red intentions harboured by these near-nuclear countries. Findly,
there are the perceptions of the internationa community at large asthe rules of the game change. Only
a common perception of the equity and desirability of the rules can give to anon-proliferation regime
the indigpensable sedl of legitimacy that makesit acceptable to individua countries. If the rules of the
game are not seen as equitable and legitimate, effortsto halt the spread of nuclear weapons will fail 14
Inthisregard aview gtill commonly heldin the developing world isthat thelack of demondirably serious
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commitment by the NWS to achieving any subgstantia limitetion of, let done reduction in their nuclear

arsends despite nearly thirty yearsof arms control negotiation, serves asaganding invitation to others

to proliferate.!*’

Sgnificant progress has, however, been made in developing arudimentary common view on the non-
proliferation norm. In particular the UN Security Council’ s growing commitment to hating the spreed
of nuclear weapons has created an international environment that is unusualy conductive to the
grengthening of the non-proliferation regime.!*®  The evolutionary development of thisnormwill bethe
focus of the next chapter of this study.
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